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APPENDIX L 
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND COMMENT ANALYSIS 

1. Method of Comment Collection and Analysis 

Methods of submitting comments included letters, facsimiles, and electronic mail 
messages. All comments, regardless of how they were submitted, received equal 
consideration.  

Letters were tracked as they arrived, registering the author’s name and affiliated 
organization, if applicable. After entering submissions in a tracking list, all were 
read and evaluated to determine their content. Most submissions contained 
several individual comments, thus, it was necessary to develop a method to 
systematically track all individual comments received. This was accomplished 
through a system in which individual comments within a longer letter or 
comment form were numbered for tracking purposes. Individual comments 
were tallied and analyzed, and written submissions were registered in the 
administrative record. 

2. Summary of Written Comments Received 

The comment period closed on September 19th, 2008. All written comments 
sent prior to midnight (12:00 A.M. on September 19th, 2008) were accepted as 
official comments. Some comments were duplicated within an electronic mail 
message and a letter submitted via US Mail. Identical, duplicate comments from 
the same party were not considered more than once.  

A total of 74 written submissions were received.  Most of the submissions 
contained multiple comments on different topics. A total of over 500 individual 
comments were made. All information received through these comments has 
been evaluated, verified, and incorporated into the Final PEIS as appropriate.  

Copies of all accepted written submissions, excluding attachments and 
appendicies are provided in this Appendix, followed by the agency response. 
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Appendix L. Public Comments and Comment Analysis 

 

Each comment is coded using the affiliated organization type, the letter number, 
and the comment number within the letter.  Affiliation types include A 
(government agency or tribal organizations), I (individual), O (non-profit 
organization), and C (commercial business or industry organization). The two 
form letters were received from groups of individuals, and were classified as F 
(form letter). A vertical line and the comment code note each separate 
comment within each submission. The agency response to each comment is 
printed following the comment letter. Everyone who submitted a unique 
comment letter is included in the commentor index (Table L-1, Comment 
Letters Received by Author Name), which includes last name, first name, 
affiliated organization (if applicable) and letter ID. A separate index is provided 
in which letters are organized alphabetically by affiliated organization (Table L-2, 
Comment Letters Received by Affiliated Organization).  

In addition, form letters with identical or nearly identical comments were 
received from over 700 individuals on two topics. Individual commentor’s 
names and addresses were recorded, but identical duplicate comments were 
not responded to more than once. Representative letters for each of the two 
topics are published in this Appendix. Individuals who submitted a form letter 
will be directed to the representative letter. 

Table L-1 
Comment Letters Received by Author Name 

Commentor Name Affiliated Organization Letter 
Code 

Multiple commentors n/a FORM LETTER A F-34 
Multiple commentors n/a FORM LETTER B F-40 
Alvarez, Raymond Hewisedawi Band of Pit River Indians A-46 
Arnold, Gary Arnold, Bleuel, Larochelle, Mathews and Zirbel LLP I-1 
Arnold, Gary Arnold, Bleuel, Larochelle, Mathews and Zirbel LLP I-2 
Banks, Kevin Alaska Department of Natural Resources A-56 
Barr, Ronald Earth Power Resources, Inc C-50 
Becker, Dave Oregon Natural Desert Association O-42 
Berditschevsky, Michelle Pit River Tribe A-61 
Boggs, Denise Conservation Congress O-22 
Bromm, Susan U.S. Environmental Protection Agency A-45 
Canaly, Christine and Smith, Ceal San Luis Valley Water Protection Coalition and San Luis 

Valley Ecosystem Council 
O-74 

Culver, Nada Wilderness Society A-58 
Davidson, Patty n/a I-66 
D'Olier, William L. n/a I-37 
Eastman, Trudy n/a I-71 
Emmerich, John Wyoming Department of Game and Fish A-23 
Etchepare, John Wyoming Department of Agriculture A-24 
Fite, Katie Western Watersheads Project A-6 
Fite, Katie Western Watersheads Project A-9 
Fleischmann, Daniel Ormat Nevada Inc. C-54 
ForestDavis, Olivia Hewasi Band Pit River Tribal Member  I-68 
Fraser, Rob Idaho Wilderness Federation O-60 
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Table L-1 
Comment Letters Received by Author Name 

Commentor Name Affiliated Organization Letter 
Code 

Gawell, Karl Geothermal Energy Association C-16 
Gillerman, Virginia Idaho Geological Survey A-8 
Goin, Wayne Minion Hydrologic C-26 
 Guenther, Herbert R. Arizona Department of Water Resources A-64 
Hayden, Deborah Swiftcurrent Ventures C-18 
Heiken, Doug Oregon Wild O-49 
Hoyle, Joe W n/a I-52 
Jackson, Irene n/a I-25 
Jackson, Irene n/a I-32 
Johnson, Stephen Dunton LLC. C-48 
Kames, Renee n/a I-65 
Karnes, A n/a I-69 
Kessell, Mark  n/a I-67 
Kezar, Chuck n/a I-51 
Kjellander, Paul Idaho Office of Energy Resources A-44 
Lovekin, James GeothermalEx, Inc. C-17 
Lovelace, Bonnie Montana Department of Environmental Quality A-31 
Magnusson, Arni Glitner Sustainable Energy C-4 
Mansure, Chip n/a I-14 
Mattson Mc Donnald, Pamela n/a I-10 
McKee, Michael Uintah County A-59 
Mitchell, D. Kjell Glenwood Springs Hot Springs Lodge and Pool C-20 
Murawski, Helene n/a I-36 
Nash-Chrabascz, Bridget Quechan Indian Tribe A-33 
Niggemann, Kim  Nevada Geothermal Power Inc C-13 
Pace, Sam Saguache County Commissioners A-27 
Painter, Janie Save Medicine Lake Coalition O-55 
Perry, Douglas Davenport Power LLC C-19 
Prisament, Morty  Tetra Tech C-11 
Purves, Cathy Trout Unlimited O-47 
Ranger, Richard API energy C-43 
Ritter, Ginger Arizona Game and Fish Department A-29 
Ronnerud, Phil Greenlee County, AZ A-12 
Seeber, Theodore n/a I-3 
Shockey, Diane n/a I-63 
Shott, Jim Medicine Lake Citizens for Quality Environment Inc. O-70 
Sifford, Alex Sifford Energy Services C-38 
Simmons, Patricia n/a I-39 
Stansell, Stan U.S. Fish and Wildlife Agency A-73 
Sullivan, Patrick  n/a I-15 
Sulock, Dot n/a I-5 
Thrash, Gary San Juan Public Lands Center O-41 
Tolbert, Krista n/a I-28 
Von Seggern, David Great Basin Sierra Club O-30 
Walsh, Stan Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe A-72 
Jones-Weinberger, Carolyn n/a I-62 
Wenk, Dan National Park Service A-57 
Wilmoth, Stan Montana Historical Society O-7 
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Table L-1 
Comment Letters Received by Author Name 

Commentor Name Affiliated Organization Letter 
Code 

Witcher, James n/a I-53 
Wunder, Matthew New Mexico Department of Game and Fish  A-21 
Wyncoop, Eileen Sierra Pacific Resources (Nevada and Pacific Power) C-35 

 

Table L-2 
Comment Letters Received by Affiliation of Author 

Affiliated Organization Letter 
Code 

Alaska Department of Natural Resources A-56 
API energy C-43 
Arizona Department of Water Resources A-64 
Arizona Game and Fish Department A-29 
Conservation Congress O-22 
Davenport Power LLC C-19 
Dunton LLC. C-48 
Earth Power Resources, Inc C-50 
Geothermal Energy Association C-16 
GeothermalEx, Inc. C-17 
Glenwood Springs Hot Springs Lodge and Pool C-20 
Glitner Sustainable Energy C-4 
Great Basin Sierra Club O-30 
Greenlee County, AZ A-12 
Hewisedawi Band of Pit River Indians A-46 
Idaho Geological Survey A-8 
Idaho Office of Energy Resources A-44 
Idaho Wilderness Federation O-60 
Medicine Lake Citizens for Quality Environment Inc. O-70 
Minion Hydrologic C-26 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality A-31 
Montana Historical Society O-7 
National Park Service A-57 
Nevada Geothermal Power Inc C-13 
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish  A-21 
Oregon Natural Desert Association O-42 
Oregon Wild O-49 
Ormat Nevada Inc. C-54 
Pit River Tribe A-61 
Quechan Indian Tribe A-33 
Saguache County Commissioners A-27 
San Juan Public Lands Center O-41 
Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe A-72 
Save Medicine Lake Coalition O-55 
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Table L-2 
Comment Letters Received by Affiliation of Author 

Affiliated Organization Letter 
Code 

Sierra Pacific Resources (Nevada and Pacific Power) C-35 
Sifford Energy Services C-38 
Swiftcurrent Ventures C-18 

Tetra Tech C-11 
Trout Unlimited O-47 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency A-45 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Agency A-73 
Uintah County A-59 
Western Watersheads Project A-6 
Western Watersheads Project A-9 
Wilderness Society A-58 
Wyoming Department of Agriculture A-24 
Wyoming Department of Game and Fish A-23 

 

Comments on the PEIS were concerned with a number of issues including but 
not limited to: scope of the document, identification of lands available for 
leasing, and incorporation of site specific stipulations and BMPs. In addition, 
comments were received for the following resources and resources uses: air 
quality, cultural resources, fish and wildlife, geologic and seismic resources, 
livestock grazing, land use and special designations, minerals and energy, noise 
national scenic and historic trails, recreation, socioeconomics and environmental 
justice, special status species, tribal interests, vegetation, visual resource, and 
water resources. 

3. Comment Letters and Responses 

All unique comment submissions and representative form letters are included 
below.  Reponses can be found immediately following each letter.  
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I-1-1   

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1, BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 
Site-specific impacts on water resources, including water importation, would be addressed as part of the 
environmental analysis for the permitting process.  

I-1-2  

As noted in the above response, the PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require 
the lease holder to specify what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, 
discussion of alternate technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1, BLM and FS 
Decisions to be Made Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). 

I-1-3  

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water 
importation, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All 
development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting 
and environmental analysis. BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and 
resolve resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

I-1-4  

See above response for comment I-1-3. 

I-1-5  

As noted above, issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify what kind or size of 
plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate technologies is not 
appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1, BLM and FS Decisions to be Made Following Subsequent 
NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization and reclamation 
activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water importation, would be 
addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. BLM and FS would work 
with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific 
mitigation would be developed as necessary. 
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I-2-1  

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1, BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

I-2-2 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1, BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

I-2-3 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1, BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

I-2-4   

The geothermal lease is for the heat in the federal mineral estate. Unless specifically owned in fee, the 
fluid part of the resource falls under state laws. Therefore, the amounts of fluid that can be extracted or 
injected is subject to the individual states’ allocation programs, as is the use of other groundwater or 
surface water sources. The water rights to these fluids, and whether there are better uses for them, is 
not the subject of this PEIS. The potential for depletion of other sources would be part of the evaluation 
of each individual lease. 

The PEIS does discuss potential water quality impacts to the geothermal resource and other 
groundwater and surface water sources from the geothermal activities.  

Where the geothermal resource includes both heat and fluids (water, steam, or a mix), these resources 
may or may not be hydrologically connected with local and regional aquifers. Where they are 
connected, the depletion of fluids from the geothermal resource could impact the availability of water 
from the other sources of groundwater, or in rare cases, even surface water (e.g., hot springs). More 
commonly, the reservoir pressure is easier to maintain in situations where the geothermal reservoir is 
naturally recharged via a connection to the surface. Local conditions would determine the manner and 
degree to which the systems are hydrologically connected. However, this would not occur (i.e., there is 
no water loss or drawdown of the geothermal reservoir) in binary situations (most existing plants), 
because the system is a closed loop that recaptures all water and condensate for reinjection into the 
same reservoir it is drawn from; the goal is to maintain reservoir pressure. In every case, the operator is 
required to protect other aquifer zones from mixing or being depleted.  



Where the geothermal resource is not connected with other groundwater systems, there is little 
likelihood that depletion of fluids from the geothermal resource would directly impact the availability of 
water from the other groundwater systems. The use of other water resources to “replenish” the 
geothermal resource using other sources is only necessary in the case of “flash” or steam-run plants, 
which are rare, and would be subject to subsequent allocation permit decisions at the state and federal 
level. Any new action would also have to comply with environmental laws.  

The PEIS discusses the amount of geothermal fluid lost to the system due to emission of steam and 
cooling losses. New language has been added to state that the generation of electrical power through 
geothermal energy from flash plants requires the use of varying amounts of water from other sources 
for cooling purposes depending on the technology used, the temperatures involved, and climatic 
conditions. The environmental impacts of the use of water from other sources for cooling purposes 
depend on the source, the amount used, and the ultimate disposition. The different demands for water 
from the other sources is the subject of water rights and is not covered in this PEIS. This PEIS includes 
restrictions and mitigations regarding leasing in designated source water protection areas and municipal 
watersheds or near water bodies, riparian areas, and wetlands. Other restrictions and stipulations apply 
for special status species and habitats that could include water resources.  

These conditions and the potential to impact them vary by location and the proposed development. 
Prior to making leasing decisions, BLM will assess whether the existing NEPA is adequate (i.e., through 
completion of a DNA), or whether there is new information or new circumstances that warrant further 
analysis. Prior to BLM allowing any drilling activities, the lessee will be required to obtain necessary 
permits from the appropriate state agencies and will be required to isolate and protect groundwater 
sources from contamination and depletion. 

I-2-5 

Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water importation, would be 
addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 
BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. 
Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed as necessary. The use of other water resources 
to “replenish” the geothermal resource using other sources would be subject to subsequent permit 
decisions at the state and federal level. Any new action would also have to comply with relevant 
environmental laws. As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the 
state level. Each prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated 
state water right before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

I-2-6  

Since the PEIS must include multiple environments, geothermal reservoir, and power production 
technologies, the language used is meant to be general and encompasses all fluids (water, steam, and 
mix) except where specified as one type. Text has been added to clarify that most of the power 
production anticipated to occur is by binary systems followed by flash steam systems. Geothermal 
resource with potential for dry steam power production, the type discussed in the comment, is very 
rare. The Geysers is the only such resource in the United States. Other methods will require 



considerable development before production leasing becomes more common. See also response to 
comment 1-2-4. 

I-2-7 

As noted above, the PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease 
holder to specify what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion 
of alternate technologies is not appropriate in this analysis. All development and utilization and 
reclamation activities, including impacts of WCTs or ACCs, would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis.  

I-2-8 

Site-specific impacts on water resources, including water importation, would be addressed as part of the 
environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, and reclamation 
activities, including the use of reclaimed water, would be subject to further site-specific permitting and 
environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate.  

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

I-2-9 

See response to comment 1-2-8, above. 

I-2-10 

As noted above, the PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease 
holder to specify what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion 
of alternate technologies is not appropriate in this analysis. All development and utilization and 
reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

I-2-11 

As noted above, issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify what kind or size of 
plant would be developed on the lease site. Site-specific impacts would be analyzed prior to any 
development activities for the lease sites. 

I-2-12 

Temperature is not a resource required to be analyzed under NEPA. No environmental resources 
requiring analysis under NEPA are expected to be affected by heat release by geothermal plants. 

I-2-13 

This and all RFD numbers come from the Western Governor Association’s Geothermal Task Force 
Report. We are unable to verify data from each location. 



I-2-14 

An air-cooled plant would require more land and would be closer to the average 25-acre site, whereas a 
water-cooled plant would require less land and the total site would be closer to 20 acres. 

I-2-15 

See responses to comments 1-2-4 and 1-2-6. 

I-2-16 

When fluid is extracted from a geothermal resource, the fluid pressure is decreased, increasing the 
potential for subsidence and compaction. This can result in an increased number of very small 
earthquakes with little risk for damage. The greater risk is from injection of fluids into a system, 
resulting in increased pressure and effective “lubrication” of existing faults. This can result in larger 
earthquakes occurring along the “lubricated” faults.  

Reinjection of extracted fluids helps maintain the existing pressures. As long as reinjection does not 
occur directly into a fault, maintaining the existing pressures does not increase the potential for large 
earthquakes.  

I-2-17 

See responses to comments 1-2-4 and 1-2-6 for discussion of development of high steam areas.  

Subsidence also depends on the geological characteristics of the area where the geothermal fluids are 
extracted, or where any other groundwater source used for cooling may be extracted. These conditions 
and the potential to impact them vary by location and the proposed development. Prior to making 
leasing decisions, BLM will assess whether the existing NEPA is adequate (i.e., through completion of a 
DNA), or whether there is new information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. 

I-2-18 

Site-specific impacts on water resources, including water importation, would be addressed as part of the 
environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities 
would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. Appropriate site-specific 
mitigation would be developed as necessary. 

I-2-19 

Site-specific impacts on water resources would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for 
the permitting process. The PEIS discusses the amount of geothermal fluid lost to the system due to 
emission of steam and cooling losses. New language has been added to state that the generation of 
electrical power through geothermal energy requires the use of varying amounts of water from other 
sources for cooling purposes depending on the technology used, the temperatures involved, and climatic 
conditions.  



In assessing the RFDS, the PEIS discusses the total fluid expected to be extracted per lease (2 wells with 
up to 5 million gpd). The PEIS also discusses the amount that could be reinjected for closed loop 
systems (10 million gpd) and flash steam facilities (8 to 8.5 million gpd). Dry steam power plants like The 
Geysers do not reinject any fluids. However, resources capable of being developed for dry steam power 
plants are very rare. The Geysers is the only such resource in the United States. Text has been added to 
the PEIS to discuss the rarity of potential dry steam resources.  

I-2-20 

As discussed in responses above, issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify what 
kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis. All plants would require site-specific permitting and 
environmental analysis prior to development. 

I-2-21 

As discussed in responses above, prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate 
state agencies, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, water 
rights, and wildlife. Site specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water 
importation would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process.  

I-2-22 

As noted above, site-specific impacts on water resources, including any impacts on groundwater, would 
be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process prior to development or 
utilization. 

I-2-23 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife.  

Furthermore, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including analysis of cumulative impacts as appropriate.  

I-2-24 

Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify what kind or size of plant would be 
developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate technologies is not appropriate in this 
analysis (see Section 1.11.1, BLM and FS Decisions to be Made Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for 
further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization and reclamation activities would be 
subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, including analysis of water 
resources and biological resources.  

I-2-25 

See above response for comment I-2-24. 



I-2-26 

ACEC data were provided by individual state offices and may not represent a comprehensive list. 
Geothermal leasing will recognize existing ACECs. Leasing will be prohibited or restricted on ACECs 
where the BLM determines that geothermal leasing and development would be incompatible with the 
purposes for which the ACEC was designated or for those whose management plans expressly preclude 
new leasing or development for oil and gas or geothermal resources. 

I-2-27 

BMPs included in the PEIS for visual resources are more specific because all BLM and FS lands can be 
assessed and put into a few specific categories. In contrast, water and biological resources are highly 
location specific. BMPs for water and other resource in this document are intended to provide BLM and 
FS offices the flexibility to respond to different local needs. Local staff will consult with local 
stakeholders and develop BMPs and stipulations that are appropriate for the protection of those 
resources. 

I-2-28 

As stated in Section 3.11.1, the state-listed species that occur in the planning area that may be affected 
by a particular project would be identified in site-specific environmental analysis. 
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I can only hope that somebody has mentioned the danger of such plants- and 

the technological solution. 
 

 

 
The danger:  Pumping out too much water, lowering the pressure on fault 

lines, thus causing earthquakes. 
 

The solution:  heat exchangers and reinjection pumps. 

 
 

 
Ted Seeber 

 

Beaverton,OR 
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I-3-1  

As stated in Sections 2.5.1 and 4.3.2, geothermal fluids will be used and then reinjected for near zero net 
change in fluids. This procedure would represent a low risk for increased seismic activity. 

Also see response to comment 1-2-16.  
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C-4-1  

The commentor’s support for a programmatic document is noted. 

C-4-2  

The commentor’s support for the proposed alternative and decisions on pending lease applications is 
noted. 

C-4-3  

The comment is noted. 

C-4-4  

The commentor’s support for the Proposed Action is noted. 

C-4-5  

Leasing is not permitted on NPS by non-discretionary determination. In addition, leasing is prohibited on 
lands where it is determined, based on scientific evidence, that exploration, development, or utilization 
of the lands, subject to the lease application or nomination, is reasonably likely to result in a significant 
adverse effect on a significant thermal feature within the National Park System (see Section 2.2.2). 

C-4-6  

The comment on Alterative C is noted. 

C-4-7  

The comment is noted. Input from all commentors, including industry, has been considered in the 
formation of the Final PEIS. 

C-4-8 

The commentor’s preference for Alternative B is noted. 

 



geothermal_eis 

  

 

From: Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [mailto:Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] 

Sent: Sat 7/5/2008 10:27 AM 
To: geothermal_eis 

Subject: Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov  
 

 

This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 

 
 

                                                                           

             Dot Sulock                                                 To 
             <dsulock@unca.edu         geothermal_EIS@blm.gov              

             >                                                          cc 
                                                                           

             07/05/2008 11:24                                          bcc 

             AM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 

                                       opening public lands for geothermal 
                                       is a good idea                      

                                                                           

                                                                           
                                                                           

                                                                           
 

 

 
 

 
Geothermal energy is vastly superior to nuclear or coal and frees us 

from dependence on foreign oil.  We need all the geothermal energy we 

can get.  Support new geothermal exploration on federal lands. 
 

Dot Sulock, University of North Carolina at Asheville 
 

 To...

 

Mary_Christensen@blm.gov 

 Cc...  

 Bcc...  

Subject:  RE: Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments:
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I-5-1  

Thank you for your comment. 



geothermal_eis 

 

This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 
 
 
                                                                           
             Katie Fite                                                 To 
             <katie@westernwat         <geothermal_EIS@blm.gov>            
             ersheds.org>                                               cc 
                                                                           
             07/08/2008 10:14                                          bcc 
             AM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Geothermal EiS comments             
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
 
July 7, 2008 
 
Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi 
12 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
e-mail: geothermal_EISblm.gov <mailto:geothermal_EIS@blm.gov> 
 
Dear BLM, 
 
Here are comments o Western Watersheds Project on the geothermal 
development EIS. We are very concerned that BLM is about to allow 
near-unfettered access an damage to public lands under the Programmatic 
Wind EIS (already finalized),the  Solar EIS, the Geothermal EIS, and 
innumerable new energy corridor propsals. The devastating ecological 
Footprint of all of the foreseeable evelopment under this series of EISs 
(as well as Oil and Gas leasing and other such activty) on sage-grouse, 
pygmy rabbit and other important and sensitive species ust be fully 
examined here. 
 
We are very concerned about the filure of the process to provide a 
framework for rejection/avoidance of solar development on ecologically 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Tue 7/8/2008 9:16 AM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
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important public lands. A set of specifi criteria must be established for 
examination of ³appropriate² vs. ³inapproprate² siting. 
 
For example, if a geothermal plant and associated roading, owerlines, 
impacts to water tables, increased human disturbance, habitat fragmentation 
and other effects is proposedfor an area with a small and/or declining 
population of sage-grouse, geotermal facilities/ development should not be 
allowed to occur on those sits.  Pleas establish a framework that clearly 
allows this to happen. We aso ask that you amend the current Wind EIS as 
part of this geothermal process  t add this environmental safeguard to it. 
Right now, entirely inapproprate and disastrous development is being 
proposed under that document in Browns Bench/China Mountain and other areas 
 and project proponents/foreign evelopers are saying ³The Wind EIS says 
development here is ok². This is EXACTLY the stuation that the geothermal 
EIS must avoid  where it is used to justify/cver destruction of critical 
sage-grouse and other wildlife habitats. 
 
Thisprocess seems aimed at throwing development of many sensitive areas and 
vunerable native species populations wide-open. A press release states: 
 
The preferred Alternative in the Draft PEIS considers all public lands 
andNational Forest System lands with potential for geothermal development 
available for leasing except those that are withdrawn or administrativel 
closed to geothermal leasing. The Draft PEIS also evaluates another 
alternatve based on public input gained during scoping that would limit 
geotherml leasing for electrical generation to areas near transmission 
lines². 
 
Man BLM Land Use Plans and Forest Plans are old and outdated, and are not 
crrent inventories of lands and values. New plans finalized in particular 
oer the past 8 years of the anti-science Bush administration  - whre 
industry desires have trumped all else can not be viewed as using best 
Avilable or current science in establishing avoidance areas, special 
naturalareas, or other sites where geothermal exploration/development or 
oher energy activity may have devastating impacts. 
 
BLM must also establih a process that examines the relative scarcity of the 
ecological and natral/recreational values affected by geothermal 
development and exploratin and other ³renewables² on public lands. 
 
BLM must establish a processthat adequately examines the whole Footprint of 
disturbances and stresss on ecosystems  - and deny geothermal development 
where a series of overlaping and cumulative threats may be jeopardizing 
species survival. 
 
Several ew alternatives that establish specific criteria for appropriate 
vs. iappropriate siting, and  framework for establishing  ³off-limit² areas 
where denial of leasing readily occurs  must be develope as part of this 
process. Areas that should be evaluated as off-limits t leasing include: 
Important areas for sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit, and other rae and declining 
sagebrush-dependent species; Areas with water tables theatened by aquifer 
drawdown from mining, Las Vegas or other water export  such as the 
Monoregion; areas threatened by irrigation from shallow or geothermal 
aquifers 
sch as habitats for the Bruneau Hot Springs snail, and other vital landsand 
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waters. 
 
BLM should also act to reconsider and potentially cancel all he flurry of 
geothermal leasing that is currently occurring  especially in Nevada ad 
other areas where sage-grouse, pygmy rabbit and other species ae greatly 
threatened by any increased or new habitat fragmentation and loss  as would 
occur with geothermal leasing, development and infrastructure. It eems BLM 
has conducted this to try to clear as many projects as possible prioto 
completion of even the minimal controls that could result from this ES. A 
full accounting of all leases recently issued or foreseeable must be part 
of 
this EIS. 
 
An honest and accurate ccounting of springsnails and other aquatic biota 
jeopardized by geothermal dvelopment and the direct, indirect and 
cumulative effects of livestoc grazing facilities, ag/irrigation, mine 
aquifer drawdown, SNWA water ming and export, and other activities must be 
provided as part of this ES. What are these species? What are there 
populations? What is occurrig with the aquifer levels? How will additional 
drawdown affect these speces? 
 
How might geothermal water removal affect cooler water aquifes and surface 
expression? 
 
What is the potential for disrupting surface xpressions and flows from 
various forms of exploration or development  inluding invasive dynamiting, 
drilling etc.? 
 
What potentially hazardous substances might be mixed with water 
re-injected? 
 
How can industry/BLM be certain that anyre-injection does not disrupt 
aquifers or surface flow expression in ay way? 
 
As mitigation for any geothermal development, purchase of private lnds, 
purchase and permanent retirement of public lands grazing permits, an 
removal of harmful spring ³developments² must be required as a range of 
mtigation actions. Sada et al. 2001 BLM Technical Bulletin details the 
dsastrous effects of livestock water developments on springs and seeps 
onpublic lands in the Interior West. It is thus very appropriate that 
removaland restoration of these very damaging spring developments and 
pipelines, 
couled with removal of the stressor of livestock grazing and trampling 
disturbnce to spring and seep areas and watersheds, be part of the 
standardmitigation for geothermal activities on public lands. 
 
Please fully examine ow livestock-caused desertification processes may be 
affecting watershds, and aquifer infiltration (vs. rapid runoff) and slow 
release of waters. ow does this stress, coupled with geothermal development 
disturbance, affet ecosystems or natural processes?  How do both these 
stresses affct habitats and populations for important and sensitive 
species? 
 
How willdevelopment of geothermal energy on private, state or other 
non-public  lans alter or affect the geothermal waters of public lands? Can 
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one mega-geotermal pumping plants lead to rapid and sudden aquifer 
drawdown? Whereare such activities planned? 
 
How will such geothermal explo and devlopment under this EIS affect the 
very important public recreational uses associated with public lands hot 
springs? What sideboards can be placed to liit or prevent losses of these 
unique and important places? 
 
We are very concrned that geothermal development will be done on remote 
areas, most of the pwer lost in transmission to urban areas, large 
corporations will control th development, and the public end up with only 
desiccated hot springs, furter fragmentation and loss of iortant wildlife 
habitats  with little energy actualy used. 
 
If BLM is indeedto follow sensitive species policies, the ESA, its own 
claims of Conservation Plans for sage-grouse, then it must place many more 
limits on developent and places off‹limits to all energy disturbance than 
it has done so far in a similar EIS process for Wind  which is right now 
alowing disastrous foreseeable development of China Mountain/Brown¹s Bench, 
Table Mountain on NV UT order, and other areas vital to sage-grouse. 
Geothermal development, withpowerlines galore and new rding may have 
similar impacts in some areas  and this EIS process must establih a clear 
and easy path for BLM to evaluate and deny development in sensitive lands. 
 
Pease see the recent Atamian Nevada studies on the effects of the 
Falcon-Gonder powerline on increasing raven numbers and sage-grouse 
declines. Mater¹s Thesis, and Five Year and other Progress Reports. 
 
How might stagnant ools or ponds of water resulting from geothermal explo 
or development promote West Nile virus mosquitoes? Tis represents a 
migratory bird, sage-grouse and human health risk of much significance. 
 
States have various water laws, allocation proceses, etc. Nearly all are 
drastically over-allocated. Yet geothermal andother aquifers are not based 
on state line boundaries. How does this affect the setting, risk and 
uncertainty wih any geothermal development on public lands? 
 
 How will livestock razing potentially be intensified as a result of pools 
of water and/or electricl lines to pump water associated with geothermal 
development be used for livestock pipelines  nd thus the ecological damage 
caused or related to geothermal devlopment be intensified? / Under 
alternatives, no new livestock facilities should be allowed in association 
wih any rights-of-way/geothermal development. 
 
Please apply the following concrns on the Westwide DOE Corridor, where 
appropriate, to thi geothermal EIS process as well.  This includes all 
concerns raised fromweed impacts to the inefficiency of remote siting of 
energy facilities. Te full Footprint of any geothermal development, 
including in having large tansmission lines built especially for it, must 
be fully examined  and sensitive areas placed off-limits to BOTH 
geothermaland Energy Corridor activity/authorization. 
 
 
 
DOE West-wide Corrido PEIS 
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Sincerely, 
 
Katie Fite 
Biodiversity Director 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID  83701 
208-429-1679 
 
 
 
ATTACHMENTS 
 
Belsky and Gelbard 2000 
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Dobkin and Sauder 2004 
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Wisdom et al. 2002 
WWP Comments/Appeals: Browns Bench, SWIP 
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O-6-1  

Cumulative impacts, including impacts from other renewable energy development, are discussed in 
Chapter 5. Cumulative impacts on specific lease locations would be addressed in additional NEPA 
documents, when appropriate. 

O-6-2 

Addressing solar development is outside of the scope of this document. 

O-6-3 

Before issuing any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary reviews to ensure that leasing would be 
compatible with the local land use plan and with all applicable state and local laws and regulations such 
as Endangered Species Act and National Historic Preservation Act. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a 
variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions. 

O-6-3 

Amending the Wind EIS is outside of the scope of this PEIS. 

O-6-5 

Lands designated as open to leasing are subject to existing laws, regulations, and formal orders. In 
complying with these laws, regulations, and orders, some of the open lands may not be available for 
leasing. Chapter 2 explains, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, that the BLM and FS would comply with the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act, including determining if any listed or proposed threatened 
or endangered species or critical habitat is present on nominated lease parcels and may be affected by 
any decision to lease. Chapter 6 of the Final PEIS, in turn, explains that the agencies have determined 
that the decision to lease has no effect on listed species or critical habitat.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will impose an 
Endangered Species Act stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases. 

This document supports the amendment of plans to adopt the resource allocations, stipulations, 
procedures, and relevant BMPs for geothermal leasing, as outlined in the PEIS. 

The best available science was used in the development of this document. 

O-6-6 

This document addresses lease applications pending as of January 1, 2005, as well as future geothermal 
leasing decisions. Current lease sales follow existing procedures outlined in the no action alternative, 
which include evaluation on a case-by-case basis, including NEPA documentation when appropriate. 

O-6-7 



Programmatic analysis of the impacts to fish and wildlife is included in Section 4.10. All development, 
utilization, and reclamation activities would require further site-specific permits and associated 
environmental analysis.  

O-6-8 

Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water importation, would be 
addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 
BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. 
Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed as necessary. 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

There is no way to ensure that there will be no impacts whatsoever. This PEIS presents the information 
on the potential impacts to water quality and surface disturbance, as well as recommended restrictions 
and stipulations (discussed in Sections 4.7 and 4.6) to the decision maker for consideration as part of 
decision process. 

O-6-9 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

O-6-10 

The resource uses compatible with geothermal use are likely to vary depending on site-specific 
conditions. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. BLM and FS 
would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. 
Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary.  

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water 
importation, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process.  

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 



O-6-11 

The sensitive species stipulation in Section 2.19 states:  

For agency-designated sensitive species (e.g., sage grouse), a lease stipulation (NSO, CSU, or TL) would 
be imposed for those portions of high value/key/crucial species habitat where other existing measures 
are inadequate to meet agency management objectives. 

The BLM and FS have added a procedure prior to leasing in Chapter 2: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. 

The commentor did not provide enough information to locate suggested references. 

O-6-12 

This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stage. All development, utilization, 
and reclamation activities, including the use of holding pools, would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis, including analysis of the impacts to fish and wildlife and human 
health and safety. 

O-6-13 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

O-6-14 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

O-6-15 

Attachments, including comments for the west-wide corridor EIS, were reviewed and incorporated into 
revision when appropriate. 
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O-7-1 

The PEIS provides multiple levels of protection for cultural resources.  

The cultural resource stipulation states that the BLM “may require modification to exploration or 
development proposals to protect such properties, or disapprove any activity that is likely to result in 
adverse affects that cannot be successfully avoided minimized or mitigated” (see Section 2.2.2 Cultural 
Resource Stipulations). 

In addition, as stated in the PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the 
BLM or FS will consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic 
Preservation Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional 
cultural resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential for geothermal 
energy development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act. 

O-7-2 

In the PEIS, additional protections exist for cultural resources beyond the standard lease stipulations.  

As stated in the PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS 
will consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential for geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 
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I-8-1 

The commentor’s support for geothermal development is noted. 

I-8-2 

Leasing for indirect use will continue to operate on the current competitive lease sale basis, as described 
in Section 1.5.3. 

I-8-3 

It is the intention of the BLM that the PEIS amend affected land use plans by allocating BLM lands as 
open or closed to geothermal leasing and by identifying appropriate stipulations and BMPs. Subsequent 
environmental analysis would be focused on site-specific impacts for geothermal exploration, drilling, 
utilization, and reclamation. Any additional NEPA documents could tier to this document in accordance 
with NEPA implementation regulations (Section 1.9.1). 
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O-9-1 

The scope of this PEIS is to allocate geothermal resources and apply stipulations for leasing on BLM and 
FS lands with geothermal potential (Section 1.9). Transmission line siting is not determined in this 
document. 

O-9-2 

Site-specific impacts for subsequent geothermal exploration, drilling, utilization, and reclamation, 
including roads, would be addressed during the permitting process in separate NEPA documents. 

O-9-3 

Before issuing any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be 
compatible with the local land use plans and site-specific resources. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are 
a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  

BLM Wilderness Areas are included under Section 2.2.2 as Congressionally designated lands that are 
likely to be closed to leasing.  

The existing case law regarding the roadless rule is inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming 
District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated NEPA and the Wilderness Act. State of Wyoming v. 
U.S. Dept. of Agriculture, 07-CV-17-B, Wyoming District Court, Cheyenne, Wyoming [2008]). The District Court 
ordered the 2001 Roadless rule “set aside” and “permanently enjoined.” This Order is subsequent to a 
2006 California District Court ruling that set aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and reinstated the 2001 Roadless 
Rule. See California ex re. Lockyer v. U.S. Dept to Agriculture, 459 F.Supp.2d 874 (N.D. Cal 2006).The United States 
Justice Department, on behalf of the Department of Agriculture, has filed motions with both the 
Wyoming and California courts seeking adjustments of those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither 
the Wyoming nor California District Court rulings bar the Department of Agriculture from 
promulgating other roadless area regulations. To address this inconsistency, the PEIS includes the 
following Department of Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If future legislation or regulations 
change the roadless area designation, the restriction would be revised along with any appropriate 
environmental review.” An appropriate NEPA review would be required prior to any changes to the 
Roadless Area Stipulation. 
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This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 

 
 

 

                                                                           
             Mattson McDonald                                           To 

             <matmcd2002@yahoo         geothermal_EIS@blm.gov              
             .com>                                                      cc 

                                                                           

             07/21/2008 02:51                                          bcc 
             PM                                                            

                                                                   Subject 
                                       Support for Geothermal energy       

             Please respond to         production                          

             matmcd2002@yahoo.                                             
                    com                                                    

                                                                           
                                                                           

 

 
 

 
 

Dear BLM project Managers, 

I have read the draft on Geothermal leasing of BLM lands for energy 
production and support it very strongly. Energy independance is a national 

priority now. Please keep me posted an developments. 
Pamela Mattson Mc Donald 

 

 
 

 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Mon 7/21/2008 1:54 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  

Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 

Page 1 of 1
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I-10-1 
 
Thank you for you comment. 
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C-11-1 

Thank you for your comment. 



geothermal_eis 

 

This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 

 
 

 

                                                                           
             "Phil Ronnerud"                                            To 

             <pronnerud@co.gre         <geothermal_EIS@blm.gov>            
             enlee.az.us>                                               cc 

                                                                           

             07/22/2008 06:15                                          bcc 
             PM                                                            

                                                                   Subject 
                                       Comments                            

                                                                           

                                                                           
                                                                           

                                                                           
 

 

 
 

 
 

 

Although leasing will be subject to existing laws, regulations, formal 
orders, stipulations, etc., these documents are insufficient if the people 

doing the development do not care. 
 

 
 

Development of geothermal and other energy resources, e.g. solar and wind, 

requires onsite, and offsite, infrastructure.  That infrastructure 
maintenance is stopped or the local entities are expected to do the work 

after project ends.  Local entities cannot afford the costs.  Development 
and maintenance of the infrastructure and restoration of the land must be 

paid by the developer.  They should not be able to walk away from any work 

done without complete restoration.  Because of the fragile nature land 
restoration is not a one time line item.  Restoration is a continuous and 

long term process that has many facets.  New techniques need to be 
developed to help better accomplish the goals. 

 

 
 

Scarring of the land from construction disturbance must be considered. Old 
mines, power lines, and roads leave marks that last for years and over the 

years can lead to significant local degradation of the land.  Witness the 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Tue 7/22/2008 5:18 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  

Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 

Page 1 of 2
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visible marks and erosion from power lines and natural gas lines on aerial 
photographs.  These disturbances then become the sources of sediment and 

pathways for continued use by other parties. 

 
 

 
Costs go beyond direct facilities.  Long term land use change as new roads 

are developed and land becomes easier to access.  Traditional land uses 

change, or is displaced, as new faces arrive at, then leave, the area.  Any 
traditional land uses must be respected.  These folks, ranchers and other 

land resource users, have an interest in the land.  Their voices often are 
not heard or discounted. 

 

 
 

These changes then lead to indirect cost for governmental agencies.  School 
districts lose their traditional tax base while new develop.  Often the 

revenue is not replaced.  New workers come into communities and expect 

different services.  Law enforcement has new territory to consider. 
 

 
 

If a facility will be long term installation then multiple use for the 

infrastructure, roads and access ways, should be considered.  Trails and 
off road access ways are badly needed for recreation.  Design and 

construction of the facilities should consider and be available all the 
land users. 

 

 
 

Before transporting the energy long distances, local agencies should have 
the option for use.  This local use could help eliminate some of the land 

use infrastructure issues. 

 
 

 
Regards 

 

 
 

Philip Ronnerud 
 

Planning and Zoning Director 

 
GreenleeCounty 

 
P.O. Box908 

 

Clifton, Arizona  85533 
 

 
 

928 865 4762 voice 
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A-12-1 

Comment noted. This PEIS covers the leasing phase of geothermal development. See Section 2.5 for a 
discussion of phases of leasing and development. BLM’s new geothermal regulations include strict 
bonding and reclamation requirements. See 43 CFR Part 3200.  

A-12-2 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements. This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 

A-12-3 

The comment is noted. As discussed in the above response, there are several subsequent stages of 
decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own 
environmental compliance requirements, including public input, as applicable. This document covers only 
the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 
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O-13-1 

Areas not contained within the geothermal potential area are not closed to leasing. These areas will 
follow the existing procedures for leasing outlined in Alternative A. 
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I-14-1 

Thank you for your comment. The commentor’s preference for the Proposed Action is noted. 



geothermal_eis 

 

This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 

 
 

 

                                                                           
             "Patrick                                                   To 

             Sullivan"                 <geothermal_eis@blm.gov>            
             <psullivan32@cox.                                          cc 

             net>                                                          

                                                                       bcc 
             07/28/2008 08:11                                              

             PM                                                    Subject 
                                       Comments on the Western Geothermal  

                                       Draft PEIS                          

                                                                           
                                                                           

                                                                           
                                                                           

 

 
 

 
 

 

Hello! 
 

I have reviewed much of the Western Geothermal Draft PEIS,  and I would 
like to submit the following comments: 

 
 

   The proposed action laid out in the  Programmatic Analysis of volume 1 

   best meets the demonstrated needs and  follows necessary guidelines. 
   I encourage clarification of the discretionary closure of  "Military 

   reservations where geothermal development would conflict with the 
   military mission" (p. 2-7) to specifically confirm that such military 

   reservations are open for development except in instances when a 

   specific  conflict with the mission is identified by the military. 
   The proposed actions identified in Chapter 12 (El Centro  Field Office 

   leases) does a thorough job of documenting the proposal's success  in 
   meeting demonstrated needs without excessive negative environmental 

   impacts. 

   Please include data on the Angeles National Forest,  California, in 
   Table K-2, Appendix K, page K-3. 

 
Thanks for your time and hard work! Enjoy the rest of the  summer! 

 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Mon 7/28/2008 6:57 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  

Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 
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Sincerely, 
 

Patrick Sullivan 

psullivan32@cox.net 
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I-15-1 

Thank you for your comment. The commentor’s preference for the Proposed Action is noted. 

I-15-2 

Thank you for your comment. Language in the Final PEIS has been clarified as suggested. 

I-15-3 

Thank you for your comment. 

I-15-4 

Thank you for your comment. The table has been modified as suggested. 
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C-16-1 

Thank you for your comment. 

C-16-2 

The Final PEIS has been modified to include additional climate change discussion for affected resources. 
Please see the water, soil, vegetation, fish and wildlife, and other resource sections in the Final PEIS.  

The commentor’s preference for the Proposed Action (Alternative B) is noted. 

C-16-3 

The comment is noted. 

C-16-4 

Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenarios have been added for Montana and Wyoming at levels of 
20 MW by 2015 and 50 MW by 2025 for each state. No data were available for these states, but the 
parallel to Colorado was drawn due to the similarity in resource base across the Rocky Mountain 
Region. 

C-16-5 

For the FS, this PEIS expedites geothermal projects by identifying those lands that are legally open or 
closed to consideration for geothermal leasing on affected NFS lands, along with any terms and 
conditions. The PEIS also describes Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenarios for various stages 
and types of geothermal exploration and development. The FS would be able to tier from the PEIS, and 
the information in the PEIS would facilitate future leasing analysis and any allocation or stipulation 
decisions. For any leasing on NFS lands beyond the specific pending lease applications discussed in 
Volume II, the FS would still need to provide consent. Prior to providing consent to the BLM, the FS 
generally must identify specific lands that are administratively available for leasing of geothermal 
resources and under what conditions. In order to make the administrative availability decision, the FS 
generally must prepare an additional NEPA document (leasing analysis). The FS is not proposing to 
amend any land use plans as part of the proposed action. Decisions resulting from this PEIS for both 
agencies are outlined in Section 1.11. 

C-16-6 

As discussed in Section 2.2.1, areas that require protection from the development of fluid resources are 
likely to require protection from similar effects from the development of geothermal resources. The 
BLM has therefore determined that for ACECs, the management approach to development of oil and 
gas resources may appropriately serve as a surrogate for development of geothermal resources, absent 
more explicit geothermal-specific treatment. 

Rationale for closure of lands is detailed in Section 2.2.1.  



The BLM recognizes the benefits of geothermal energy, particularly in respect to climate change. The 
purpose of the PEIS is to allow geothermal leasing, while providing protection for other resource uses. 

C-16-7 

The BLM and the FS agree that it is important to facilitate the development of geothermal resources. As 
explained in Section 4.8, the development of geothermal resources for energy production is likely to 
offset greenhouse gas emissions that result from traditional fossil fuel methods of energy production. In 
this respect, the action alternatives appear to be environmentally preferable.  

The resource uses compatible with geothermal use are likely to vary depending on site-specific 
conditions. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. BLM and FS 
would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. Appropriate 
site-specific mitigation would be developed as necessary. 

An in-depth analysis of the greenhouse gas emission impacts of each and every land use that the BLM 
and FS currently oversee is beyond the scope of this analysis. 
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C-17-1 

As discussed in Section 1.6, Areas with Geothermal Potential, the geothermal potential area used to 
delineate the planning area for the PEIS was developed in a collaborative manner with Federal and state 
agencies, universities, industries, research organizations, and experts in the field based on areas with a 
reasonable likelihood for geothermal development activity in the near future.  



 
 
Geothermal PEIS Public Hearing 
Helena, Montana 
Louis and Clark Library 
July 23, 2008 
 
Oral Comment: 
Deborah Hayden- Swiftcurrent Ventures  
 
What happens when other geothermal resources are discovered but are not on this map 
but are on BLM or FS land. Particularly in the Sweetgrass Hills in Tule County up by the 
Canadian border, there are volcanic extrusions where the federal government owns the 
top of mountains (7,000 feet high), but it has not been identified on any of the geothermal 
potential maps. 
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I-18-1 

Areas not contained within the geothermal potential area are not closed to leasing. These areas will 
follow the existing procedures for leasing outlined in Alternative A. 

 



 
Davenport Power, LLC 

 
Northwest Geothermal Company 

 225 NW Franklin Ave.  Suite 1 Bend Oregon 97701 
& 

300 Atlantic Street  Suite 301  Stamford,  CT 06901 
 

 
 
           
 
 
           
August 6, 2008 
 
Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi  
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
emailed to: geothermal_eis@blm.gov 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Davenport Power, LLC is the operator for the Newberry Geothermal Project in central Oregon, and 
encourages efforts that will result in efficient development of geothermal energy resources on 
federal lands. We would like to commend you on the draft Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States; it is informative, well organized, 
and timely.  Our interest lies in commercial electrical generation and our review therefore focuses 
on Volume I: Programmatic Analysis. 
 
Davenport Power prefers the selection of Alternative B, with some modifications that are described 
in this letter.  There is a dire need for the United States to move forward and proactively support, 
manage, and expedite leasing, exploration, and utilization of geothermal resources as a vital part of 
our country’s energy future.  Alternative A should not be selected, as this would not be a positive 
step and may only result in further delays to lease, explore, and develop the federal geothermal 
resources.  Similarly, Alternative C should not be selected because it is based on commercial issues 
which are bested determined by the market and would therefore arbitrarily restrict future energy 
opportunities. 
 
VALIDATION 
There are important items that should be affirmed, acknowledged, or otherwise clarified in the 
PEIS to eliminate the risk of being misinterpreted.  Two important points to validate are as follows: 
 

1. It is our interpretation that leases already issued within National Forests or on Public 
Lands would not be affected.  Once a lease has been approved and issued, it will always 
be available for leasing, even after expiring or being relinquished.   

 
2. It is our understanding that the PEIS would not supersede any existing legislation which 

includes provisions and conditions for geothermal leasing or development, such as the 
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November 5, 1990 legislation which created the Newberry National Volcanic Monument 
(Public Law 101-522). 

 
PARTICIPATION OF BLM AND FOREST SERVICE 
Davenport Power is pleased to see that the BLM and Forest Service are trying to work together to 
improve management and development of the federal geothermal resources.  In our review of the 
draft PEIS, however, it appears that there are some critical problems.  The PEIS states that each 
agency will take a different approach regarding how they implement and apply the analysis and the 
resulting decisions.  Specifically, “BLM would amend 122 land use plans to adopt the allocations 
and the appropriate stipulations and the FS would use the PEIS to facilitate subsequent consent 
decisions for any leasing on NFS lands”, as stated concisely in the Abstract.  It is not clear how or 
why it was decided that the PEIS would not be used to amend or update existing Forest Plans and 
why additional leasing analyses are needed for the Forest Service but not for BLM. 
 
Both agencies are presumably equally obligated by the Memorandum of Understanding: 
Implementation of Section 225 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 Regarding Geothermal Leasing 
and Permitting, which is included in Appendix B.  The stated principles and goals of the MOU 
include making this a priority for both agencies and require supporting the nation’s increased need 
for energy resources.  We are concerned that there is a huge “disconnect” between the two 
agencies, as the PEIS is apparently sufficient for the BLM but not for the Forest Service.  Both are 
federal agencies managing federal resources on federal lands; what laws require each agency to 
take a different approach and attitude to the same task?   
 
Please clarify why the Forest Service will need yet another process to determine which parcels are 
available for lease, while the BLM does not.  The PEIS is quite thorough and should have enough 
information for the Forest Service to make a reasoned decision regarding leasing, as BLM will do.  
Furthermore, the stipulations, best management practices, and universal mitigation measures can 
minimize or even eliminate any risks that the Forest Service may be fearing.  We do not believe 
that additional time and analyses will result in leasing decisions that cannot reasonably be made at 
this time.   
 
OTHER OPTIONS FOR FOREST SERVICE 
Alternative B should be modified so that the Forest Service can use the PEIS to amend forest 
planning documents on each Forest that has the potential for geothermal resource leasing and 
development.  The programmatic analysis, in order to be more useful, should identify lands for 
which the Forest Service would or would not consent to the issuance of geothermal leases.  Forest 
Service should have the same decisions resulting from the PEIS as BLM, as described in section 
1.11 Decisions to be Made.   
 
We suggest modifying the PEIS to give Forest Service the intrinsic capability to use the 
programmatic analysis to make leasing decisions and amend individual Forest Plans.  We suggest 
the following be considered:   
 

1. National Forest lands allocated as “general forest” should be declared open and available 
for geothermal leasing.  This allocation is generally the most prevalent forest management 
allocation within a National Forest and is generally the least restrictive.  Timber harvest, 
road construction, and many other common and perceptible uses are outright allowed in 
these areas.  Geothermal exploration and development would in fact be much less 
obtrusive than many other allowable uses, and geothermal activities would generally be 
more than appropriate in this management allocation. 

 
2. We believe the PEIS is seriously flawed in that it does not provide a means for Forest 

Service to utilize the PEIS to make leasing decisions without having to undertake further 
analyses and additional processes.  The PEIS makes no mention of a schedule for the 
Forest Service to complete these additional analyses and we are skeptical that future 
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analyses would be carried out in a timely manner.  We suggest that the PEIS be revised to 
allow and require individual Forest Supervisors on affected Forests to use the PEIS to 
amend their Forest Plans and incorporate PEIS leasing decisions.       

 
We are very doubtful that further analyses would be accomplished by the Forest Service in a timely 
or effective manner and believe that under Alternative B, leasing on Forest Service lands will in 
reality be no further advanced than it is under the No Action alternative.  This may affect and 
significantly reduce the figures used in the PEIS to estimate the number of power plants 
constructed under the Reasonable Foreseeable Development scenarios.  Without the ability to 
directly utilize the PEIS to make decisions, we believe that the Forest Service will not be 
improving the effectiveness of geothermal leasing.   
 
There may be other opportunities to help expedite leasing efforts.  Any means to help the Forest 
Service make timely and useful decisions based on the PEIS would be welcomed and should be 
considered.   
 
POSITIVE ATTRIBUTES AND BENEFITS  
There are a great number of positive attributes associated with geothermal energy, many of which 
would be especially evident when geothermal energy is compared to other energy projects and to 
other uses of public lands.  The PEIS seems to focus on negative effects and overlooks positive 
effects.  We would like to suggest a few benefits or positive aspects that should be addressed in 
Chapter 4 or Chapter 5: 
 

1. It would be important for the PEIS to describe how well each Alternative accomplishes 
national objectives.  This would be appropriate in response to national direction and 
policies requiring federal agencies to take appropriate actions to expedite projects that will 
increase the production, transmission, or conservation of energy, to provide initiatives to 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions, and to encourage renewable energy resources 
development.  In most, if not all scenarios, a power plant generating electricity from 
geothermal energy will provide electrical power far beyond the local area in which a 
project is sited.  Effects of leasing and geothermal energy production are important factors 
in terms of the national energy situation and should be described beyond a local level.  
When considering presumed negative effects, such as localized site disturbance, they must 
be considered in a larger and more global perspective. 

 
2. Geothermal is one of the many federal resources and just one of the multiple uses of 

federal lands and should be considered fairly with other approved uses on federal lands.  
The PEIS should address the amount of land disturbance associated with geothermal 
activities in comparison to other approved land uses on public and national forest lands.  A 
quantified comparison between geothermal scenarios and other uses, such as timber sales, 
developed recreation sites, roads, oil and gas operations, and motorcycle or OHV trails and 
staging areas, for instance, would provide meaningful comparisons about the amount of 
land needed and the commitment of resources required to accommodate the types of uses 
that are apparently acceptable, already existing, and likely to continue.     

 
3. The PEIS should address the fact that geothermal facilities have relatively small footprints 

and can blend in and be compatible with the landscape, with other resources, and with 
other uses.  Mitigation measures and careful siting can make projects nearly imperceptible 
to the typical Forest or public lands visitor.  A comparison with developments that generate 
electricity from other forms of energy (coal, oil and gas, wind, or solar) would readily 
show how environmentally friendly and compatible geothermal development can be.  
Geothermal requires a limited number of acres to provide clean, renewable energy and 
serve a large number of people and homes. 
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4. Active geothermal projects can support fire protection and suppression efforts.  The PEIS 
should recognize that geothermal operations can be helpful and support early detection and 
suppression instead of mistakenly being discussed only as a potential cause of wildfire 
ignitions.  In addition to working in areas cleared of vegetation (i.e.: well pads) that could 
effectively act as a fire break, geothermal operators are extremely concerned about safety 
and take many precautions to be safe, including being fire safe.  Please address the fact that 
having geothermal personnel in remote areas mean that people are available to potentially 
see and report fires early.  Additionally, geothermal operations usually involve heavy 
equipment and water, both of which could be quickly made available to help suppress fires 
that may occur in the general vicinity. 

 
OTHER COMMENTS 
We have the following miscellaneous comments and suggestions for your consideration: 
 

1. In most, if not all cases, it may indeed be appropriate to not allow geothermal activities in 
special designation areas; however, there should be no buffer areas created beyond the 
established boundary of any specially designated area.  Buffer areas or restrictions to 
geothermal activities should not be imposed arbitrarily or just because of a general 
proximity to a particular area.  Furthermore, most areas that have a special designation 
already incorporate a buffer area by design, and if one of these areas needed more 
protection it would have been considered and made larger when it was first established. 

 
2. Appendices J and K (page J-4 Table J-2 and page K-4 Table K-2), regarding Special 

Designation Areas, neglect to show that there is a National Monument on the Deschutes 
National Forest.  The legislation that created the Newberry National Volcanic Monument 
(NNVM) is very important to geothermal leasing and operations and specifically addresses 
geothermal resources in this area.  It is very important that this be properly included and 
addressed in the PEIS.  

 
3. We found two references in the PEIS where it implies that geothermal leases and 

operations are occurring or could occur within the “Newberry caldera” (page 2-37) or 
“Newberry crater” Appendix A, page A-33).  The crater (or caldera) is within the 
Newberry National Volcanic Monument, and the legislation creating the NNVM 
specifically does not allow leasing or commercial geothermal operations in the crater.  
“Newberry Volcano” is the correct tem and should be used instead. 

 
We appreciate the federal agencies’ efforts to expedite and streamline geothermal leasing and 
development processes.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
DOUGLAS S. PERRY  
President  
Davenport Power, LLC  
 
cc: Bob Fujimoto, Forest Service Regional Office, R-6 
 Eric Hoffman, BLM Oregon State Office 
 John Allen, Forest Supervisor, Deschutes National Forest 
 Karl Gawell, GEA 
 Alice Tye, Environmental Consultant 
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C-19-1 

Thank you for your comment. The commentor’s preference for Alternative B is noted. 

C-19-2 

The decisions in the PEIS would not change the conditions of any leases already issued on National 
Forest or public lands. Lands with leases that expire or are relinquished would be evaluated to 
determine if the lands are still available for leasing (e.g., if an existing lease within a designated closed 
area expires, it would not be reissued). If the land is available for leasing, it would then have appropriate 
stipulations, in accordance with the PEIS decisions, placed on the lease parcel prior to offering it for 
competitive sale or issued as a direct-use lease. 

C-19-3 

The PEIS does not supersede existing legislation for geothermal leasing or development. 

C-19-4 

The Geothermal Steam Act requires that “geothermal leases for lands withdrawn or acquired in aid of 
functions of the Department of Agriculture may be issued only with the consent of, and subject to such 
terms and conditions as may be prescribed by, the head of that Department to insure adequate 
utilization of the lands for the purposes for which they were withdrawn or acquired” (30 USC 1014(b)). 

In order for the Forest Service to determine whether to consent to issuance of a geothermal lease, and 
to determine what, if any, terms and conditions may be needed, site-specific analyses must be 
undertaken. NEPA provides the framework for the Forest Service to look at actions that may affect 
lands and resources, and to assess impacts, alternatives, and mitigation measures (lease stipulations). 

Volume 2 of this PEIS provides the site-specific analysis of 19 pending lease applications. However, site-
specific leasing decisions for any other NFS lands will be necessary in order for the Forest Service to 
make determinations of potential site-specific impacts, and identify site-specific mitigation measures. 

C-19-5 

The Forest Service follows the National Forest Management Act of 1976, and the Forest Service 
planning regulations promulgated under that act for land management planning (Forest Plans). The 
Forest Service is determining how to proceed with Forest Plan revisions and amendments due to recent 
revisions and conflicting court decisions. However, in order for the Forest Service to make geothermal 
leasing consent determinations, Forest Plans do not need to be first amended or revised. Forest Plans 
may be amended following a NEPA-based, site-specific leasing analysis and determination. 

C-19-6 

The Final PEIS identifies the BLM and Forest Service preferred alternative, which is based on meeting the 
stated Purpose and Need (Chapter 1), and includes meeting national objectives and evaluating 
environmental impacts. 



C-19-7 

The disturbance associated with geothermal activities is discussed at a programmatic level in Section 4.2 
Land Use. General discussion of other land use activities is included in Chapter 4 land use, recreation, 
livestock grazing, and other resource sections. 

C-19-8 

The benefits of geothermal energy are discussed in various locations in the cumulative impacts 
discussion.  

Small footprint size is discussed in Section 5.4.1 Land Use. The benefits of geothermal plants compared 
to fossil fuel plants are demonstrated in Table 4-2 Hourly Carbon Dioxide Emissions at 2015 and 2025. A 
comprehensive comparative analysis of impacts of geothermal development versus other energy sources 
is beyond the scope of this analysis. 

C-19-9 

The document has been revised to reflect your comment. 

C-19-10 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for any lands. However, if it is determined in 
advance of leasing that exploration, development, or utilization of the lease parcel would “reasonably 
likely result in a significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature of a National Park System unit,” 
then BLM would be prohibited from issuing the lease (30 USC Section 1026(c)). Please see updated 
language in Chapters 1 and 2 related to protection of thermal features in NPS lands. 

C-19-11 

Based on the GIS data, there was no way to distinguish between National Monuments and other 
Congressionally designated lands; however, it is appropriately included in terms of acreages that are 
closed. 

C-19-12 

Thank you for the clarification. The management plan for the monument was reviewed, and changes 
were made in the Final PEIS. 
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C-20-1 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and artesian 
springs, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All 
development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting 
and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. BLM and FS would work with 
interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-
specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

C-20-2 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

C-20-3 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and 
regulations, including the recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 
3000, 3200, and 3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws or regulations; 
therefore, the PEIS cannot adopt the proposed rulemaking items discussed in the comment. Addressing 
site-specific issues is evaluated during the subsequent permitting process. The BLM and FS can apply 
conditions of approval on such permits to avoid and minimize any impacts to specific resources. While 
the BLM manages the geothermal resource (namely the heat), the state has primacy over the associated 
water resource. In accordance with state regulations, a lessee/operator must secure permits from the 
state before the BLM can issue a permit to drill either a temperature gradient well or a full diameter 
exploration well. 

Furthermore, before issuing any leases the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that 
leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan and site-specific resources in order to comply 
with all applicable state and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of 
stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions. 
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A-21-1 

Concurrence on the Valles Caldera National Resource Area designation is noted. Communication 
occurred with the agency regarding information request. 

A-21-2 

Thank you for your comment. The commentor’s agreement with stipulations and BMPs is noted. 

A-21-3 

Thank you for your comment. The commentor’s support for stipulation for monitoring thermal features 
is noted. 

A-21-4 

The suggested BMPs have been reviewed and added to the document, as requested. 

A-21-5 

These are common BMPs; therefore, references have been removed from BMPs to correspond with all 
other BMPs. 
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O-22-1 

The purpose of the PEIS, as discussed in Section 1.2, is as follows: 

- to complete processing active pending lease applications (discussed in Volume II); and 

- to amend BLM land use plans to allocate BLM lands as open or closed to geothermal leasing 
and indentify appropriate stipulations, BMPs and procedures for geothermal leasing ( as 
discussed in Volume I). 

Site-specific impacts for subsequent geothermal exploration, drilling, utilization, and reclamation would 
be addressed during the permitting process or in separate NEPA documents. 

The decisions for the PEIS and the pending lease analysis will be signed in separate RODs; therefore, 
decisions on the pending leases could occur separately from a decision on the programmatic analysis. 

O-22-2 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

O-22-3 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal lands, are 
documented and analyzed. 

O-22-4 

As noted in response to comment O-22-2 above, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities 
would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

O-22-5 

Scoping meetings were held throughout the 12-state planning area. As explained in Section 1.11.3, this 
document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages and is not intended to provide full 
analysis of all stages of development. Site-specific impacts for subsequent geothermal exploration, 
drilling, utilization, and reclamation would be addressed during the permitting process in separate NEPA 
documents, if determined to be necessary. 

O-22-6 



The commentor’s preference for no action alternative is noted. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages of geothermal development. All development, utilization, and 
reclamation activities would require further site-specific permits and associated environmental analysis. 

O-22-7 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for any lands. However, if it is determined in 
advance of leasing that exploration, development, or utilization of the lease parcel would “reasonably 
likely result in a significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature of a National Park System unit,” 
then BLM would be prohibited from issuing the lease (30 USC Section 1026(c).  
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A-23-1 

The sensitive species stipulation in Section 2-19 states the following:  

For agency-designated sensitive species (e.g., sage grouse), a lease stipulation (NSO, CSU, or TL) 
would be imposed for those portions of high value/key/crucial species habitat where other 
existing measures are inadequate to meet agency management objectives. 

The BLM and FS have added the following procedure prior to leasing in Chapter 2: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. 

A-23-2 

Impacts of surface disturbance are discussed at the programmatic level in the RFD scenario for each 
resource in Chapter 4. 

In addition, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would require further site-specific 
permits and associated environmental analysis. 

A-23-3 

The sensitive species stipulation in Section 2-19 states the following:  

For agency-designated sensitive species (e.g., sage grouse), a lease stipulation (NSO, CSU, or TL) 
would be imposed for those portions of high value/key/crucial species habitat where other 
existing measures are inadequate to meet agency management objectives. 

The BLM and FS have added the following procedure prior to leasing in Chapter 2: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. 

In addition Appendix D provides a number of BMPs that would be applied as appropriate to protect 
sensitive species and habitats. 

 



Wyoming Department of Agriculture 

August 18, 2008 

Draft Geothermal Leasing PElS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Following are the comments from the Wyoming Department of Agriculture (WDA) 
pertaining to the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PElS) developed 
by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the United States Forest Service (FS) for 
geothermal leasing in the western United States. 

Our comments are specific to our mission: to be dedicated to the promotion and 
enhancement of Wyoming's agriculture, natural resources, and quality oflife. As this 
proposed project affects our agriculture industry, our natural resources, and the welfare of 
our citizens, it's important that we be kept informed of proposed actions and decisions 
and that we continue to be provided the opportunity to express pertinent issues and 
concerns. 

This project will impact grazing permittees, agriculture producers, landowners, and other 
citizens, as well as our natural resources, both in and around each geothermal leasing 
project area. For these reasons, we are making the following comments to the Draft 
PElS. 

The WDA appreciates the Draft PElS recognizing the importance of multiple uses on 
public lands, as evidenced in sections 3.2 and 3.13. Livestock grazing is an important 
aspect of multiple use and the impacts of energy development on livestock grazing are 
addressed competently in this Draft PElS. 

However, we recommend you insert the following specific recommendations into the 
Final PElS. 

Section 4.13.3 - Exploration 
The text currently lists several impacts to livestock grazing. We recommend adding the 
following effects to the current list: 

• gates left open due to travel to and from geothermal developments 
• damaged range improvements (i.e. vegetation improvement projects) 
• interference oflivestock movement and herding due to increased roads and traffic 
• introduction and spread of noxious weeds and invasive plants 
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Draft PElS - Geothermal Leasing 
August 18, 2008 
Page 2 of2 

Section 4.13.4 - Impacts under Alternative B 
WDA supports the discussion of mitigation for dust control, litter, noxious weeds, and 
water. We recommend adding language addressing the loss of Animal Unit Months 
(AUMs) and reduced grazing land acreage. Such mitigation strategies and costs could 
include, but are not limited to the following: 

• movement of livestock to a vacant allotment or pasture 
• monitoring of energy development impacts on vegetation 
• purchase or lease of additional grazing land to replace lands temporarily lost for 

grazing 
• reimbursement to producers for temporary loss of AUMs and pastures 

Decisions in the proposed plan should allow BLM officials, FS officials, grazing 
permittees and private landowners the opportunity to work cooperatively. The WDA 
encourages flexibility to make the best site-specific, case-by-case decisions that are in the 
best interests of the affected resources and citizens throughout the geothermal energy 
production process. 

In conclusion, we appreciate the opportunity to comment on the scope of Draft PElS for 
geothermal leasing in the western United States. We encourage continued attention to 
our concerns and we look forward to being informed and involved in proposed actions 
and decisions. 

JEljc 

cc: Governor's Planning Office 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
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A-24-1 

Thank you for your comment. 

A-24-2 

The suggested additional impact of “interference of livestock movement and herding due to increased 
roads and traffic” is included in the discussion of development impacts in the Draft PEIS. Additional 
suggested impacts have been reviewed and added to Section 4.13, as appropriate. 

A-24-3 

The following BMP has been added in Appendix B to provide the most flexibility in response to 
individual situations: 

- work with livestock operators to minimize impacts to livestock operations. 

A-24-4 

Thank you for your comment. The PEIS allows the flexibility of individual BLM land use plans to adopt 
the appropriate BMPs and stipulations. 



From: Mommy Jackson
To: Zoe Ghali
Cc: Mommy Jackson; tea_tunes@yahoo.com
Subject: Geothermal Leaseing Project Comment
Date: Monday, September 08, 2008 4:01:35 AM

Zoe,

I am submitting my comments for the Geothermal Leasing Project.

I request that the DEQ mandates a full review from the Environmental
Quality Commission on the basis of the Three Basin Rule for the proposed
geothermal leasing within the Willamette NF, the 1,115.280acres of land
that are in a river valley centered on the North Santiam River. This is a
drinking water source for a major population in Oregon. (Salem, and
Stayton etc.)  The potential for public health hazards, as well as the
impacts to wildlife, fish and plant habitat is unacceptable. The Forestry
Department is required to protect the operations on State and private
lands and follow water quality standards that are intended to be attained
and are implemented through best management practices and other
control mechanisms established under the Forest Practices Act (ORS
527.610 to 527.992) and rules thereunder, administered by the Oregon
Department of Forestry. Therefore operations within the Forest Practices
Act are required to be in compliance with this rule. The DEQ works with
the Oregon Department of Forestry to review the Forest Practices
program so that it attains water quality standards. The waters and
tributaries are identified as "Fish Use Designations" for Salmon and
Stealhead Spawning. A 401 water quality certification may contribute to
warming of State waters beyond 0.3 degrees Celsius (0.5 degrees
Fahrenheit), and are therefore designated as water-quality limited, to
develop and implement a temperature management plan that would not
be achieved by the geothermal plant with unapplicable temperatures.
 
The Mt. Hood propsed site is within an unstable earthquake area.
There are many faults in the area which would impact Portland
and surrounding areas should it trigger an earthquake during the
drilling process. This is an unacceptable impact.

Sincerely,
Irene Jackson
momjackson3@gmail.com

487 N. Myrtle Avenue
Stayton, Oregon 97383
503-769-6992

mailto:momjackson3@gmail.com
mailto:zoe.ghali@empsi.com
mailto:momjackson3@gmail.com
mailto:tea_tunes@yahoo.com
mailto:momjackson3@gmail.com
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I-25-1 

The comment is noted. This is a request of the Oregon DEQ and does not require any direct changes 
to the PEIS. The DEQ received the PEIS for their review. 

I-25-2 

As stated in Section 4.3.2, geothermal use generally involves reinjection of fluids after use for a net zero 
change in fluids. This represents a low risk for increased seismic activity. 



I 
MINION HYDROLOGIC 
61006 JAY JAY ROAD I 
MONTROSE, CO 81401 
(970) 240-8078 • FAX (970) 249-2894 

I 
3 September 2008

I 
Zoe Ghali 

I EMPS Inc. 
3775 Iris Avenue, suite 1A 
Boulder, CO 80301 

I 
Draft Geothermal Leasing PElS 

c/o EMPsi


I 182 Howard Street, Suite 110 

San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 

I Re: Comments on the Draft PElS for Geothermal Leasing in the 
Western united states 

I 
To Whom It May Concern: 

r commentary regarding the Draft PElS for Geothermal Leasing in the 
Western United States, primarily directed at Alternative B (the 
proposed action), are provided in this report. 

r 
SCOPE OF PElS 

r It is stated in the Draft PElS for Geothermal Leasing in the , Western united states (hereafter PElS) that "leasing land does not 
involve ground-disturbing activities or any type of construction, 

I 

so there would be no direct impact on water resources. Indirect 
impacts would result from activities pursued after leasing" (pg. 4
40). Impacts which occur to water resources from leasing provided 
via the PElS would not have occurred without the lease process, 

I 
thus specific broader range water resource protection concepts 
should be considered as a primary part of the PElS. The Draft PElS 
approach of relying on regional BLM or FS BMP's, individual State, 
and/or other local governments to protect existing geothermal 
resource users, or to provide the expertise for supplying the 
broader range water protection parameters, creates a high potentialr for damage (injury) to existing geothermal springs, wells and 
decreed geothermal water rights throughout the Western US. 

Under the PElS Purpose and Need for Action (PNA) Section, Item 1.2 

I 
r - The purpose is stated as, "To amend BLM land use plans to 

allocate BLM-administered lands with geothermal resource potential 
as closed, open, or open with major to moderate constraints to 
geothermal leasing. This includes establishing a projected new 

I 


EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
C-26-1



I 
r 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r 
J 
I 
I 

EMPS, Inc. 
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level of potential geothermal development with eXisting planning 
level decisions (termed reasonably foreseeable development 
scenario), and identifying appropriate stipulations, BMP's, and 
procedures to protect other resource values and uses while 
providing SUfficient pre-leasing analysis to enable the BLM to make 
future competitive geothermal leasing availability decisions" 
(includes FS lands). 

"The planning area includes BLM- and FS-administered surface lands 
with minerals under federal ownership that have geothermal 
potential and the subsurface federal mineral estate on other lands" 
(PBIS Bxecutive Summary (BS) section BS. 4.). "The BLM cannot lease 
lands over the objection of the FS. The FS makes their consent 
decision after conducting a leasing analysis, including NBPA •.. 
This leasing determination will be used to amend FS land use plans 
as appropriate" (PElS PNA section 1.5.4). 

There are several sections within the PElS regarding issues related 
to water resources. In order to minimize the potential for damage 
to existing geothermal resource users it is recommended that 
drilling for, and utilization of, geothermal resources for energy 
extraction be limited within the PElS as follows: 

1) Lease applications received by the BLM or FS should not be 
reviewed in-depth until notice of the lease applications have 
been forwarded to all existing geothermal water right owners 
and existing geothermal resource users located within 2 miles 
of the proposed lease area. The existing geothermal users 
should have at least 60 days to comment regarding concerns, 
etc. to the BLM and/or FS as part of the lease review process. 
This is important, as the lease periods run for long duration 
time periods. As stated in PBIS PNA section 1.5.3 - A lease 
is issued for a primary term of 10 years and may be extended 
for two five-year periods •.• At any time a lease may receive a 
5-year drilling extension ..• 

It is also stated, "Geothermal exploration and production on 
federal land conducted through leases is subject to terms and 
stipulations to comply with all applicable federal and state 
laws pertaining to various considerations for tribal interests, 
sanitation, water quality, wildlife, safety, cultural 
resources, and reclamation" (PBIS PNA 1.5.3). The concept of 
protecting existing decreed geothermal water rights or existing 
geothermal resource users from injury due to geothermal 
drilling, exploration or utilization is not mentioned in any 
section of the PElS dealing with water resources. 

2) Any subsequent applications for drilling permits within a 
geothermal lease area should be forwarded from the lease 
applicant to all existing geothermal users within the 2 mile 
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area as identified under item 1) above. The notice should be 
sent by certified mail, return receipt requested, and should 
include a copy of the permit application to the BLM and/or FS. 
Once the notice is received, the local geothermal resource 
users should have at least 60 days to provide comments or 
written objections if they are opposed or seek modifications to 
the proposed drilling program. 

The process of giving notice will allow for adjacent existing 
geothermal water right owners and resource users to work on 
installation of pre-drilling monitoring structures 'up-front'. 
In this fashion, baseline data can be collected which actually 
confirms if there is non-injury to the existing proximate 
geothermal resource users. 

3) As part of the PElS, no geothermal exploration drilling should 
be permitted within one (i) mile of decreed geothermal water 
rights, or existing geothermal springs and wells which are 
currently utilized by local resource users. This includes any 
vertically or directionally drilled well for either geothermal 
production (resource producing well) or for closed loop 
systems. Any geothermal well drilled within a 2-mile proximity 
to an existing geothermal resource user should only be 
permitted in a downgradient direction (in terms of the aquifer 
ground water gradient). 

These restrictions could be lifted if all of the geothermal 
water right owners and resource users within the i-mile and 2-
mile area{s) described above agreed to waivers. In this 
fashion, if all of the existing geothermal water right owners 
and resource users within the i-mile and 2-mile restriction 
areas were not concerned about immediately adjacent geothermal 
resource development the lease applicant could proceed without 
these restrictions. 

The above comments regarding the necessity for inclusion of broader 
range water resource (primarily geothermal resource) protection 
parameters within the PElS are valid based on the stated purpose 
under PElS PNA Item 1. 2 (shown above). PElS PNA Item 1.9.1 - "This 
PElS ... analyzes the broad impacts associated with allocation of 
geothermal resources for leasing along with the adoption of 
stipulations and BMP's. As such, it meets the intent of the 
implementing regulations for the NEPA, which state, "Agencies shall 
prepare statements on broad actions so that they are relevant to 
policy and are timed to coincide with meaningful points in the 
agency planning and decision making" (40CFR 1502.4). The PElS does 
not evaluate site-specific issues associated with geothermal 
exploration, drilling, utilization, or reclamation and abandonment. 
Site specific impacts for subsequent geothermal exploration, 
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drilling, utilization, or reclamation and abandonment would be 
assessed during the permitting process and in separate NEPA 
documents prepared by local BLM and FS offices. Such analysisI 	 oould tier to this document in accordance with NEPA implementation 
regulations (40CFR 1502.20)" (emphasis added). 

I Background knowledge leading to the request for inclusion of items 
1) - 3) listed above into the PElS are based on over 20 years of 
personal experience working on geothermal projects within Western

I Colorado. 

I 
Inclusion of items 1) - 3) listed above into the PElS would greatly 
reduce the potential for injury to existing geothermal resource 

I 
users and the frequency of resource damage related lawsuits. This 
approach would also reduce much of the uncertainty for potential 
geothermal resource developers applying for leases. Many of the 
potential geothermal lease applicants may have no concept of 
geothermal water rights or geothermal use injury issues. The 
notice requirements for both the initial lease and subsequent

I drilling permit would help the lease applicants gain knowledge of 

I 
local geothermal water right owners and resource users. The one
mile no drilling protection zone discussed above would assist with 
minimizing damage to existing geothermal resource users. 

I 
As stated under the PElS BMP's for water resources under the 
Exploration, Drilling and Construction and utilization phases of a 
lease (listed on pages 0-7, 0-22, 0-38 - Mitigation Measures 
Volume III Appendices) "operators shall gain a olear 
understanding of the local hydrogeology. Areas of ground water 
discharge and reoharge and their potential relationships with 

I 
I surfaoe water bodies shall be identified .•• operators shall avoid 

creating hydro10gio oonduits between two aquifers during foundation 
excavation and other aotivities". 

I 
A lease applicant may be willing to state 'up-front' through 
basically 'surficial hydrogeologic studies' that their proposed 
well or appropriation will not materially injure a valid geothermal 
right (or user), but this assertion cannot be proven until the 
welles) is drilled and potential effects have been proven through

I aquifer testing/monitoring. It will probably not be possible to 

I 
accurately understand local hydrogeology without data from several 
well tests, especially in fractured geologic formation type 
geologic settings which is certainly the case in Western Colorado. 

J 
Once any injury occurs, the only option in terms of geothermal 
water supply is to offer 'replacement geothermal water'. The 
concept of the lease applicant obtaining and offering to provide to 
any affected party an equivalent amount of replacement water of 
comparable quality is very difficult to perform. There can be

I significant water quality differences in geothermal waters within 
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I , 
a very limited geographical area. In addition, piping of 
replacement geothermal water from a well to another area is often

I a logistical problem for the affected pre-existing geothermal use 

I 
operation, due to pipe scaling, equipment failure, power failure, 
potential new pump and pipe installation(s), etc. These issues can 
be very problematic, especially for business operations which 
depend on continuous flow of the geothermal waters. People, or 
groups, who own geothermal water rights or utilize geothermal 
resources generally have much invested in their operation. The

I operation is based not only on a typical flow regime and source 
type (spring or well), but also on the given geothermal temperature 
and water quality, including the pH of the geothermal water. 

I 
I Another major problem with the 'replacement water' concept is the 

public perception of 'naturally flowing' geothermal spring water 
versus geothermal water from a well, or from artificially heated 
water. There is no special allure to a heated swimming pool or hot 

I 
I 

tub; the real value of the geothermal spring water at many places 
of use is the perceived, and actual, health benefits from the 
'naturally occurring' minerals in the water (see Colorado 
Geological Survey Bulletin 11 - "Mineral waters of Colorado" for a 
scientific analysis). People do not travel great distances to soak 
in a spring which is filled and maintained with 'replacement 
geothermal water'. 

I The potential for injury to existing geothermal users cannot be 
adequately determined 'up-front' through assumption and theory 
processes. The only way to accurately know is to set-up monitoring 
networks and obtain adequate baseline data prior to drilling a

I geothermal well. The best approach for facilitating this type of 

I 
process is a requirement to give notice to the geothermal water 
right owners and resource users located within 2 miles of a 
potential lease area during both the lease process and as part of 
obtaining a well permit. 

I Basically, the hydrogeologic conditions are what the testing shows. 
If a lease applicant can drill and test the welles) and show no 
injury to adjacent proximate geothermal water right users they can 
claim their appropriative amount. If the drilling and testing does

I show injury, and the lease applicant cannot supply the injured 
party with geothermal water which is 'equivalent' (in terms of 
flow, temperature, water quality and source type - from a spring 
source or a well source), the lease applicant should not be able to 

I 
r appropriate the geothermal resource. Experience has shown there is 

potential for injury simply due to drilling or other types of 
excavation, and as such this PElS should include the 1-mile no 
drilling protection zone. , The l-mile no drilling protection zone for existing geothermal 
resource users and water right owners is recommended to greatly 

I 
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I 
reduce the potential for lawsuits regarding injury from geothermal 
drilling. Experience has shown that suing government agencies is

I frustrating and expensive as governments generally have limited 

I 
liability. Assuming some of the larger oil companies become 
involved in the geothermal prospecting business, it would be very 
expensive to sue due to their nature of 'dragging things out' in 
Court with the intention of bankrupting the other side. It is the 
BLM and FS responsibility to proceed with geothermal leasing within 
this PElS in a manner which carefully considers and includes

I protections for existing geothermal water right owners and resource 
users. 

I Perhaps the best way of bringing into perspective the potential 

I 
concern for proximate construction of geoexchange well systems or 
geothermal production wells is to assume you own and operate a 
geothermal spring and your neighbor intends to drill a vertical 
geoexchange or production well. This type of scenario could 
actually occur in several small towns and lodge/spa facilities 
located very proximate to Federal lands in western Colorado, and

I likely in other locations throughout the Western US. 

Under PElS ES Item ES-4 - "This PElS analyzes the potential 
environmental, social, and economic effects of these actions inI accordance with the NEPA, the CEQ requlations for implementing 
NEPA, and applicable BLM and FS authorities". On PElS page 3-198, 
under the Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice section - "AreasI of high geothermal potential are often located in rural areas, 
which typically have chronic, high unemployment rates. The 
development of geothermal resources in such rural areas can improve

I local socioeconomic conditions... the idea that a single 

I 
expenditure in an economy can have repercussions throughout the 
entire economy. The long lifetime of geothermal plants means that 
they can become a stable, reliable part of a community's economic 
base (National Geothermal Collaborative 2007)". , PElS ES-4 statement indicates the social and economic effects of 
the proposed geothermal leasing must be considered. The subsequent 
statement on PElS page 3-198 is erroneous in regard to western 
Colorado, and likely many other geothermal spring or well use areas

I in the Western US. Many of the existing geothermal use areas have 

I· 
thriving lodging and spa businesses which are basically the 
lifeblood of the communities. Depletion in geothermal flows at any 
of these areas would create economic and social hardship, not 

c ? 

I 
improve socioeconomic conditions. The existing lodging and 
geothermal spa facilities are the stable, reliable part of these 
communities' economic base, which could be seriously disrupted by 
proximate geothermal drilling and associated depletive effects to 
the geothermal resource. In regard to tour ism, the average 
tourist's interest in geothermal power plants is not nearly as high

I 

I 
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as their interest to soak in naturally occurring geothermal hot 
springs. 

other specific comments regarding water resource related issues, as 
stated within the PElS, are given in the Water Resource 
(Geothermal) Issues section of this report. 

STATE OF COLORADO 

In PElS ES-1 it is stated, "The BLII has the delegated authority to 
issue geothermal leases on federal mineral estate, such as that 
underlying lands administered by the FS. A geothermal lease is for 
the earth's heat resource where there is federal mineral estate ••• 
Leasing geothermal resources by the BLII vests with the lessee an 
exclusive right to future exploration and to produce and use the 
geothermal resources within the lease area subject to existing 
laws, regulations, formal orders, and the terms, conditions and 
stipulations in or attached to the lease form or included as 
conditions of approval in permits". 

PElS PNA Item 1.5.1 - Geothermal Leasing Laws and Regulations - "A 
geothermal lease is for the heat resource of the earth where there 
is a federal mineral estate. Unless specifically owned in fee, the 
federal government does not own the hot water commonly associated 
with the heat; this falls under state water laws. Geothermal 
developers must obtain the appropriate water rights and state 
permits, in addition to the federal lease for the resource." PElS 
PNA Item 1.9.1 defines the Planning Area as including "BLII and FS
administered surface lands with minerals under federal ownership 
that have geothermal potential and the subsurface federal 
government mineral estate on other lands". 

In the State of Colorado, there are existing Rules regarding the 
permitting and development of geothermal resources. The title of 
these Rules are as follows: state of Colorado, Division of Water 
Resources, Office of the State Engineer - "Rules and Regulations 
for Permitting the Development and Appropriation of Geothermal 
Resources Through the Use of Wells" (Geothermal Rules) - 2CCR 402-
10, with an effective date of 30 September 2004. These Rules are 
a revised version of the initial 1994 Geothermal Rules. Any 
drilling of geothermal wells on Federal lands (BLM/NFS) within the 
state of Colorado are subject to these Rules. In Colorado, the 
heat contained within geothermal water is not a mineral right, it 
is an integral part of any decreed geothermal water right. A copy 
of the Geothermal Rules are shown in attached Appendix A. 

The initial 1994 Geothermal Rules were promulgated pursuant to a 
lawsuit filed against the Colorado state Engineer's Office (SEO) by 
owners of geothermal springs in Ouray, Colorado for the SEO's lack 
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I of regulation/oversight of geothermal permitting and drilling 
during the late 1980' s. Several geothermal wells were drilled 
within Ouray, and several geothermal springs were affected. The 

I 
I flow in the geothermal springs at one Lodge was significantly 

reduced, and the discharge of a different geothermal spring at 
another Lodge facility ceased altogether. 

PElS PNA section 1.6.2, Table 1-1 - Lists BLM lands of 6,289,076 
acres and NFS lands of 15,347,069 acres included in the Geothermal

I Potential Area (Planning Area). Review of Figure 1.5 shows this 
includes almost all of western Colorado. 

Under PElS Proposed Action and Alternatives (PAA) Section ItemI 	 2.5.1, Table 2.7 - commercially Viable Geothermal capacity for 
Electrical Generation by High Potential Area - lists under colorado 
the following Hot spring Areas of potential - Wuanita, Routt,I 	 Cottonwood, Mt. Princeton, Poncha and Pagosa Hot springs, Wagon 
Wheel Gap, Orvis and Ouray Hot Springs. A copy of PElS Appendix F, 
pg. F-10 which lists geothermal areas of interest in Colorado is 
shown in attached Appendix B. There are numerous existingI geothermal users and geothermal water right owners located within 
the areas listed on PElS Table 2.7 and Appendix F, pg. 10. 

I 	 Under PElS PAA section Item 2.2.2 - Lease stipulations - "Lease 
stipulations are major or moderate constraints applied to a new 
geothermal lease. A lease stipulation is a condition of leaseI issuance that provides a level of protection for other resource 
values or land uses by restricting lease operations during certain 
times or locations or by mitigating unacceptable impacts, to an

I extent greater that standard lease terms or conditions". 

A standard item which should be included in any lease stipulations 
for Western Colorado (as well as much of the potential lease areaI in the Western US) should be that geothermal drilling and aquifer 
testing be limited to the time periods of geothermal spring 
baseflow. This time period generally extends from November through

I 	 early March of any given year. 

Longer-term monitoring of geothermal springs at several sites in 
Western Colorado has shown annual fluctuations in spring discharge.I Generally, the best time period for measuring geothermal spring 
baseflow is during the winter months. The late fall/winter seasons 
are the best time period for drilling and performing aquiferI testing on new geothermal wells, as there are no significant 
outside influences (increased recharge, etc.) affecting the 
geothermal springs, and the baseflows generally remain fairly

I constant. During this time period any potential impacts or injury 
from new geothermal well drilling, testing or production can be 
more readily ascertained. 

I 

I 
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I 
, No new geothermal well drilling or testing should be permitted to 

occur during the run-off through mid-summer time periods, as the 

I 

flow rates, and sometimes temperatures, from geothermal hot springs 
can vary significantly. Any potential impacts to existing 
geothermal users from drilling and testing activities during this 
time period would be much more difficult to determine. 

I 
Review of the Colorado Geothermal Rules shows, among other items, 
that it is required for applicants applying for geothermal 
exploration well permits to "give notice of the proposed well , construction to the owners or operators of any valid, prior water 
or geothermal rights that are located within one half (~) mile of 
the proposed well .... The application shall specify whether the 
well will be used to explore or appropriate a geothermal resource, 
and if so, specify the proposed production rate and disposal of a 
geothermal fluid. Any secondary uses of a geothermal fluid or

I recovery of by-products shall be identified in the application. 
The application shall be supplemented with evidence showing that 
notice was given ... " 

, 
I Increasing the area for lease and drilling notices in the PElS to 

2 miles and not allowing drilling within 1 mile of existing 
geothermal water right owners and resource users is based on the, difficulties for a geothermal water right owner or resource user to 

-." coordinate regulations, issues, concepts, etc. with both Federal 
and State government agencies. However, the notice and drilling 
protection concepts are primarily due to the potential for high 
magnitudes of resource extraction and associated aquifer impacts 
associated with a geothermal energy plant. PElS section PAA Item 

I 2.5.1 states, ..... it appears that production of geothermal fluids 
could be expected to vary widely from one to six million gallons 
per well, per day". One well producing one million gpd is 
equivalent to an average pumping rate of 694 gpm for a consistentf 24-hour period every day. PElS section PAA Item 2.5.2, states 
"Direct use resources are more likely to be developed when they are 
in proximity to existing communities". This statement basically

I clarifies the intent is to drill production wells in proximity to 
communities which are already utilizing the geothermal resources 
for their socioeconomic base. 

I 
I The requested inclusion within the PElS of items 1) - 3) on pages 

2-3 of this report will help avoid injury to existing proximate 
geothermal resource users. However, higher yield direct use 
geothermal power plants could still impact existing geothermal , resource users especially if the geothermal resources are being 
produced from confined aquifer conditions. The inclusion of 
request items 1) - 3) would not eliminate the requirements for 
long-term aquifer testing to ascertain depletive impacts from new 
geothermal wells. 

I 

I 
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WATER RESOURCE (GEOTHERMAL) ISSUES 

Relevant issues which infer the potential for injury to existing 
geothermal springs and/or wells are mentioned under several 
sections of the PElS. Several of these PElS statements are shown 
below along with subsequent commentary. 

PElS Section PAA Item 2.5.1 - "Looking to the future, it is likely 
that most direct use applications will not be able to draw from 
existing surface manifestations as they have in the past. Surface 
manifestations such as naturally occurring hot springs have become 
increasingly sought after with increases in population in the 
western US, increased recreational use, and more stringent 
regulations preserving such resources for their recreational, 
cultural or scenic value. In such cases where surface 
manifestations are not nearby or are not being utilized directly, 
exploration activities similar to those described above for 
indirect use would also apply for direct use". 

The surface manifestations described (geothermal springs) are 
basically surface manifestations of the local ground water 
table(s). Drilling and/or production within proximate distances to 
the geothermal springs can cause injury to spring flow rates and/or 
water quality. 

section 3.7 Affected Environment - Water Resources and Quality 
(WRQ) pg. 3-72 - "Ground water is the primary water resource that 
is potentially affected by geothermal exploration and development. 
potential effects to surface water are more limited in area and 
scope to the immediate vicinity of geothermal exploration and 
development activities ... 

These statements justify the need for the 1-mile no drilling 
protection zone and the 2-mile notice area. 

PElS WRQ section pg. 3-218 - "Drilling activities can result in the 
pollution of shallower water aquifers with drilling fluids as wells 
are bored through them, although this effect is limited to the 
duration of drilling. Well casing is used upon well completion, 
which separates geothermal fluids from any shallower aquifers that 
a drilled well may pass through. Ground water contamination can 
occur in rare situations involving a well casing break or the 
percolation of surface-discharged geothermal fluids... Surface 
water bodies can be contaminated from either surface discharges or 
spills of geothermal fluids, or underground contamination of 
springs that feed a surface water body. Surface discharges are 
regulated through state and local permits, and abatement 
technologies are installed as necessary to reduce contaminants to 
acceptable levels". 
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I 

I 

This statement is a broad oversimplification of the potential 
concerns associated with well drilling. Simply installing a well 
casing does not guarantee a seal between aquifers, or even along 

I 
the borehole and the casing. It is difficult to adequately seal 
the borehole/casing zone; it is even more difficult to seal-off 
water producing zones within a well. These seals can be viable for 
shorter time periods; it is very difficult to maintain these well , seals over longer time periods. 

, PElS section on Environmental Consequences - Impacts on Water 
Resources and Quality (IWRQ) section 4.7.3, pg. 4-43, Drilling 
operations - "BLH and FS guidelines and state regulations for 
maintaining and plugging and capping wells to prevent blowouts and 
mandating proper well casing and drilling techniques would minimize 
the risk of impacting surface water and ground water in the 
immediate area". Blow-out prevention equipment would be requiredI in areas of known artesian pressures (PElS PAA section 2.5.1). 

In Western Colorado there have been wells drilled which encountered

J unexpected artesian flows of geothermal water. Any drilling within 
a proximate boundary of the proposed 2 mile notification radius 
should be equipped with blow-out prevention equipment. 

, I PElS IWRQ section 4.7, pg. 43 - "Ground water extraction and 
injection wells are installed and pumped to cycle geothermal fluids 
within the geothermal reservoir to remove heat energy. To be 

, effective, it is desirable to create an efficient circulation 
system where the injected (cool) fluid is resident in the formation 
long enough to heat up to the maximum temperature without 

, 
significantly altering subsurface pressures". Host geothermal 
fluids produced are re-injected back into the geothermal reservoir, 
via reinjection wells (PElS PAA section 2.5.1 pg. 47). 

I A main concern with cycling fluids within the well is the potential 
for decreasing the temperature within the geothermal aquifer. 
There is no accurate 'up-front' way to determine the effects to 

, temperatures of adjacent geothermal springs due to fluid 
reinjection within the geothermal aquifer. In addition, re
injection of fluids which are not contained in a closed loop system 

F 

could be a problem in areas with geologic faulting (as is the case 
in most fractured geologic settings). Introducing fluids into 
fractured and faulted geologic formations could result in 
increasing the earthquake potential in the area (e.g. Rocky Flats 
near Denver, CO, etc.). 

, I 
PElS IWRQ section 4.7, pg. 4-43, "Extracting geothermal fluids 
could result in drawdowns in connected shallower ground water 
aquifers, with the resulting potential to affect streams or springs 
that are in turn connected to the water table aquifer. The 
potential for these types of adverse impacts is reduced through 

I 
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extensive aquifer testinq, which is the basis for desiqninq the 
qeothermal plant and for locatinq, desiqninq, and operatinq the 
extraction and injection wells. Combined with the requirement to 
comply with state and federal requlations that protect water 
quality and with limitations imposed by water riqhts issued by the 
state enqineer, the impacts on water quality and the potential for 
depletinq the water resources is expected to be minimized. There 
is a medium risk for moderate to high impacts on ground water 
supplies from the use of ground water for geothermal activities" 
(emphasis added). 

As discussed in the state of Colorado report section (pages 7-9 of 
this report), the Colorado SED had to be enjoined in a lawsuit 
before Geothermal Rules were promulgated in Colorado. The drilling 
and aquifer testing described above as reducing the potential for 
injury to existing geothermal users has in fact been the cause of 
permanent damage to geothermal water rights and resources at 
existing lodge and geothermal spa facilities in western Colorado. 
Expectations that the measures stated on pgs. 4-46 and 4-47 
(Impacts under Alternative B) would protect water resources do not 
say anything about protection of existing geothermal (hot) springs 
or wells. 

PElS IWRQ section pg. 4-45, utilization - "Hot sprinqs are surface 
features that indicate the presence of qeothermal features deep 
within the earth. These sprinqs can be part of sensitive 
ecosystems, recreation areas, or traditional cultural properties. 
The qeothermal resources that would be developed are usually at 
qreater depths that the shallow qround water associated with the 
hot sprinqs. However, withdrawinq shallow qround water or surface 
water for coolinq purposes could affect nearby sprinqs". 

This statement is contradictory. The stated concept appears to be 
that the existing hot springs indicate the presence of geothermal 
features deep within the earth, yet are somehow not connected to 
this deep source. This assumption seems to be fairly widespread, 
that there is much more geothermal resource within a given area 
than is indicated by the naturally occurring flow of the geothermal 
hot springs. Yet, drilling in areas of western Colorado has not 
shown this is the case. Drilling, pumping and/or flowing of 
artesian geothermal wells has shown impact (injury) to adjacent hot 
springs. 

If there is such confidence that there is greater geothermal 
potential at depth in areas of existing geothermal springs, it 
should be no problem to encounter this potential at distances of 
greater than one (1) mile in a downgradient ground water table 
direction from any existing decreed geothermal water right owner or 
resource user. 
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PElS section IWRQ pg. 4-45, Reclamation and Abandonment 
"Improper abandonment could allow the wells to serve as pathways 
for geothermal fluids to migrate to other aquifers, affecting bothF the geothermal resource and other ground water quality. proper 
well closure and capping would reduce the risk of these impacts".p , Well closure and capping may not reduce the risk of these impacts. 
In fact, use of final production wells will not reduce this risk. 
As prior stated, it is very difficult to maintain longer term well 

, seals between the well casing and the borehole, and between 
aquifers within a specific well. It almost has to be assumed that 
long-term there will be contamination between aquifers within any 
well drilled for geothermal production. 

p PElS section PAA Item 2.5.1 pg. 49 - "The cost in exploration of 
geothermal resources for direct use is a limiting factor in many 

, direct use proposals. Drilling exploration wells is cost-intensive 
and there is no guarantee of finding a SUfficient resource on first 
attempt". 

This cost concern will lead to the desire to drill geothermal wells 
in proximity to known geothermal spring/well areas. Thus, it is 
important to establish the reasonable 2-mile area lease notice and , I the one mile 'off limit' drilling zones to protect known geothermal 
water right owners and resource users as part of this PElS. 

, PElS section on Cumulative Impacts and Other Considerations (CIOC) 
- Water Resources 5.4.6, pg. 5-20 - "There is potential for enerqy 
facilities to concentrate in areas abundant with the resource. In 
such areas, there is qreater potential to contribute to cumulative 
depletion of water resources. Ground water depletion is not one of 
the issues addressed in the proposed lease stipulations, except 
indirectly throuqh the requirement for compliance with applicableJ 	 laws and requlations. The state engineer is responsible for 
assiqninq water rights and manaqinq qround water resources ..... 

, I PElS section CIOC pg. 5-26 - WHAT IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES WOULD BE INVOLVED WITH IMPLEMENTATION OF 
THE ALTERNATIVES? Section ..... If any of the reasonably 

, 
, foreseeable development scenario facilities were to come on-line 

together in a resource area and were concentrated within a small 
qeoqraphical area, there could be some irreversible and 
irretrievable commitments of local qeothermal resources..... Under 
the Hydrology and water quality portion of this section - "Because 
of the larqe volume and lonq duration of geothermal fluid 
production, the production staqe of resource development is likely 

, to have the qreatest potential for impact to hydrologic resources. 
These impacts could occur in terms of chanqes to the hydraulics of 
the qeothermal and qround water reservoirs and spent qeothermal 
fluid disposal. Hydraulic head pressures in the geothermal and , 
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adjacent ground water reservoirs could change during production. 
The result could include reduction in spring discharge rates and 
lowering of water levels in wells. Disposal of spent fluids by 
injection could also affect hydraulic heads and could introduce 
low-quality fluids to ground water pathways that discharge at 
springs or wells ... " 

statements under PElS Section CIOC pgs. 5-20 and 5-26 shown above 
demonstrate the need to address broader ranging water resource 
issues regarding protection of existing decreed geothermal water 
rights and resource users up-front within this PElS. BLM and FS 
BMP's and procedures may vary from area to area, which ultimately 
creates confusion. Experience shows enforcement of BMP's is 
dependent upon dictates from Washington, D.C., which could 
potentially vary every four years. It is much more prudent, and it 
is the BLM and FS responsibility, to deal with the broader ranging 
water resource issues, primarily protection for existing geothermal 
water right owners and resource users, as part of this PElS. In 
this manner, the BLM and FS will be minimizing the potential for 
negative impacts to the existing socioeconomic conditions in many 
of the communi ties which utilize the existing geothermal resources. 
In addition, this approach will ease some of the uncertainty faced 
by potential geothermal resource lease applicants and development 
companies. 

I appreciate your consideration of the recommended inclusions for 
items I), 2) and 3), as stated on pages 2 and 3 of this report, to 
the PElS for Geothermal Leasing in the Western United states. 

If you have any questions or comments please call. 

by 

Very Truly Yours, 

MINION HYDROLOGIC 

W ne E. GOl.n 
Hydrogeologist 
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89-05/94-06/05-13(08) 

cc: Dunton, LLC 
Steve Johnson, Esq. 
Orvis Hot springs 
Zach Miller, Esq. 
Andy Mueller, Esq. 
Wiesbaden Spa and Lodgings 



C-26-1 

Water impacts are better assessed at the local level due to variations in site-specific impacts. Prior to 
leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case of 
geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, water 
rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water 
importation, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All 
development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting 
and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM and FS would work 
with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-
specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

C-26-2 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water 
importation, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All 
development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting 
and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM and FS would work 
with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts, including impacts 
on existing geothermal water right owners and resource users. Appropriate site-specific mitigation 
would be developed, as necessary. 

C-26-3 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and 
regulations, including the recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 
3000, 3200, and 3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws or regulations. 
Addressing site-specific issues is evaluated during the subsequent permitting process. The BLM and FS 
can apply conditions of approval on such permits to avoid and minimize any impacts to specific 
resources. While the BLM manages the geothermal resource (namely the heat), the state has primacy 
over the associated water resource. In accordance with state regulations, a lessee/operator must secure 
permits from the state before the BLM can issue a permit to drill either a temperature gradient well or a 
full-diameter exploration well. 

C-26-4 

As stated above, .site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water importation 
would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, 
utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and 
environmental analysis, including public involvement as appropriate. BLM and FS would work with 
interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-
specific mitigation would be developed as necessary. 

C-26-5 



As stated above, the PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws guiding geothermal 
leasing. Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, as the BLM 
and FS recognize that states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water rights. All 
development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting 
and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. BLM and FS would work with 
interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-
specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

C-26-6 

As stated above, site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater, would be addressed as 
part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, and 
reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, and 
the BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or 
resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

C-26-7 

As stated above, site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater, would be addressed as 
part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process prior to development or utilization of the 
resource. Furthermore, as discussed in Section 1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., 
Geothermal Steam Act) and regulations, including the recently revised geothermal leasing and 
development regulations (43 CFR 3000, 32000, and 3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or 
change any of the laws or regulations. 

C-26-8 

The comment is noted.  

As stated in Section 4-4, impacts of development, utilization, and reclamation of geothermal resources 
include the potential for groundwater contamination. Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to 
minimize contaminations. Federal, state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling 
in a prudent manner. 

C-26-9 

As stated above, site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water quality, 
would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, 
utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and 
environmental analysis. Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to minimize water 
contamination. Federal, state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling in a 
prudent manner. 

C-26-10 

See response to comment 1-2-4 and comment 1-2-6 for discussion of development of high steam areas.  



Geological faulting depends on the geological characteristics of the area where the geothermal fluids are 
extracted, or where any other groundwater source used for cooling may be extracted. These conditions 
and the potential to impact them vary by location and by the proposed development. Prior to making 
leasing decisions, BLM will assess whether the existing NEPA is adequate (i.e., through completion of a 
DNA), or whether there is new information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. 

C-26-11 

The comment is noted. There may be unique cases where testing could have an adverse impact; 
however, the intent of testing is to design a sustainable operation. Potential impacts to groundwater 
depend on many site-specific characteristics (e.g., soil type and fracturing). Potential for such impacts 
would be evaluated prior to subsequent development permits. In addition, as the commentor noted, 
water rights and state regulations also affect this issue. 

C-26-12 

As stated in responses above and discussed in Section 1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., 
Geothermal Steam Act) and regulations, including the recently revised geothermal leasing and 
development regulations (43 CFR 3000, 32000, and 3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or 
change any of the laws or regulations. Addressing site-specific issues is evaluated during the subsequent 
permitting process. The BLM and FS can apply conditions of approval on such permits to avoid and 
minimize any impacts to specific resources. While the BLM manages the geothermal resource (namely 
the heat), the state has primacy over the associated water resource. In accordance with state 
regulations, a lessee/operator must secure permits from the state before the BLM can issue a permit to 
drill either a temperature gradient well or a full-diameter exploration well. 

C-26-13 

As stated in Section 4-4, impacts of development, utilization, and reclamation of geothermal resources 
include the potential for groundwater contamination. Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to 
minimize contaminations. Federal, state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling 
in a prudent manner. Potential for contamination based on local soil types and groundwater conditions 
would be assessed prior to issuance of permits for development. 

C-26-14 

As stated above, site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater, would be addressed as 
part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. BLM and FS would work with interested 
and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific 
mitigation would be developed, as necessary.  

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and 
regulations, including the recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 
3000, 32000, and 3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws or regulations. 

C-26-15 



The PEIS provides a standard set of BMPs for BLM and FS offices. Due to variations in local resources, 
the implementation of BMPs would necessarily be varied. As stated above, prior to leasing, the BLM or 
FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including 
groundwater and water importation, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the 
permitting process. The BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and 
resolve user conflicts, and appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

 

 



SAGUACHE COUNTY GOVERNMENT 

September 2, 2008 

BLM/Forest Service 

To Whom It May Concern: 

501 FOURTH STREET 

SAGUACHE,COLORADO 

AREA CODE 719 ZIP CODE 81149 

The Saguache County Board of County Commissioners are writing to inform you of 
our support for Alternative B - proposed action - concerning PElS on Geothermal 
Energy on public lands. 

Alternative B - which will access all public and NFS land I the 12 Western states (in. 
Alaska) with geothermal potential as being open or closed to leasing for both direct 
(space heating and spas and indirect (electricity generation) use development use 
development; adopt a comprehensive list of stipulations, best management 
practices, and procedures to serve as consistent guidance for future geothermal 
leasing and development; amend BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) to adopt 
the reasonable foreseeable development scenarios (RFDs); and make decisions to 
issue or deny geothermal lease applications on BLM and NFS lands pending as of 
January 1, 2005. 

Thank you for allowing Saguache County to comment on the proposed Geothermal 
Energy Development on public lands. 

Sincerely, 

~L 
Sam Pace 
Chairman 

Michael Spear 
Commissioner 

fiLX/().IV1N,·\A....... 

ASSESSOR 
P.O. Box 38 

655-2521 

CLERK AND RECORDER ADMINISTRATION 
P.O. Box 655 

655-2231 
P.O. Box 176 

655-2512 

Linda Joseph 
Commissioner 

SHERIFF 
P.O. Box 265 

655·2544 

TREASURER 
P.O. Box 177 

655-2656 
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A-27-1 

The commentor’s preference for Alternative B is noted. 

 

 



 

This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 
 
 
                                                                           
             mktolbert@cot.net                                          To 
                                       geothermal_EIS@BLM.gov              
             09/09/2008 09:00                                           cc 
             AM                                                            
                                                                       bcc 
                                                                           
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Geothermal @ Medicine Lake          
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
My husband and I are against geothermal in the Medicine Lake area. We have 
a cabin there and just live 30 miles due west in a small, beautiful, quiet 
town of Tennant, Ca. I can't understand why geothermal would even be 
considered in such a pristine area like Medicine Lake, especially when 
there is no significant amount of heat. I have yet to see why they even 
call it "green energy" because  there is nothing "green" or clean about 
the way they produce it. Thank you for your time.               Krista 
Tolbert 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 1 of 1
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I-28-1 

The commentor’s preference for no geothermal development in the Medicine Lake area is noted. 

 



THE STATE OF ARIZONA 

GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT 

September 4, 2008 

Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street 
Suite 110 

5000 W. CAREFREE HIGHWAY 
PHOENIX, AZ 85086-5000 

(602) 942-3000 • WWW.AZGFD.GOV 

San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 

Re: Western Geothermal Programmatic EIS 

Dear Sirs: 

GOVERNOR 
JANET NAPOLITANO 

COMMISSIONERS 
CHAIRMAN, WILLIAM H. MCLEAN, GOLD CANYON 
BOB HERNBRODE. TUCSON 
JENNIFER L. MARTIN, PHOENIX 
RORFR T R WOODHOIJSE, ROLL 
NORMAN W_ FREEMAN, CHINO VALLEY 

DIRECTOR 
LARRY D. VOYLES 

DEPUTY DIRECTOR 
VACANT 

CHIEF OF STAFF 
GARY R. HOVATTER 

The Arizona Game and Fish Department (Department) reviewed the Draft Programmatic 
Environment Impact Statement (PElS) to evaluate Geothermal Leasing in the Western United 
States. The Department supports the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) efforts in 
developing the PETS and provides the following comments for your consideration. 

The Department supports the development of alternative energies, such as geothermal, provided 
detrimental effects to wildlife and wildlife habitat are avoided. Potential impacts to wildlife and 
their habitats should be fully addressed and analyzed, as well as impacts associated with the loss 
of public use which includes wildlife dependent recreation. This PElS should not negate the 
need for NEP A on individual projects, allowing the Department and the public the opportunity to 
review and comment on specific projects affecting public lands. 

Both the PElS and individual project NEP A analyses should evaluate alternatives to using public 
land for geothermal power generation. Geothermal projects appear to eliminate all other public 
uses of multiple-use land, including wildlife habitat and public recreation. The PElS should 
evaluate alternatives to using public land for geothermal energy generation such as supporting 
utility scale geothermal generation on private lands. If public lands are determined to be 
appropriate for utility scale geothermal development, suitable placement will be crucial in 
ensuring natural resource protection. The identification of inappropriate areas on BLM 
administered lands including those areas already identified as sensitive in BLM's Resource 
Management Plans (including Wildlife Habitat Areas, areas with wilderness characteristics, etc.) 
will aid in focusing geothermal development in the appropriate areas. The Department 
recommends the use of previously disturbed lands, BLM lands identified for disposal, and other 
less environmentally sensitive land for geothermal energy development. 

Further, the Department is concerned with any net loss of groundwater. Although the use of 
groundwater is not regulated by BLM or the U.S. Forest Service, we believe the use of water for 
geothermal leasing should be part of the analysis for a lease. 

AN ECUAl Or'pornUNI r1' R:~A.smMllL[ ACCOMMODATIONS AG[NCY 
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The Department appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the draft PETS. For further 
coordination or questions regarding this letter, please contact me at (623) 236-7606. 

sm'",olY~ PJtu-
~tt"' 

Project Evaluation Program Specialist, Habitat Branch 

cc: Laura Canaca, Project Evaluation Program Supervisor 
Dave Dorum, Habitat Program Manager, Region I 
Rick Miller, Habitat Program Manager, Region II 
Habitat Program Manager, Region III 
Russ Engel, Habitat Program Manager, Region IV 
Joan Scott, Habitat Program Manager, Region V 
Russ Haughey, Habitat Program Manager, Region VI 

AGFD # M08-0616l248 



A-29-1 

The comment is noted. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to 
further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of 
anticipated future geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not 
intended to provide full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of 
decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own 
environmental compliance requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document 
covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 

A-29-2 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations, such as Endangered 
Species Act Section 107 consultation and National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation. 
As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect 
sensitive issues and conditions. 

A-29-3 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water 
importation, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All 
development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting 
and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. BLM and FS would work with 
interested and affected parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific 
mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

 

 



• SIERRA 
CLUB 
fOUNiHn UI~! 

Great Basin Group 
Sierra Club 

P.D.Box 8096 
Reno, Nevada 89507 

BLM Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Dear BLM Representative: 

.~In 

SIERRA 
CLUB 

September 7,2008 

This letter is in response for public comment on the draft PElS for Geothermal Leasing in the 
Western United States, dated May 2008. 

This letter is written on behalf of the Great Basin Group of the Sierra Club. The Great Basin Group 
has over 2500 Sierra Club members and spans northern and central Nevada, which includes 
undoubtedly the largest potential for geothermal energy of any state. Please accept our comments 
on the PElS. 

Volume I: Programmatic Analysis 

The Great Basin Group, Sierra Club, supports the Preferred Alternative as outlined in Chapter 2. 
We agree with the list of areas designated as closed to geothermal leasing. 

Volume II: Chapter 14: Hum boldt-Toiyabe National Forest/Battle Mountain District: Environmental 
Analysis for Pending Lease Application NVN 074289 

The following comments address the single lease proposal in this PElS for Nevada. 

We support the Preferred Alternative as set forth in this chapter, with the following changes and 
clarifications. We note that a total of 320 acres of public land are contained in the lease area and 
that this is fairly small area of impacted public land. We feel that the scope of analysis and 
proposed action are commensurate with the scale of the project proposed by the lessee. 

p. 14-9 Lessee proposes less than 20 acres of disturbance if there is full buildout of a geothermal 
field which will produce about 12 MW. Power lines are not addressed here, but this seems to avoid 
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Page 2/2 

a significant issue. Surely the agencies and the lessee know where the potential tie-ins are. Surely 
they can estimate what the total area of disturbances would be for transmission line structures which 
would allow tie-ins at the potential points. I suspect this total area may be significant in relation to 
the 10-20 acres envisioned for the plant itself. Please supply justification for ignoring the 
probable transmission line impacts. 

p. 14-13 The text says "The NFS portion of the lease sites is within an Inventoried Roadless Area. 
Development in this area would be consistent with this designation as long as no new roads are 
constructed to access the sites." This statement is obvious, but what it does not say clearly is that no 
new roads will be constructed within this area to access the sites. The language leaves it very 
unclear whether new roads will, or will not, be allowed in the Roadless Area. We support a clear 
position saying they will not be. This, of course, would effectively prohibit development of the 
geothermal field out into the Roadless Area. We don't think that such development is possible 
without roads. Are we wrong? 

p. 14-15 Under "Alternative B (Proposed Action)", it says "Issuing leases for the proposed lease 
sites could indirectly result in the development of geothermal resources at the sites .... " We believe 
the use of "could" is too weak. Surely the lessee is fairly sure of the geothermal potential-
otherwise why lease this public land? The PElS should be examining cumulative impacts, 
including full development as envisioned by the lessee, as stated below. 

p. 14-23 We feel that the language of the first two sentences under "Impacts" is strange. Of course 
the act ofleasing itselfhas no environmental impact. Why should this even be stated? Other such 
statements occur in this chapter -- please eliminate them. It simply is confusing to the reader. 

p. 14-29 Treatment of the sage grouse here may need to be redone if, before the final PElS, the 
listing status of the sage grouse is changed. In line 8 on this page: should the text read "in 
cooperation with other agencies"? 

p. 14-29 The presence, or not, of the speckled dace should be established before the final PElS and 
suitable mitigation measures proposed. 

Respectfully submitted, 

David von Seggern, Conservation Chair 
Great Basin Group, Sierra Club 
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O-30-1 

Thank you for your comment. The commentor’s support for Alternative B is noted. 

O-30-2 

Thank you for your comment. The commentor’s preference for Alternative B is noted. 

O-30-3 

The following text and references have been added to the Final PEIS to address transmission lines:  

Great American Energy plans to connect to the existing 29 kV line that parallels the highway and 
runs through the Darrough’s fee lands. The 29 kV line connects to the Round Mountain 
substation on the 230 kV line. No additional transmission lines or routes are contemplated 
(Great American Energy 2008b). 

O-30-4 

The existing case law regarding the Roadless Rule is inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming 
District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated NEPA and the Wilderness Act (State of Wyoming 
v. US Department of Agriculture). The District Court ordered the 2001 Roadless Rule “set aside” and 
“permanently enjoined.” This order is subsequent to a 2006 California District Court ruling that set 
aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. The United States Justice 
Department, on behalf of the Department of Agriculture, has filed motions with both the Wyoming and 
California courts seeking adjustments of those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither the Wyoming 
nor California District Court rulings bar the Department of Agriculture from promulgating other 
roadless area regulations. To address this inconsistency, the PEIS includes the following Department of 
Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If future legislation or regulation change the roadless area 
designation, the restriction would be revised along with any appropriate environmental review.” An 
appropriate NEPA review would be required prior to any changes to the Roadless Area Stipulation. 

O-30-5 

This language has been strengthened to “would likely.” 

O-30-6 

This and other similar statements have been removed. 

O-30-7 

Text has been revised to read “in cooperation with other agencies.” 

O-30-8 

Species-specific mitigation measures would be developed prior to ground-disturbing activities 
(exploration or development). NEPA analysis would be required prior to any ground disturbance that 
could affect the dace. 



 
This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 
 
 
                                                                           
             "Lovelace,                                                 To 
             Bonnie"                   "'geothermal_EIS@blm.gov'"          
             <BLovelace2@mt.go         <geothermal_EIS@blm.gov>            
             v>                                                         cc 
                                                                           
             09/10/2008 01:29                                          bcc 
             PM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Comments from Montana Department of 
                                       Environmental Quality               
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
Mr. Jack Peterson 
Bureau of Land Management 
 
RE:  Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
 
Dear Jack: 
 
The Department of Environmental Quality would like to thank you for taking 
the time to meet with us in Helena prior to the public meeting.  At the 
meeting you especially requested comments regarding the regulatory 
description for Montana in Volume III. 
 
Your description is fine as far as it goes. The role of EPA in implementing 
the Underground Injection Control permits and the overall Clean Water Act 
descriptions are accurate.  However, I would like to add a few regulatory 
descriptions in a table format (attached) that might prove useful.  The 
permits for air emissions are dependent upon whether or not a system is 
closed.  If there are no air emissions, of course, no permitting would be 
required.  For water, likewise, there would need to be a discharge either 
to surface water or groundwater.  In Montana, state groundwater discharge 
permitting may duplicate the UIC program to some extent. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Bonnie Lovelace 
Director's Office 
Department of Environmental Quality 
406-444-1760 
 
(See attached file: State Permits.doc) 
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MONTANA DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY 
PERMITS AND APPROVALS 

 
Table 1 

Permit/Approval 
Name 

Nature of Permit Authority 

Section 401 Water 
Quality Certification 

Provides a review of potential adverse water 
quality impacts potentially associated with 
discharges of dredged or fill materials in 
wetlands and other waters of the U.S. 

Section 401 of the 
Clean Water Act 

MPDES Wastewater 
Discharge Permit 

Permits the discharge of wastewater to waters 
of the state.  There is also a requirement to 
look at a proposal’s plans and specifications 
to determine if a permit is needed  (MCA, 75-
5-402) 

Montana Water 
Quality Act (75-5-
401 et seq., MCA) 

General Discharge 
Permit for Stormwater 
Associated with 
Construction Activities  

Permits construction and industrial activities 
that would result in the discharge of 
stormwater to waters of the state. 

Montana Water 
Quality Act (75-5-
401 et seq., MCA) 

General Permit for 
Stormwater Discharges 
Associated with 
Industrial Activity 

Permits construction and industrial activities 
for the Generation Plant that would result in 
the discharge of stormwater to waters of the 
state. 

Montana Water 
Quality Act (75-5-
401 et seq., MCA) 

Air Quality 
Preconstruction Permit 

Permit for the construction, installation and 
operation of equipment or facilities that may 
directly or indirectly cause or contribute to air 
pollution. 

75-2-211, MCA : 
Preconstruction 
permit 

Air Quality Operating 
Permit 

Permit for the construction, installation and 
operation of equipment or facilities that may 
directly or indirectly cause or contribute to air 
pollution. 

75-2-217, MCA: 
Operating permit 

Prevention of 
Significant Deterioration 
Permit (PSD) 

Permit when a major new source of air 
pollution is proposed to constructed or 
modified in an area designated as attainment 
or unclassified for an ambient or quality 
standard. 

ARM 17.8.801 et 
seq. 

New Source Review in 
Non-attainment Areas 

Permitting for major new or modified sources 
of air pollution construction in or near areas 
that are designated as non-attainment for an 
ambient air quality standard. 

ARM 17.8.901-906 

Montana Joint 
Application: 310 Permit 

Permits construction activities in or near 
perennial streams on public and private lands. 

Montana Natural 
Streambed and Land 
Preservation Act 
(75-7-101 et seq., 
MCA) 

Montana Joint Allows construction activities within a Montana Floodplain 

completeness/table1PermitsandApprovals.doc   09/10/08 
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Application: Floodplain 
Development Permit 

designated 100-year floodplain. and Floodway 
Management Act 
(76-5-401 through 
406, MCA) 

Montana Joint 
Application: 318 
Authorization short-term 
turbidity 

Authorizes short-term exemptions from 
certain surface water quality standards. 

Montana Water 
Quality Act (75-5-
318, MCA) 

Public Water Supply 
Approval 

Review of engineering plans and 
specifications for a new public water supply 
for more than 25 people daily for period of at 
least 60 days in a one year period. 

75-6-112, MCA: 
Plan Review and 
Approval 

Open Cut Permit (if new 
gravel sources are 
needed for the project) 

Permit to excavate 10,000 cubic yards or 
more total aggregate from one or more pits 
regardless of surface ownership. 

Open Cut Mining 
Act (84-4-401 et 
seq., MCA) 

 



A-31-1 

Thank you for your comment. Regulatory descriptions provided were reviewed for consistency with 
Appendix A. 



From: Mommy Jackson
To: Zoe Ghali
Subject: Geothermal Leasing Project Comment
Date: Wednesday, September 10, 2008 4:16:20 PM

Subject: Geothermal Leasing Project Comment
To: geothermal_eis@blm.gov, Mommy Jackson <momjackson3@gmail.com>

To  the Geothermal Leasing Project Board,

 

I would like to submit for comment to the Geothermal Leasing Project. I oppose the
proposed site within the Willamette National Forest, North Santiam site. This would
impact the areas drinking water source to 147,250 residents of Salem, 7,505
residents of Stayton and other towns along the North Santiam. It would also impact
those whose wells are provided for from the aquifers located throughout this region.
The Three Basin Rule was established in1976 by the Environmental Quality
Commission to provide safe drinking water for the major populations of Oregon.
Businesses, local governments, utilities, recreational representatives and the public
worked together to establish the Three Basin Rule. I want this rule enforced. This
would prohibit the Geothermal Project from discharging hazardous wastes, therefore
denying the project to proceed in this region.

 

 Dozens of species have successfully recovered given the careful and beneficial
protections of the Endangered Species Act. This law protects the endangered species
and protects the balance of nature and the environment. The impacts to the
endangered species and the wildlife within this area from the proposed geothermal
project are unacceptable. I want the Endangered Species Act enforced.  It is not
acceptable to sidestep the laws to bring this project to such a delicate
environmental area!

 

I suggest that the geothermal projects be located in other sites that would not
impact the environment to vital areas of resources in Oregon. The North Santiam
Site within the Willamette National Forest area in unacceptable to me. This is my
drinking water source.

 

Sincerely,

 

mailto:momjackson3@gmail.com
mailto:zoe.ghali@empsi.com
mailto:geothermal_eis@blm.gov
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Irene Jackson

487 N. Myrtle Avenue

Stayton, Oregon 97383

503-769-6992  

momjackson3@gmail.com

 

mailto:momjackson3@gmail.com


I-32-1 

Lands designated as open to leasing are subject to existing laws, regulations, and formal orders. In 
complying with these laws, regulations, and orders, some of the open lands may not be available for 
leasing. Chapter 2 explains, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, that the BLM and FS would comply with the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act, including determining if any listed or proposed threatened 
or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on nominated lease parcels and may be affected by 
any decision to lease. Chapter 6 of the Final PEIS, in turn, explains that the agencies have determined 
that the decision to lease has no effect on listed species or critical habitat.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will impose an 
ESA stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases. 



SEP II 0/2008/WED 04: 03 PM Quechan - H. R. FAX No, 7605720515 

QUECHAN INDIAN TRIBE 
Ft. Yuma Indian Reservation 

September 10,2008 

P.O. Box 1899 
Yuma, Arizona 85366·1899 

Phone (760) 572·0213 
Fax (760) 572·2102 

Draft Geothermal Leasing PEtS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

'Thank you for notifying ,us of the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
for the Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States. 

p, 002 

We have reviewed the document and have a few concerns that we believe should be 
taken into consideration, especially when projects are proposed within the Tribes' 
traditional land area, The Tribe, who was here prior to the arrival ofthe Spaniards or 
Europeans, had several villages scattered throughout what is now Arizona and California. 
The traditional land area of the Tribe encompasses the lands from Blythe, CA into 
Mexico and from Gila Bend, AZ to Ocotillo, CA. It is within this geographic area that 
resources were utilized and the Tribe lived. Plants, animals, landforms, water, and 
cldtural resources must all be considered as they are all used together to teU the history of 
the Tribe. 

On page ES·7, it is stated that long-te:tm loss of vegetation, habitat, and soil; shOlt-term 
impact to ground water during drilling; and shOlt-ternl increase in air emissions from 
drilling and construction activities are adverse impacts that are expected. The potential 
destruction of traditional plant gathering areas and clay sources located within the project 
areas is quite concerning to the Tribe. The potential for animals of traditional importance 
to the Tribe to leave the area due to loss of habitation is also concerning. 

On page 2-41, it is mentioned that during the Phase One: Geothermal Resource 
Exploration that "surveys may require creating access using four-wheel drive vehicles, or 
by helicopters or on foot to areas with no roads or very poor roads." We are requesting 
that all access routes be surveyed for biological and cultural resources. Unless there is an 
established, paved road, all access routes need to be surveyed. 
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SEP II 0/2008/WED 04: 03 PM Quechan - H. R. FAX No, 7605720515 p, 003 

Due to each geothermal project having the potential to encompass 350 acres, we are 
requesting that the clustering of these projects be prohibited. As mentioned previou~ly, 
the Tribe bas II large traditional land area with an extensive network of cultural resources 
and Tep's located within. With each project the Tribe fuces the loss of their culture as 
impacts to cultural resources affiliated with the Tribe, as well as the spiritua11andscapes 
in which they are located, are impacteq. 

To alleviate the potential for impacts to cultural resources andlor spiritua11andscapes we 
request to be consulted with at the inception of the project, prior to any plans being 
fioa1ized. EXperience bas shown us that once the plans for a project are in place people 
are less open to discussing suggestions from us for mitigation. By contacting and 
consulting with the Tribe when the project is first proposed, it is our hope that we will be 
able to work through any potential concerns during the planning process. 

Thank you again for your notification. If you have any questions. please do' not hesitate to 
call me at (760) 572-2423. 

Sincerely, 

Bridget N -Chrabascz 
Historic Preservation Officer! Archaeologist 
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A-33-1 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public and tribal involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land 
use planning and lease issuance stages. 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments. Through consultation, the agencies would identify 
tribal interests and traditional cultural resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases. 

A-33-2 

Any exploration activities that result in ground-disturbing activities would require permitting 
coordination with the local BLM or Forest Service office prior to being conducted. 

A-33-3 

Geothermal resources are typically concentrated in specific geographic areas; therefore, the BLM cannot 
prohibit clustering of leases. Prior to inclusion of a parcel(s) in a competitive lease bid, consultation 
would occur with the appropriate tribes and/or State Historic Preservation Officers. 

A-33-4 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers prior to inclusion of a lease in a lease sale. Through consultation, the agencies would identify 
tribal interests and traditional cultural resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases. 
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F-34-1 

It is not clear what the commentor is referring to by “specific areas that are contemplated for 
geothermal leasing nominations on 19 million acres…” For the programmatic document, the Proposed 
Action does not identify specific areas for leasing. The pending lease areas identified in Volume II consist 
of 19 leases in 7 geographic clusters. Volume II contains additional analysis for each of the pending lease 
applications and also tiers to the analysis in the PEIS. 

Decisions for the pending lease applications will be contained in separate Records of Decision from the 
Decision for the Programmatic Document. 

F-34-2 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and provide the 
necessary stipulations to protect these resources. This review would include consultation with 
appropriate Native American Tribal Governments, as necessary. 
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Ne\tada Power. Sierra Pacific~ 

nevadapower.com 

September 11 , 2008 

Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EM PSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Whom It May Concern : 

s ierra pacific. com 

Nevada Power Company and Sierra Pacific Power Company (the Companies) , 
subsidiaries of Sierra Pacific Resources serving communities of southern and northern 
Nevada and a portion of California, appreciate the opportunity to review and provide 
comments to the Draft Programmatic Environmenta l Impact Statement (PElS) for 
Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States. The Companies understand the 
goals of the PElS are to amend land use plans to facilitate geothermal leasing decisions 
in an environmenta lly responsible manner, and does not authorize any ground
disturbing activities to explore for or develop geothermal resources . The Companies 
appreciate and support the planning criteria for this action that includes, "Environmental 
protection and energy production are both desirable and necessary objectives of sound 
land management practices and are not to be considered mutually exclusive priorities." 
The Companies hereby provide some comments and questions re lated to this action . 

The Companies have a three-part energy strategy to meet an overall goal of 
providing clean , safe, reliable electricity to their customers at reasonable and 
pred ictable prices. This strategy includes increasing energy efficiency and conservation 
programs, expanding renewable energy initiatives and investments and also involves a 
diversified energy portfolio with a balanced mix of fuels for energy generation . This is in 
the best interest of their customers, shareholders, the communities they serve and the 
state. 

Nevada is composed of over 85% federal lands, with over 50% of these federal 
lands managed for conservation of specific natural resources (DOE, 2007) . Some of 
the potentia l commercia lly viab le renewable energy resources (i .e., solar, wind , 
geothermal) in Nevada are constrained by access, land conservation boundaries and 
mi litary ground and air restrictions . Specific to geothermal leasing and resource 
development, non-discretionary closures regu lated by Executive Orders, laws and 
regu lations such as the Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (GSA) , as amended (30 USC, 
Section 1001) and the Geothermal Resources Leasing Ru le (GRLR; 43 CFR 3201.10 
and 3201 .11), identify federal lands that are avai lable and not available for geothermal 
leasing , further constraining the potential development of this resource for commercial 
electrical generation and direct use. 

P.O. BllX 98910, Las Vegas, Nevada 89151-0001 . 6226 West Sahara Avenue, l.a~ Vegas, Nevada 89 146 
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2 
Draft Programmatic Geothermal Leasing EIS 

Comments from Nevada Power Company/Sierra Pacific Power Company 

In the PElS, it is not quite clear in Section 2.2.1, pages 2-6 and 2-7, how many 
acres of land are proposed to be closed for geothermal leasing over what is already 
unavailable by such orders, laws and regulations stated above (i.e., the baseline 
condition). The Companies interpret the nine bullets listed on page 2-6 as non
discretionary closures of federal lands that "are excluded from geothermal leasing on 
the basis of existing laws, regulations and Executive Orders." This seems to be the 
baseline condition (i.e., Alternative A: No Action). Of the 142 million acres of federal 
BlM land identified in Table 1-1, how many acres are currently closed under the 
baseline condition from these existing laws? 

The Companies interpret the six bullets on page 2-7 as proposed closures, 
separate from the existing closures described above, on federal BLM land under 
Alternative B: Proposed Action of the PElS. Table 2-1 on pages 2-8 and 2-9 shows a 
total of 25 million acres as "proposed closed". Do the 25 million acres listed in 
Table 2-1 include both the existing baseline closures plus the proposed action 
closures? If so, the Companies request further clarification to this point to show 
the two separate acreage amounts under Alternatives A and B. 

The bullets on page 2-7 reference a list of ACECs that are currently open and 
closed to fluid mineral leasing. The list, found in Appendix C, includes ACEC 
designations that are currently not authorized yet by Records of Decision for local land 
use plan revisions (e.g., Stillwater ACEC in Winnemucca RMP). Table 2-3, page 2-26 
states that this PElS will have a Record of Decision prior to completion of Records of 
Decision for these as land use plans are still under revision. If an ACEC has been 
proposed, but not yet authorized, what is BlM's approach to this issue? 

Table 2.5 on page 2-30 shows a comparison of two of the three alternatives; 
however, Alternative A is not included. This makes it confusing to evaluate the two 
action alternatives against the baseline no action alternative, especially if the 
Companies' interpretation of the baseline condition, as described above, is correct. The 
Companies request that the Agencies include acreage allocations under 
Alternative A in Table 2-5 to facilitate a more complete evaluation of the three 
alternatives. 

The Companies feel this is a significant point to clarify, as it apparently seems 
that Alternative A would have the least amount of acres that would be closed for 
geothermal leasing, whereas Alternative B would progressively add to the closed 
acreage amount and Alternative C would have even more acres closed. 

Section 2.2.3 on page 2-26 lists one rationale for amending existing land use 
plans as, "the land use plan does not aI/ocate areas as being open or closed to 
geothermal leasing"; however, there are Executive Orders, laws and regulations (see 
Section 2.2.1) which designate lands as open or closed (i.e., Alternative A: No Action). 
Are the land use plans required to be amended in order to incorporate existing 
orders, laws and regulations? 
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Draft Programmatic Geothermal Leasing EIS 
Comments from Nevada Power Company/Sierra Pacific Power Company 

On page 2-26, there are four reasons given as to why some land use plans within 
the project area are excluded from amendment under the PElS. Reasons (2) and (3) 
state that previously amended plans adequately address geothermal leasing and 
development, and plans currently being amended will address geothermal leasing and 
development. This appears to present a situation where applicants and project 
proponents will still experience inconsistent processing of applications as not all land 
use plans will have the same policies between field offices. What criteria were used 
to determine that existing land use plans excluded from the PElS "adequately 
address geothermal leasing and developmenf'? Do these previous and currently 
amended land use plans also contain the same stipulations, Best Management 
Practices and procedures of this PElS as proposed in Section 2.2.2? Or are they 
less or more rigorous? How does this PElS support consistency in the 
processing and authorizing of geothermal leasing and development applications 
between field offices under this situation where land use plans will not be the 
same? Future leasing approvals between field offices will inevitably have varied 
stipulations as well as mitigation and reclamation measures. 

Section 2.3.1, the No Action Alternative, on page 2-30 contains two paragraphs 
that appear to be contradictory to each other. The first paragraph states that no land 
use plans would be amended, and that no lands would be identified as open or closed 
to geothermal leasing. As previously stated already in the PElS (see Section 2.2.1), 
existing orders, laws and regulations identify federal lands as open or closed, whether 
or not existing land use plans do the same. The 2nd paragraph correctly describes the 
no action alternative, simply that all new geothermal leasing applications would be 
handled on a case-by-case basis, with independent review under NEPA and other laws, 
as well as amendments to local land use plans as needed. So essentially, under 
Alternative A, land use plans would most likely be amended, but only as specific 
projects are proposed and would most likely not be consistent with plan amendments 
between field offices. The PElS would be clearer to understand if there was a more 
thorough description and comparison represented in Alternatives A and B. 

Alternative C, as described in Section 2.3.3 on page 2-31, obviously limits 
utilizing the vast potential geothermal resources across the project area based on 
locations of existing transmission lines. There is no relation to the locations of existing 
transmission lines with all of the potential geothermal resource locations. Furthermore, 
this alternative does not address any future transmission lines not yet planned or 
proposed over the coming decades through, at a minimum, the 1) State of Nevada 
Governor Jim Gibbons' Nevada Renewable Energy Transmission Access Advisory 
Committee task force, and 2) the Department of Energy's Westwide Corridor 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Study. This alternative severely reduces the 
potential to tap into much of the geothermal resources in the west, and does not 
adequately serve the need to meet Section 211 and 222(d)(1) of the Energy Policy Act. 
The Companies do not support this alternative. 
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4-
Draft Programmatic Geothermal Leasing EIS 

Comments from Nevada Power Company/Sierra Pacific Power Company 

The 2nd paragraph on page 4-5 states a figure of "676,000,000 acres in the 
western U.S." to support a disturbance calculation in the preceding paragraph; however, 
this figure includes land outside the scope of the planning area of this PElS and 
therefore reflects an inaccurate representation of disturbed land under the Reasonably 
Foreseeable Development scenario (RFD). According to Table 2-5 and Section 4.2.2, 
the correct figure to use should be 248,672,710 acres of BLM and FS lands in the 
planning area. 

In Chapter 4, the various resource sections with the sub-heading, "Impacts under 
Alternative A" do not appear to be consistent between themselves, or with the 
description of Alternative A as given under Section 2.3.1 on Page 2-30. For example, 
Section 4.2.4 on page 4-6 states, " ... all federallands ... would be open to geothermal 
leasing unless closed based on existing land use plans or congressional designation" 
whereas Section 4.3.4 on page 4-22 states, " .. . public lands would be designated as 
open or closed ... by the individual field offices and ranger districts" and further makes a 
new statement not seen in the PElS until this point, "Some field offices have developed 
resource management plans that standardize leasing approvals and operational 
stipulations for the field office planning area, reducing the need for case-by-case 
decision making. In other cases, geothermal leasing for direct and indirect use would 
continue to be approved on a case-by-case basis." Section 4.8.4 on page 4-55 states, 
" .. BLM ... and FS .. . would continue to update their RMPs and forest plans, respectively, 
at their own pace". The Companies request that Alternative A be consistently described 
throughout the PElS to avoid confusion, and to more specifically identify the differences 
compared to Alternative B. 

The cumulative impacts on Energy and Minerals as described in Section 5.4.3 on 
page 5-19 contain the following statements: "An increase in development of geothermal 
resources would have a cumulative impact of reducing the demand for nonrenewable 
energy. Based on the RFO, there is the potential to triple the megawatts produced with 
geothermal resources, which would offset power demand from coal, oil and gas." 
These statements assume that demand for electricity remains relatively constant, which 
will probably not be the case throughout the electrical service territories within the 
project area; especially in Nevada which continues to be the fastest growing state in the 
nation. Given that geothermal projects are small and can take years to permit, explore, 
design and construct, the cumulative impacts described in this section may need to be 
reconsidered. Over half the nation's current electricity generation is derived from fossil 
fuels (i.e., coal, gas and oil) and many experts believe this trend will continue for at least 
the next few decades. 

Best Management Practices (BMP) 

The BMPs listed in Appendix D is an exhaustive list of measures. The 
Companies understand and include as a normal course of practice in project design and 
planning, efforts to avoid natural resources to the greatest extent practical, and where 
avoidance is not practical, mitigating activities to reduce impacts within non-significant 
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5 
Draft Programmatic Geothermal Leasing EIS 

Comments from Nevada Power Company/Sierra Pacific Power Company 

levels. This is a fair and common sense approach to ensure safety of crews and 
equipment during construction and operation, as well as ensuring environmentally 
sound measures in conserving resources. However, the BMPs as presented in the 
PElS by activity (i.e., Exploration, Orilling, Utilization, and Reclamation) appear to be 
redundant, contradictory and some of which are part of other processes in the federal 
right-of-way application process (see below). 

Page 0-3, 3rd bullet: this is already required under NEPA and not necessary to specify 
as a BMP 
Another example is the varied BMPs for access roads, as follows: 

• Existing roads should be used to maximum extent feasible (p. 0-3) 
• The project shall be planned to utilize existing roads ... to the maximum extent 

practicable (0-3) 
• Existing road shall be used, but only if in safe and environmentally sound 

locations (0-5; Please define what is meant by "environmentally sound 
locations") 

• Access roads shall be surfaced with aggregate (0-5) 
• Access roads shall be located to follow natural contours and minimize side hill 

cuts (0-5) 
• Roads shall be designed so that changes to surface water runoff are avoided (0-

5) 
• Road use shall be restricted during the wet season (0-5) 
• Access roads shall be located to minimize stream crossings (0-6) 
• Roads shall be located away from drainage bottoms and avoid wetlands (D-6) 
• Existing roads should be used to the maximum extent feasible (0-9) 
• If new access roads are necessary, they should be designed and constructed to 

the appropriate standard (D-9) 
• Existing or new roads should be maintained to the condition needed for facility 

use (0-9) 
• Existing roads should be used to the maximum extent feasible (0-10) 
• New access roads should be configured to avoid high-quality habitats and 

minimize habitat fragmentation (0-10) 
• Site access roads should minimize stream crossings (0-10) 

A project proponent can easily become confused with this inconsistent list of 
varied requirements just for access roads. A reader's first reaction is to assume access 
roads cannot be built anywhere with all of these restrictions listed as BMPs. Project 
proponents understand the technical feasibility of siting, designing, constructing and/or 
maintaining roads from a civil engineering perspective to ensure that the equipment and 
materials planned for the project can safely be transported across such road; and from 
an environmental impact perspective, understand the natural resources present that can 
be avoided and/or mitigated to the extent feasible. The Companies suggest more 
consistent description and applicability of BMPs. 

EMPS-SF5
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6 
Draft Programmatic Geothermal Leasing EIS 

Comments from Nevada Power Company/Sierra Pacific Power Company 

Some BMPs don't seem to be feasible; for instance,"Existing sites shall be used 
in preference to new sites" is included under Exploration, Drilling, Utilization and 
Reclamation . Obviously the Agencies copied most, if not all, of the exact same BMPs 
into each activity section. From a practical standpoint, using existing sites for each of 
the four activities is not appropriate and in fact, does not help to meet the goal of 
increasing geothermal energy generation on federal lands in the project area . The 
Companies understand that the BMPs are intended to be a laundry list that individual 
field offices would draw from in selecting appropriate measures for specific projects; 
however, the experiences the Companies have had are that field offices do not have the 
personnel or the time to utilize this approach and typically an entire generalized list of 
measures are included in right-of-way grants issued for projects. The Companies feel 
that close coordination between project proponents and the federal agency on site
specific projects should warrant site-specific measures based on the environmental 
analyses to avoid confusion, allow for an efficient implementation of projects and give 
specific and clear direction to project proponents. 

The Companies appreciate this opportunity to submit comments on the PElS and 
look forward to continuing to participate in this process to help find responsible , fair and 
common sense solutions to geothermal leasing and development on the federal lands in 
the western states. 

Sincerely, 

Citations 

U.S. Department of Energy, Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, 
Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal Land in the 11 Western States (DOE/EIS-
0386). October 2007 . 

P.O. Box 98910, Las Ve;:gas, Nevada 8915 1- 000 1 • 6226 We~t Sahara Avenue;:, .Las Vegas, ~evada !l9 1 ,~ 6 
P.O . n.w 1 () 1 nn. R .. no. 'JI'V;)(hl ){9i 2O-()()2.1 • n I O() :\"eil RIl;1(1. Rl'nn. :'Irt'v;lcl,l R9~ 11 
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C-35-1 

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted. 

C-35-2 

The comment is noted. 

C-35-3 

The non discretionary closures are lands that are currently closed based on laws and regulations and are 
therefore part of the baseline condition. The baseline condition also includes discretionary closures as 
identified by specific local land use plans for geothermal resources. Some land use plans have made such 
allocations, but many plans have not made discretionary allocations for geothermal leasing, and as such, 
are inadequate to make leasing decisions. This means that lands within these planning areas are neither 
open nor closed to leasing until a formal land use plan amendment is undertaken. Because many plans do 
not have allocations for leasing, it is not possible to provide baseline acreage of open or closed areas. As 
stated in Section 1.2, Purpose of the Action, the Proposed Action seeks to amend all inadequate plans and 
bring consistency to the leasing process. 

C-35-4 

The six bullets are the proposed discretionary closures for BLM lands. Most existing land use plans that 
address geothermal leasing include these six types of closures. The acreage in Table 2-1 accounts for 
both the non-discretionary and discretionary closures under the Proposed Action (Alternative B). As 
noted above, it is not possible to classify and calculate acres for the baseline (Alternative A: No Action), 
because of the non-allocated status of most BLM lands for geothermal leasing. 

C-35-5 

Appendix C has been revised to only include existing ACECs. ACECs that are part of an ongoing land 
use plan revision will be allocated as open or closed for leasing as part of the planning effort. 

C-35-6 

As noted above, it is not possible to classify and calculate acres for the baseline (Alternative A: No 
Action), because of the non-allocated status of most BLM lands for geothermal leasing. 

C-35-7 

All public lands are managed in accordance with laws, regulations, and orders. Plans do not have to be 
amended to incorporate the laws. Plans are reviewed to ensure that the decisions within the plans are 
still consistent with any new laws, regulations, or orders. 

C-35-8 

Differences in the way that land use plans address geothermal leasing and development are a necessary 
outgrowth of localized characteristics of the resources in the planning area. Language has been added to 
Section 2.2.3 to clarify this. 



C-35-9 

The first paragraph states what would occur as part of this process if No Action is taken; hence, no 
plans would be amended and no allocations would be made. Existing laws and regulations are part of the 
baseline, so taking No Action does not change that condition.  

The second paragraph is correct in that it provides the current process for handling lease applications. 
BLM has added some clarifying language to the first paragraph.  

C-35-10 

The commentor’s concerns with and lack of support for Alternative C are noted. 

C-35-11 

This figure is an accurate number for lands managed by the BLM and the FS in the Western US, as stated 
in the sentence. The intent of this statement was to demonstrate that the total amount of disturbed land 
is small compared to the total amount of public and NFS land in the west. 

C-35-12 

“Impacts under Alternative A” has been revised for consistency for all resource sections. 

C-35-13 

While demand for electricity may increase in the future as noted in this comment, the increase in 
development of geothermal resources would decrease the amount of this electricity that must be 
obtained from nonrenewable sources. 

C-35-14 

The BMP appendix has been revised to increase readability and decrease redundancy. 

C-35-15 

The intent of the referenced BMP is that other disturbed sites (e.g., an oil and gas facility or mining site) 
would be used if possible, not necessarily that the same site be used between geothermal development 
phases. 

At the programmatic level, a specific list of applicable BMPs cannot be developed that would fit the wide 
diversity of conditions found within the Western US. The BMPs are meant to be a general list that can 
be used proactively by lessees in preparing their permit applications or would be included in the 
approved use authorization by the BLM as conditions of approval. As noted in the introduction section 
of the appendix, the list is not all inclusive, and other BMPs can be developed by applicants and the BLM. 
The introduction also highlights the importance of the dialogue between the BLM and applicants in 
determining the appropriate BMPs for a given activity. 

 



Helene Murawski, R.N. 
P.O. Box 1386 
Mt. Shasta, CA 96067 
September 10, 2008 

Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
CjoEMPSI 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Attn: Jack Peterson 

I am writing to you about the leasing of public 
lands for the use of Geothermal projects. What I'm especially 
concerned with is The Medicine Lake and it's high-
lands. A pristine mountain lake, recreation area and park. 

People come from miles around to enjoy the pristine beauty 
of the lake and surrounding mountain. Part of the beauty is 
that you have to go for miles to get to it. One of the reasons 
it's so pristine. 

Local Native American tribes revere the lake as a healing 
grounds and sanctuary. A sacred place. A place to rest and 
relax in such special surroundings. 

Also people live the summer months there and enjoy the 
fresh air, clean water, and sporting. A lot of people enjoy this 
place. Without industrialization. Without pollution. 

So why spoil this place of beauty? So a select few corporate 
hooligans can make a big profit? And any placement of 
geothermal works in the area won't benefit anyone or any-
thing at Medicine Lake. 

• 
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I'm against the streamlining of the leasing process for 
geothermal projects in the Medicine Lake Highlands and the 
Mt. Shasta area. Streamlining the leasing process is akin to 
cheating on an exam. You don't really have to study and it's 
allowing someone to get away with something they don't 
deserve. 

Not only are the projects large, ugly and polluting, their 
noisy drill rigs, lighting and pipelines will impact water, air 
and other natural habitats. Plus what about the dangers 
associated with geothermal power like blowouts, and 
runaway wells spewing hydrogen sulfide gas in the 
atmosphere and killing everything within 10 miles. 

Geothermal projects industrialize an area. Why would you 
want to make an area as pristine as Medicine Lake Highlands 
into an industrial wasteland while trying to make money for 
a corporation. Stop the industrial-exploitation of Medicine 
Lake. 

Sincerely, 
- /} / ~ - , ') ~~~' 

. ) 

Helene S. Murawski R.N. 
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I-36-1 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and provide the 
necessary stipulations to protect these resources. This review would include consultation with 
appropriate Native American Tribal Governments as necessary. 

The resource uses compatible with geothermal use are likely to vary depending on site-specific 
conditions. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM 
and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource 
conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

 

 



Bureau of Land Management and Forest Service 
Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States Draft PElS 

We encourage you to provide your comments by filling out and submitting this comment form by 
September 19th, 2008. Please fax your completed form to 1-866-625-0707 or mail it to the address on 
the opposite side. You are also welcome to e-mail your comments to: geothermaLeis@blm.gov 

Your Name fkf~//}Af t.J:)OLIif)< Date.LZ<e~mt:.er~ 
Mailing Address .5/f) t/tIuu!!_I<1t?e. City/State/ziP!bkU.;;;;e;;;]..if fdiq-
Telephone (optional) 66/ 8~2 ?Stl2. E-Mail Address (optional) ~Cg~sh:;t;(i;/J,,/'ner 
Would p:>u like to be added to this project's mailing list to receive futu;:;project-re~nformation? 
Yes iI?"fI.J0 [J 

Ple~ indicate your affiliation by checking one of the following boxes: 
I~ndividual (no affiliation) [J Private Organization [J Citizen's Group 
C Federal. State. or Local Government C Elected Representative [J Regulatory Agency 

Name of organization, government, group, or agency (if applicable) ______________ 

The BLM and FS want to hear from youI Please provide your comments on the Draft PElS in 
the.,.e below. 

Having examined the 3-volume Draft PElS and attended the Sacramento Public Meeting on 30 July 
2008, I want to thank the BLM and FS for their joint effort to expedite leasing, exploratory drilling 
and development of geothermal resources on the federal mineral estate, Regarding former public 
lands conveyed into private surface ownerships, it is encouraging that the BLM deems these 
subsurface federal mineral rights to be available for Geothermal Leasing. 

From its oil, gas and geothermal leasing experience the BLM knows that greater complications and 
higher costs/risk attach to divided surface vs. mineral ownerships on any land parcel or leased area. 
PElS Vol. I indicates the BLMs intent to use the nomination/competitive bid process to offer federal 
mineral leases under private lands. While this path would ease Geothermal Leasing workload for 
BLM, it promises two negative impacts. It could deflect the interest of qualified geothermal 
explorers/developers, particularly those pursuing geothermal electric grade targets. It could 
diminish BLM responsibility to enable the discovery of significant economic values even in the 
lesser inventory of isolated federal mineral estate tracts. 

I would request BLM's consideration of an additional path or option to approach prospects 
burdened by severed surface and federal mineral estates. This concept might best be called an 
exploratory drilling agreement, to be proposed by a qualified venture group (QVG). 

The QVG would negotiate with BLM to expeditiously drill/flow test, at QVG's cost/risk, a 
geothermal reservoir target below 6000' depth. This deep, full hole exploratory well is to be 
accomplished within 5 years of the federal GT lease issue date. QVG would meet all leasing, 
environmental and permit costs. An integrated post-drilling report would compare well results vs. 
the pre-drilling basis for the target tested and be provided to BLM at no cost. 

I would urge the BLM to add this "initiative option" as an appropriate additional tool to tackle the 
more complex exploration challenge posed when only isolated federal mineral estate is offered for 
Geothermal Leasing. 

!)~~.om/..~ 
~~ 

Geothermal Consultant and 
Professional Geologist, CA Lic. 

http:Date.LZ<e~mt:.er
mailto:eis@blm.gov
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C-37-1 

Thank you for your comment. 

C-37-2 

The comment is noted. 

C-37-3 

This is outside the scope of the PEIS. 

 

 



geothermal_eis 

 

This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 
 
 
                                                                           
             Alex Sifford                                               To 
             <alexs@oregoncoas         geothermal_eis@blm.gov              
             t.com>                                                     cc 
                                                                           
             09/15/2008 09:41                                          bcc 
             PM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Geothermal PEIS                     
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
Hello, 
This communication is to voice support the Alternative B: Proposed Action 
as the Preferred Alternative to the Geothermal Programmatic EIS undertaken 
by the BLM. 
1. The PEIS Alternative B is very reasonable and allows geothermal 
development only on lands legally open to geothermal leasing and subject to 
existing laws, regulations, formal orders, stipulations. 
2. The PEIS preferred Alternative will benefit not only geothermal but 
other renewable resources such as wind and solar energy on BLM lands. 
Alternative C, which limits development to a 20-mile corridor from existing 
transmission lines, could limit development of those renewable resources as 
well. 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment. 
Regards 
Alex Sifford 
 
Sifford Energy Services 
PO Box760/ 48390 Breakers BlvdNeskowin, OR97149-0760503.392.3965 t 
541.992.2956 calexs@oregoncoast.com 
 
 
 
 
 
 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Mon 9/15/2008 8:42 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 

Page 1 of 1

9/16/2008https://ex14.myhostedexchange.com/exchange/geothermal_eis.empsi.com/Inbox/Mail%20...
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C-38-1 

The commentor’s support for Alternative B is noted. 

 



geothermal_eis 

 

This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 
 
 
                                                                           
             Patricia Simmons                                           To 
             <psimmons@imt.net         Geothermal_EIS@blm.gov              
             >                                                          cc 
                                                                           
             09/15/2008 09:33                                          bcc 
             PM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Protect Yellowstone, Ensure         
             Please respond to         Responsible Geothermal Energy       
             psimmons@imt.net          Development                         
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
 
All energy projects need to be located in areas that do not damage national 
parks or other wild places valued for their wildlife habitat, recreation 
and hunting opportunities, and stunning natural beauty.  Stay away from 
Yellowstone National Park! 
 
Patricia Simmons 
1123 Woodland Drive 
Bozeman, MT 59718-2767 
 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Mon 9/15/2008 8:34 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 

Page 1 of 1

9/16/2008https://ex14.myhostedexchange.com/exchange/geothermal_eis.empsi.com/Inbox/Mail%20...
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C-39-1 

Leasing is not permitted in Yellowstone National Park or any National Park System Units. Prior to 
inclusion of any specific parcels in a lease sale, the BLM and FS would coordinate with the National Park 
Service to determine if there would be any impacts to thermal or hydrological features within NPS units 
in proximity to a proposed lease. Language has been added to Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing to 
reiterate this point. 

In addition, should development be determined to be reasonably likely to have an “adverse effect” on a 
significant thermal feature, the BLM would include appropriate lease stipulations to protect the park 
unit.  

If it is determined in advance of leasing that exploration, development, or utilization of the lease parcel 
would “reasonably likely result in a significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature of a National 
Park System unit,” then the lease would not be issued (30 USC Section 1026(c)). While preexisting 
leases and permits are beyond the scope of this PEIS, the statute also provides that, if it is determined 
that use of an existing lease or permit would be “reasonably likely to adversely affect” any significant 
thermal feature within a National Park System unit, then stipulations are included on leases and permits 
to protect the thermal features (30 USC Section 1026 (d)). 
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This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 
 
 
                                                                           
             Nancy Wedow                                                To 
             <nvwedow@sbcgloba         Geothermal_EIS@blm.gov              
             l.net>                                                     cc 
                                                                           
             09/16/2008 07:24                                          bcc 
             AM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Protect Yellowstone, Ensure         
             Please respond to         Responsible Geothermal Energy       
             nvwedow@sbcglobal         Development                         
                   .net                                                    
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
 
Renewable energy development is a critical part of the solution to the 
challenges facing our nation?s energy future. However, all energy projects 
need to be located in areas that do not damage national parks or other wild 
places valued for their wildlife habitat, recreation and hunting 
opportunities, and stunning natural beauty. 
 
We can ensure that geothermal energy is developed intelligently and 
responsibly as long as proper siting is a key part of the equation. Please 
insure the Final Geothermal Energy Plan is consistent with the following: 
 
* Yellowstone National Park?s geothermal features must be fully buffered 
from geothermal leasing outside the park?s boundary ? including full 
protection of the Yellowstone Controlled Goundwater Area, the Island Park 
Geothermal Resource Area, and a fifteen-mile buffer along other park 
boundaries. 
 
*Geothermal development should be prohibited in roadless areas, important 
wildlife habitat, and all areas that have been specially designated to 
protect their natural values. 
 
*All lands proposed for wilderness designation, including citizen-proposed 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Tue 9/16/2008 6:27 AM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 

Page 1 of 2

9/16/2008https://ex14.myhostedexchange.com/exchange/geothermal_eis.empsi.com/Inbox/Mail%20...
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wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas, should be excluded from 
consideration.  When necessary the agencies should inventory lands to 
confirm the existence of wilderness characteristics and then remove them 
from geothermal consideration. 
 
*Besides avoiding sensitive and special wildlands, the agencies should 
prioritize geothermal projects that are in already degraded lands or in 
proximity to existing or planned energy corridors. The agencies should 
avoid redundant or overly extensive transmission lines and co-site 
geothermal projects with solar energy projects when possible as a means for 
reducing the energy footprint on our public lands. 
 
Guiding industrial geothermal development to those areas where it is most 
appropriate and will have the least impact on wild land values will ensure 
a win for both our public lands and our energy needs. 
 
Nancy Wedow 
228 N. Middleton 
Palatilne, IL 60067 
 

Page 2 of 2
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F-40-1 

The comment is noted. Stipulations, best management practices, and procedures have been added in the 
PEIS to provide protection for other resources and resource uses. 

F-40-2 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for NPS lands.  

Island Park Geothermal Areas is designated as a non-discretionary closure (see Section 2.2.1). 

F-40-3 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations, such as Endangered 
Species Act Section 107 consultation and National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation. 
As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect 
sensitive issues and conditions.  

F-40-4 

Decisions regarding the management of areas with wilderness characteristics are made at the field office 
level as part of the local land use planning process and not in this PEIS. This allows wilderness 
characteristics to be evaluated at a finer scale than afforded at a programmatic level. The management 
and level of protection of the wilderness characteristics on non-WSA lands is discretionary and not 
bound by requirements of the Wilderness Act of 1964 or the WSA Interim Management Policy (IMP, H-
8550-1; BLM 1995); thus, these areas have no official status that removes them from consideration for 
leasing. Nonetheless, the BLM must consider in its NEPA analyses possible impacts on wilderness 
characteristics, if present, and may manage the lands to protect and/or preserve some or all of those 
characteristics through the local land use planning process. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIS, before making any leasing decisions, the BLM will assess 
whether the existing NEPA documentation is adequate (i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether 
there is new information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. For example, additional 
NEPA analysis may be required in light of new information or from a potential change in management 
approach regarding resources identified for special management (e.g., travel management planning or 
areas under consideration by BLM for management for wilderness characteristics). 

F-40-5 

Citing of leases in relation to transmission lines or solar projects is outside the scope of this PEIS. There 
are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource 
development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, including public involvement, 
as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 



Before issuing any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be 
compatible with the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations, such as Endangered Species Act Section 107 consultation and National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 consultation. 
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Contact Information 
San Juan Public Lands Center 
Gary Thrash (gthrash@blm.gov) or Matt Janowiak (Matthew_Janowiak@blm.gov) 
15 Burnett Ct. 
Durango, Colorado 81301  
 
Comment-Number 2008-001 
 Chapter: 2.5.1 RFDs for Electrical Generation (Indirect Use)  Table 2-7 Page: 2-39 
   
 Document Section Table 2-7 Commercially Viable Geothermal Capacity for Electrical Generation by  
 High Potential Area and Associated BLM Field Offices and National Forests 
  
 Associated National Forest Column lists  San Juan(Poncha), Gunnison (Pagosa,  
 Comment Pagosa Hot Springs should be San Juan NF not Poncha 

Comment-Number 2008-002  

 Chapter: 2.2.1 Identify Lands for Leasing Page: 2-6 
   
 Document Section The BLM and FS have determined that certain lands within the planning area are  
 excluded from geothermal leasing on the basis of existing laws, regulations  
 (see 43 CFR 3201.11), and Executive Orders. These non-discretionary closures 
 Comment Needs to be clarified with section 1.9.1 Programmatic Scope which does not list  
 National Monuments, NCA's. 

 

Comment-Number 2008-003 

 Chapter: 2.2.1 Identify Lands for Leasing Page: 2-7 
   
 Document Section 75 million acres of NFS lands would be open by statute to leasing. 
 Comment Clarify what statute? 

Comment-Number 2008-004 

 Chapter: 2.2.2 Lease Stipulations, Best Management Practices, and  Page: 2-15 
  Comment-Number 2008-005 
 Document Section Applicability of Stipulations Stipulations provided in this PEIS would serve as the 
minimal level of protection  

and would be adopted into local land use plans upon signing of the ROD. For example, 
if an administrative unit has  eligible wild and scenic rivers, the wild river stipulation 
would apply. If an existing land use plan offers more protective measures or has 
resource specific commitments (e.g., memorandum of understanding for cultural 
resources), those more protective measures would 

 Comment Need to confirm list of plans that would change,. 
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GEOTHERMAL Leasing PEIS- Comments from San Juan Public Lands  September 17, 2008 
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Comment-Number 2008-005 

 Chapter: 2.2.3 Amend BLM Land Use Plans Page: 2-23 
   
 Document Section Table 2-3 Land Use Plans Proposed for Amendment under the PEIS 
  
 The rationale for amending these plans includes the following: 
 • The land use plan does not address geothermal leasing. 
 • The land use plan does not allocate areas as being open or closed to 
 geothermal leasing. 
 • The land use plan does not assess the reasonably foreseeable 
 development scenario for geothermal development, or the analysis 
 requires updating. 
 • The land use plan does not have adequate or appropriate stipulations or 
 best management practices to apply to geothermal leases to protect 
 sensitive resources. 
 Comment San Juan/San Miguel Plan is not listed in this table.  Should it be? 
  
 Pg 2-26 to 2-27 Do Criteria for plans excluded from amendment under this PEIS apply?   

(3) the plan currently is being amended or revised in a separate NEPA review and that 
amendment or revision will address geothermal leasing and development.  The BLM 
anticipates that the analyses contained in this PEIS would be incorporated into those 
amendments and revisions, as appropriate. 

  
 Include of a table with plans that meet this criteria. 

Comment-Number 2008-006 

 Chapter: 2-30 Draft PEIS for 2.3 ALTERNATIVES Page: 2-30 
   
 Document Section Table 2-5 Comparison of Geothermal Resource Allocations between the Action 
Alternatives 
 Comment For both Alternatives B & C: Acreages do not add up for Public lands open to  
 indirect use + Public Lands Closed to Indirect use = Public Lands in Planning  
 Area.   Same for Indirect Use.141,671,723 vs 142,188,175 
 
Comment-Number 2008-007 

 Chapter: 3.4 ENERGY AND MINERAL RESOURCES Page: 3-34 
   
 Document Section Statement: Oil, Gas and Geothermal leasing is guided by the Energy Policy Act  
 of 2005.     
  
 Comment Should the references be the Mineral Leasing Act of February 25, 1920; 
 Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 U.S.C. 1004)  
 As amended by the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 
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Comment-Number 2008-008 

 Chapter: Appendix E. Review of Paleontological Resource Sections of  Page: E-10 
   
 Document Section Table E-1 Review of RMPs and PFYC Estimates   
 
     Comment Table lists an RMP in Colorado that does not exist: San Juan Silverton August 2004 .    

2004 document was a plan amendment for the San Juan/San Miguel RMP to permit a developed ski Area. 
  

Comment-Number 2008-009 

 Chapter: Draft PEIS for Geothermal Leasing in the Western US 3-47 Page: 3-47 
  Comment-Number 2008-010 
 Document Section Paleontological sensitivity maps based on the PFYC are available for only two of  
 the affected states: Colorado and Utah. These are appended to provide 
 Response Checked for maps in appendix. Not found. 

Comment-Number 2008-010 

 Chapter: 3.7 WATER RESOURCES AND QUALITY Page: 3-84 
   
 Document Section Surface Water.   In southwestern Colorado, summer monsoonal flow produces… 
  
 Comment: Not always true.  Recent drought years have not had significant monsoonal moisture.  

Comment-Number 2008-011 

 Chapter: 3.14 Cultural Resources Page: 3-163 
   
 Document Section Appendix I provides detailed discussions of the prehistoric and historic cultural 
 resources and patterns of these regions. 
 Comment Maps of tribal areas reflect more recent cultures.  Question is on how Puebloan cultural  
 attachments to SW Colorado are addressed in this document.  Seems to be a  
 lack of discussion on the importance of the Anasazi cultures in SW Colorado and 
  our Field Offices are not identified in Appendix I pages 54;  
 Maps show current tribal distribution but do not recognize significance of  
 ancestral puebloan occupation in SW Colorado.  Revise description of Cultural  
 Areas to indicate Southwest Cultural Area extending through 4 corners area of  
 Colorado and to reflect the significant use of this area by the Puebloan cultures.  
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Comment-Number 2008-012 

 Chapter: 3.14.7 Southwest Page: 3-175 
   
 Document Section The Southwest culture region covers all of Arizona, the western majority of 
 New Mexico, the southern tip of Nevada, southern Utah, extreme southern and 
 western Texas, and parts of southwest Colorado (Figure 3.21 – Southwest 
 Tribal Ranges). Within the project area, the Southwest culture region includes 
 portions of FS Regions 2 and 4 and all of Region 3 and all or portions of the 
 western BLM Field Offices. 
 Comment Southwest cultural region should encompass portion of southwest Colorado with  
 significant prehistoric cultural resources as typified by Mesa Verde & Hovenweep  
 National Parks and Canyons of the Ancients National Monument.  Figure 3.21  
 using historic tribal ranges does not adequately recognize this resource. 
 
Comment-Number 2008-013 
 Chapter: Appendix I. Cultural Resource Regional Ethnohistory Page: I-54 
   
 Document Section SOUTHWEST Cultural Region. 
 The USFS regions included in the Southwest region include portions of Regions 2  
 and 4 and all of Region 3. BLM Field Offices in the region include all or portions  
 of all field offices in New Mexico and Nevada with the exception if the Arizona 
 Comment: Dolores Field Office and Canyons of the Ancients National Monument should be  
 reflected in this Cultural region.  Figure numbers in Appendix I do not  
 correspond to Figures in chapter 3 of Volume I. 
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O-41-1 

The change was made as suggested. 

O-41-2 

Section 1.9.1 lists lands that are closed to geothermal leasing by statue. Non-discretionary closures 
included in Section 2.2.1 Lands Identified for Leasing, include lands closed by law, regulation, and executive 
orders. Details of closures are included in Section 4.2. Land Use, Recreation, and Special Designation. 

O-41-3 

The sentence has been revised to read as follows:  

In addition, 75 million acres of NFS lands have been identified as not being closed by statute, 
regulation, or orders, and as such, would be open for evaluation for leasing. 

O-41-4 

See list of plans to be amended in Table 2-3. 

O-41-5 

The San Juan/San Miguel Plan has been added to the list of plans for amendment. 

O-41-6 

Table 2-5 has been revised. 

O-41-7 

The following text has been inserted:  

Geothermal Steam Act of 1970 (30 USC 1004), as amended by the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

O-41-8 

Thank you for your comment. The RMP mentioned has been deleted. 

O-41-9 

Data for the Appendix are provided in tables, not maps. References to maps have been removed. 

O-41-10 

The text in Section 3.7 has been amended as follows:  

Precipitation varies greatly with location and elevation and from year to year. Droughts of 
several years have been known to occur. The precipitation occurs in the form of winter snows 
and heavy autumn rainstorms. In southwestern Colorado, summer monsoonal flow generally 
produces ample rain in non-drought years. 



O-41-11 

In all cases, broad-scale figures are provided for illustrative purposes for the PEIS. The commentor is 
correct that the regional maps reflect the territories of more recent cultures and that any boundaries 
shown could be debated on the basis of past occupations, linguistic ties, oral histories, archaeology, and 
cultural influences. A consistent, standard source, the volumes of the Smithsonian Handbooks of North 
American Indians, was used for the maps in this generalized overview. Clearly Ancestral Puebloan sites 
are present throughout the southwest in territories assigned to non-Puebloan groups and further into 
Colorado than may be implied by the figure. Tribal consultation would not be limited by these 
boundaries. Clarifying text was added to Section 3.14. 

O-41-12 

See response to comment O-41-11 above. 

The overviews and maps provided are not designed to be a comprehensive source for information on 
resources or the extent of cultural influence. There would be follow-on work to identify resources and 
consultation required to address any site-specific lease applications.  

Mesa Verde & Hovenweep National Parks and the Canyon of the Ancients National Monument are 
closed to application. 

O-41-13 

The text has been changed to include all southern Colorado field offices. 

Figure numbers have been revised.  
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Oregon Natural Desert Association 

 
VIA E-mail (geothermal_eis@blm.gov) without enclosure and First Class Mail with enclosure 
 

September 17, 2008 
Jack G. Peterson 
Bureau of Land Management – Geothermal PEIS 
c/o EMPS, Inc.   
182 Howard Street, Ste 110  
San Francisco, CA  94105  
 
Re:   Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing in the  

Western United States 
 
Dear Mr. Peterson: 
 
 Please accept these comments from the Oregon Natural Desert Association (“ONDA”) on 
the interagency Draft “Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing 
in the Western United States” (“DPEIS”). ONDA is a non-profit public interest organization 
dedicated to preserving and protecting the public lands of eastern Oregon. ONDA has a long 
history of interest and involvement in eastern Oregon’s public land management. ONDA’s 
mission is to protect, defend, and restore forever the health of Oregon’s native deserts. The 
members and staff of ONDA use and enjoy the public lands, waters, and natural resources within 
the project area for recreational, scientific, spiritual, educational, aesthetic, and other purposes. 
ONDA and its members also participate in information gathering and dissemination, education 
and public outreach, commenting upon proposed agency actions, and other activities relating to 
the federal government’s management and administration of the public lands of eastern Oregon. 
Our comments on the DPEIS focus on the effects of the proposed action and alternatives in the 
State of Oregon. 

 
ONDA recognizes the potential importance of geothermal energy and other alternative 

sources of low-carbon-emission energy for reducing this country’s reliance on fossil fuels and 
beginning to reverse the effects of global climate change. However, renewable “green” energy is 
not truly “green” if it results in the careless or thoughtless sacrifice of other resources on our 
public lands. Reasonable development of geothermal energy begins with a carefully-considered 
scheme of leasing, which identifies and protects, from the PEIS stage, lands and resources which 
should be sheltered from the most destructive consequences of energy development. ONDA is 
concerned that the DPEIS is not adequate to support a decision to designate lands for geothermal 
leasing because it fails to analyze sufficient alternatives, does not adequately evaluate the 
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wilderness characteristics of the lands that would remain open to leasing or on the wildlife and 
plants for which these lands are important habitat, lacks analysis of impacts from foreseeable 
projects within the project areas under the various alternatives, and contains inadequate 
assessment of the cumulative impact of opening up to 192 million acres of public lands to 
geothermal leasing in conjunction with dozens of energy production and transmission projects 
currently under development or on the drawing board throughout the West.  

 
The result is a draft programmatic environmental impact statement that is too limited in 

its evaluation of impacts to the environment from the proposed action. Despite the proposal to 
facilitate the process for leasing geothermal resources on up to 192 million acres of land 
managed by the Bureau of Land Management (“BLM”) and U.S. Forest Service (“Forest 
Service”), the agencies have not adequately evaluated the effects that leasing and subsequent 
development of geothermal resources would have on listed and sensitive species and their 
habitat. Nor does the DPEIS assess whether there are alternatives or combinations of closed 
lands or protective buffer zones that could significantly decrease the detrimental effects of future 
geothermal power projects on wildlife and wild lands and yet still allow for development of this 
important alternative energy source in appropriate locations. 
 
I. The Agencies Must Consider More Than Two Alternatives in the Final PEIS. 
 

The DPEIS considers only the proposed action and an alternative (“Alternative C”) which 
would limit leasing to lands within 10 miles each side of existing transmission lines, together 
with a “no action” alternative that is not given serious considation.1 NEPA requires that federal 
agencies provide a detailed evaluation of alternatives to the proposed action in every NEPA 
document. 42 U.S.C. § 4332; 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). This discussion of alternatives is essential 
to NEPA’s statutory scheme and underlying purpose. See, e.g., Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 
852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988), cited in Alaska Wilderness Recreation & Tourism Ass’n v. 
Morrison, 67 F.3d 723, 729 (9th Cir. 1995); Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Serv., 177 
F.3d 800, 813 (9th Cir. 1999). Indeed, NEPA’s implementing regulations recognize that the 
consideration of alternatives is “the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R. § 
1502.14. Pursuant to this obligation“[a]n agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with 
the range dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed action.” N.W. Envtl. Defense Ctr. v. 
Bonneville Power Admin., 117 F.3d 1520, 1538 (9th Cir. 1997). Because of the vast expanse and 
variety of lands and resources which would be affected by the proposed leasing, limiting the 
alternatives considered to two action alternatives is inadequate to satisfy NEPA. 
 
 The purpose of the PEIS is to consider the effects on the environment of potential 
exploration and development of geothermal resources throughout the West. Because the DPEIS 
contemplates that additional, site-specific environmental analysis may not occur, DPEIS at 1-26, 
it is incumbent upon the agencies to conduct a comprehensive review of alternatives and affected 
resources at the programmatic level. The proposed alternative (“Alternative B”) makes the vast 
majority of the lands considered in the DPEIS available for leasing without adequate analysis or 
protections for sensitive resources. 
 

                                                 
1 The “no action” alternative is described as a “baseline” against which the two action 
alternatives are measured, rather than a genuine alternative. DPEIS at 2-30. 
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The agency’s obligation in its environmental review is to “[r]igorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” in order “to restore and enhance the quality of 
the human environment and avoid or minimize any possible adverse effects of [the agency’s] 
actions upon the quality of the human environment.” 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14(a), 1500.2(f). 
Analysis of alternatives must be “sufficiently detailed to reveal the agency’s comparative 
evaluation of the environmental benefits, costs and risks of the proposed action and each 
reasonable alternative.” Id. The agencies should prepare a set of genuine reasonable alternatives 
that include several different configurations which would designate fewer lands for geothermal 
leasing, that identify lands which could be leased without controversy, such as those already 
degraded or located immediately adjacent to existing transmission lines, and that consider phased 
development of geothermal resources based on a hierarchy of protection for sensitive species 
habitat and preservation of wilderness values. The alternatives should focus more attention than 
the DPEIS currently does on limiting the area available for geothermal leasing to protect 
sensitive areas of the public lands and the creatures that live on them. Where site-specific 
decisions are being made in a programmatic EIS—such as here, where large but distinct areas of 
land are being segregated for potential leasing without further environmental review—and 
potentially designating different and more limited areas is a reasonable alternative, considering 
only two alternatives is inappropriate under NEPA. See, e.g., IlioUlaokalani Coalition v. 
Rumsfeld, 464 F.3d 1083, 1096-01 (9th Cir. 2006). 
 
II. The Agencies Should Undertake a Comprehensive Environmental Analysis  

Before Opening Public Lands to Geothermal Leasing. 
 
 Though the DPEIS, the agencies are planning to designate millions of acres of public 
land as open to geothermal leasing. The agencies accordingly should use the PEIS process to 
undertake a comprehensive review of the potential that geothermal energy development has for 
fragmenting important wildlife habitat and eliminating wilderness values throughout the West.               
In addition, BLM, which administers the majority of federal land where leasing would occur, has 
a substantive duty to ensure that the decision complies with the multiple use mandate in the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (“FLPMA”). This includes FLPMA’s unnecessary or 
undue degradation and “without permanent impairment” provisions, the Section 603 
nonimpairment duty, and the duty to act consistently with BLM’s land use plans (which contain 
standards, goals, objectives, etc. for wildlife, habitat, and other values/resources associated with 
wilderness). The practical result is that this PEIS presents the proper occasion for a full 
assessment of the impacts to wilderness, wildlife, plant life, and the cultural, scenic, and historic 
values of the lands on which geothermal leasing may occur. Comprehensive analysis of these 
factors is necessary to properly assess—and minimize—the effects of future projects on the 
environment.  
 
 As discussed further below, wilderness values, wildlife, and largely-intact native 
ecosystems could be threatened by geothermal exploration and development. In eastern Oregon, 
any project developed away from the immediate vicinity of existing road or energy transmission 
infrastructure has the potential of impairing intact roadless areas which contain some of the 
remaining strongholds for shrinking populations of sage grouse and pygmy rabbits, and which 
serve as important habitat for pronghorn, bighorn sheep, and native plant species. The PEIS must 
fully analyze the wilderness values of these lands where geothermal exploration or development 
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would inevitably lead to roadbuilding or associated transmission projects that could eliminate 
their wildness forever. 
 
 In addition to the proposed consultation with FWS and NOAA Fisheries (the “Services”) 
related to species listed under the Endangered Species Act, the presence in the proposed action 
area of significant habitat for other sensitive species warrants evaluation in the PEIS and 
consultation with the Services. Development of geothermal resources could further fragment 
habitat that is necessary to ensure the survival of sage grouse and pygmy rabbits, two species that 
are currently under review for listing as threatened or endangered. Only through consultation 
with FWS during the preparation of the PEIS can the agencies make an informed decision about 
whether the lands they might designate as open for leasing appropriately minimize potential 
harm to these and other sensitive species from future geothermal energy projects. Once the lands 
have been opened to leasing, it will be too late to comprehensively assess whether geothermal 
exploration and development will have undue impacts on these species at the landscape and 
habitat level. 

 
III. Impacts of the Proposed Action on Roadlessness and the Wilderness Resource.  
 

The proposed action covers all public lands managed by the agencies in Oregon east of 
the Willamette Valley. The high desert lands east of the Cascade Mountains include some of the 
most important remaining intact habitat for Greater sage grouse, pygmy rabbits, and pronghorn, 
along with large tracts of Forest Service and BLM lands that remain roadless and retain 
wilderness characteristics. Because of the remarkable concentration of wilderness-quality land 
and relatively unspoiled wildlife habitat in this region, ONDA urges the agencies to develop 
alternatives that would close public lands that retain roadless or wilderness characteristics to 
geothermal leasing. 

 
Under the Roadless Area Conservation Rule (“Roadless Rule”), a “road may not be 

constructed or reconstructed in inventoried roadless areas of the National Forest System.” 36 
C.F.R § 294.12(a); 66 Fed. Reg. 3,244, 3,270 (Jan. 12, 2001). The Forest Service promulgated 
the rule in large part to protect the values and characteristics of these roadless areas from adverse 
impacts caused by road construction, road reconstruction and road use. These values and 
characteristics include high quality or undisturbed soil, water and air; sources of drinking water; 
diverse plant and animal communities; habitat for special status species; scenic beauty; reference 
landscapes; locally identified unique characteristics; cultural properties, and recreation. 36 
C.F.R. § 294.11 (defining Roadless area characteristics).  

 
The DPEIS recognizes that road construction or reconstruction would be necessary for 

exploration, drilling, and development phases of geothermal energy production. DPEIS at 2-40 
to 2-46. Because construction of roads in inventoried roadless areas is prohibited under the 
Roadless Rule, the agencies must include inventoried roadless areas among the National Forest 
System lands closed to geothermal leasing. 

 
The DPEIS also acknowledges that BLM has the authority to consider the effects of the 

proposed action on the wilderness resource even on lands that have not formally been designated 
as wilderness or as Wilderness Study Areas. DPEIS at 1-25. However, a recent court decision 
makes clear that BLM’s has certain obligations to identify and manage lands for the protection 
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of wilderness characteristics. Under FLPMA, BLM must inventory public lands and resources on 
a continuing basis. 43 U.S.C. § 1711(a). As the U.S. Court of Appeals recently held, wilderness 
and roadlessness are resources for which BLM must keep a current inventory. Ore. Natural 
Desert Ass’n v. BLM, 531 F.3d 1114, 1119, 1138 (9th Cir. 2008).2 Having inventoried lands 
with wilderness or roadless characteristics, BLM then must provide for the management of these 
wilderness and roadless resources in its land use plans, and consider “whether, and to what 
extent, wilderness values are now present in the planning area outside of existing WSAs and, if 
so, how the Plan should treat land with such values.” Id. at 1143.  
 

The U.S. District Court for the District of Oregon has held that impacts to such proposed 
wilderness areas must be considered in conducting environmental impact evaluations under 
NEPA. The court held that the BLM “was obligated under NEPA to consider whether there were 
changes to or additions to the wilderness values within [the project area], and whether the 
proposed action in that area might negatively impact those wilderness values, if they exist.” Ore. 
Natural Desert Ass’n v. Rasmussen, 451 F. Supp. 2d 1202, 1213 (D. Or. 2006). The court 
enjoined a BLM decision to develop grazing infrastructure within the project area until the 
agency had completed its inventory of wilderness values, requiring BLM to inventory wilderness 
values and prepare a valid NEPA document that considers the impact of the proposed action on 
wilderness characteristics. Similarly, leasing for geothermal exploration and development cannot 
proceed until BLM has ensured that it has an up-to-date inventory of lands with wilderness 
characteristics and until BLM has evaluated the impacts of geothermal exploration and 
development on those lands. 3  

 
Because the Geothermal PEIS is intended to amend up to 122 land use plans, BLM 

should conduct the required inventory and protection of lands with wilderness characteristics as 
part of this planning process, and close lands with wilderness characteristics to geothermal 
leasing to protect this essential public resource. This planning process should result in BLM 
evaluating information previously obtained from citizen groups for proposed wilderness 
designation, and, based on that information, BLM should include citizen-proposed wilderness 
areas and other lands with wilderness characteristics among the lands closed to geothermal 
exploration and development. 

 

                                                 
2 In addition to roadlessness, “wilderness characteristics” include naturalness and providing 
opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation. Ore. Natural Desert Ass’n v. BLM, 531 F.3d at 
1137. 
 
3 Litigation is currently pending in federal courts against the Department of the Interior 
concerning impacts to wilderness values in many areas in eastern Oregon where citizen-proposed 
wilderness areas are at issue and where BLM has not adequately inventoried wilderness 
characteristics—for example, Ore. Natural Desert Ass’n v. BLM, No. 05-35931 (9th Cir.) 
(regarding the South Eastern Oregon RMP), Ore. Natural Desert Ass’n v. Shuford, No. 06-242 
(D. Or.) (regarding the Andrews-Steens RMP), Ore. Natural Desert Ass’n v. Gammon, No.07-
35728 (9th Cir.) (regarding the Lakeview RMP), Ore. Natural Desert Ass’n v. Freeborn, No.06-
1311 (D. Or.) (regarding the Louse Canyon GMA), in addition to administrative appeals over 
several other projects and plans. 
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ONDA has previously submitted five sets of citizen inventories and proposed Wilderness 
Study Areas to BLM’s district offices in Oregon. These inventories are as follows: 

 
September 2002: Andrews Resource Area (Steens) Wilderness Inventory 
November 2002:  Supplement to Andrews Resource Area Wilderness Inventory 
February 2004: Vale District Wilderness Inventory 
April 2005:  Lakeview District Wilderness Inventory 
September 2007: Three Rivers Resource Area Wilderness Inventory 
 
The map at Exhibit 1 below (originally prepared to illustrate areas of potential wind 

power development) provides the most current overview of the location of these proposed 
Wilderness Study Areas, marked on the map as “roadless areas.” With the hard copy of these 
comments, ONDA is enclosing a CD-Rom containing detailed maps of each citizen-proposed 
Wilderness Study Area contained in these submissions, the reports that accompanied the 
submissions, and GIS layers corresponding to the proposed Wilderness Study Areas. The lands 
depicted on the enclosed maps contain wilderness characteristics, and BLM should close these 
lands to leasing for geothermal exploration and development. 
 
IV. Impacts of the Proposed Action on Wildlife and Plant Habitat 
 
 Part of the process of developing a PEIS that accurately assesses the west-wide impacts 
of designating areas for geothermal leasing is early and comprehensive consultation with fish 
and wildlife management agencies on the impacts to listed and candidate species from the 
exploration and development that is almost certain to occur on some of these leased lands. 
Although specific impacts from particular projects will still need to be analyzed at the project 
level, a comprehensive assessment at the programmatic level will ensure that leasing is allowed 
only on lands that will minimize detrimental effects to plant and animal habitats. 
 
 This is of particular concern in the sage-steppe environment of eastern Oregon and other 
interior western states, where fragile lands and species that depend on them are already seriously 
threatened by chronic overgrazing, increasing pressures from oil and gas development, and 
growing threats from destructive wildfires, drought, and climate change. Because of its relative 
remoteness and lack of development, eastern Oregon remains a stronghold for several species 
which are federally protected or are being considered for federal protection.  
 
 Eastern Oregon is one of the largest relatively intact sections of sage-steppe habitat 
remaining in the West. The public lands on and surrounding the proposed Hart Mountain and 
Beaty Butte WSAs comprise a significant, critical swath of habitat linking Hart Mountain 
National Antelope Refuge to the northwest to Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge in northern 
Nevada, and connecting with designated wilderness and WSAs to create a corridor to Steens 
Mountain to the northeast. The area supports a vast array of wildlife, and includes critical winter 
and migratory habitat for pronghorn, as well as important habitat for sage grouse, pygmy rabbits, 
Western big-eared bats, ferruginous hawks, burrowing owl, desert and short-horned lizards, and 
countless other birds and mammals. The neighboring Hart Mountain and Sheldon refuges are 
unique in that they comprise the largest area in the Great Basin no longer grazed by livestock. 
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 This area is the heart of the proposed Sage Grouse National Conservation Area, depicted 
in the map in Exhibit 2. The Greater sage grouse population has declined as much as 45–80 percent 
over the past 20 years due to habitat destruction, degradation and fragmentation, with the current 
breeding population estimated at 140,000 individuals, representing only about eight percent of 
historic numbers. A 2004 survey by state and federal scientists found that sage grouse are in long-
term decline, with the report concluding it was “not optimistic about the future of sage-grouse 
because of long-term population declines coupled with continued loss and degradation of habitat 
and other factors (including West Nile Virus).”4 Sage grouse depend on unbroken, healthy 
expanses of sagebrush habitat such as that present within the proposed Sage Grouse NCA.  
 

Recognizing that Oregon is an area of critical importance for the species’s survival, 
Oregon’s Department of Fish and Wildlife (“ODWF”) has adopted a conservation strategy for 
the sage grouse,5 underscoring that human activities and structures decrease the quality of sage 
grouse habitat and can result in habitat loss and direct bird kills. The strategy, at pages 83–84, 
recommends that land management agencies carefully evaluate actions that could lead to harm to 
sage grouse habits. Specifically, new energy development and associated transmission projects 
“should avoid surface occupancy within 3.2 km (2 mi) of known/occupied sage-grouse habitat” 
and follow “existing utility corridors and rights-of-ways to consolidate activities to reduce 
habitat loss, degradation, and fragmentation by new construction.” If geothermal energy projects 
and their associated transmission lines could not be built immediately adjacent to existing 
transmission lines, ODWF recommends that planners “seek to minimize disturbance to known 
breeding, nesting, and brood-rearing habitats by placing power line corridors >3.2 km from these 
areas.”  ODWF’s strategy highlights the importance of preserving habitat integrity and 
connectivity, noting that  

 
Habitat loss and fragmentation are probably the 2 leading causes for the long-term 
decline in sage-grouse. Current and future land management will need to examine 
landscape patterns of sagebrush habitat and seek strategies to ensure that large 
connected patches of sagebrush are present. The implementation of the 
connectivity model and habitat monitoring techniques suggested in the Plan will 
help minimize the impacts of habitat loss and fragmentation. 
 

Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and Strategy for Oregon at 84. 
 
Similar guidance, stressing the importance of maintaining intact habitat, is found in the 

BLM’s National Sage Grouse Habitat Conservation Strategy and BLM’s guidelines regarding 
Special Status Species such as sage grouse.  

 

                                                 
4 Connelly, J. W., S. T. Knick, M. A. Schroeder, and S. J. Stiver. 2004. Conservation Assessment 
of Greater Sage-grouse and Sagebrush Habitats. Western Association of Fish and Wildlife 
Agencies. Unpublished Report. Cheyenne, Wyoming. 
 
5 Oregon Department of Fish & Wildlife, Greater Sage-Grouse Conservation Assessment and 
Strategy for Oregon: A Plan to Maintain and Enhance Populations and Habitat, available at 
http://www.dfw.state.or.us/wildlife/sagegrouse/.  
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In December 2007, the U.S. District Court for the District of Idaho ordered the FWS to 
evaluate properly whether the Greater sage grouse should be listed as threatened or endangered 
under the Endangered Species Act. The FWS has begun its new review of the sage grouse’s 
status. Federal agencies proposing actions as significant as designating millions of acres of 
public lands as open to geothermal leasing must be particularly careful that their decisions do not 
have adverse impacts on species whose status is so precarious that they may be listed under the 
ESA. This is particularly true in light of the well-documented and devastating effect that oil and 
gas development has had on sage grouse populations in the Rocky Mountain states. Because the 
agencies have analogized geothermal energy leasing and development to oil and gas 
development, DPEIS at 2-6, and noted similar effects, it is particularly important that the 
agencies tread carefully when deciding which lands within their jurisdiction should be opened to 
new energy development. 

 
The agencies’ discussion of the sage grouse in the DPEIS at 3-139 to 3-140 and 4-81 to 

4-85 does acknowledge that geothermal energy projects are likely to harm sage grouse, 
recognizing that the birds need contiguous, undisturbed areas of high-quality habitat, and that 
geothermal exploration rigs and production facilities, associated transmission lines, pipelines, 
and access roads may adversely affect habitats important to sage grouse by causing 
fragmentation, reducing habitat value, or reducing the amount of habitat available. Power plants, 
transmission lines, pipelines, and other structures can also provide perches and nesting areas for 
raptors and ravens that may prey upon gallinaceous birds. However, the information about the 
potential harm to sage grouse does not actually inform the agencies’ decision of what lands 
should be leased for geothermal energy development, and whether there are alternatives that 
would avoid disrupting the “contiguous, undisturbed” sage grouse habitat present throughout 
southeastern Oregon.6 

 
Without consultation with FWS regarding sage grouse, and the absence of alternatives 

that might designate certain lands—for example, all lands within 3.2 km of known sage grouse 
leks—as closed to leasing to protect sensitive species habitat, the DPEIS contains no adequate 
analysis of the effects of the proposed action alternative on sage grouse and other sagebrush-
dependent wildlife. The agencies have a duty to consider “cumulative effects” under NEPA, and 
consider alternatives—such as closing essential sage grouse habitat to geothermal leasing—that 
would preserve the relatively intact sage-steppe habitat in this area. 

 
The project area in eastern Oregon is also habitat for pygmy rabbits. On January 8, 2008, 

the U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service announced a positive 90-day finding on a petition to list the 
pygmy rabbit under the ESA, beginning the listing review process. Pygmy rabbits, like sage 
grouse, are dependent on large areas of intact sage-steppe habitat for their survival. Any 
activities that fragment pygmy rabbit habitat—including exploration and development of 
geothermal energy—could lead to increased pressure on the species and its continued existence. 
As a result, the PEIS should include consultation with FWS on the status of the pygmy rabbit, 
and the potential impact of geothermal exploration and development on the rabbit and its habitat.  

 

                                                 
6 The discussion also appears to omit a text box or figure, no. “4.10-1,” that is referenced 
elsewhere in the text. See, e.g., DPEIS at 3-140, 4-67, 4-78, 4-81. 
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O-42-1 

The comment is noted. 

O-42-2 

In accordance with 40 CFR Section 1502.13, the purpose of and need for the proposed action is used to 
define a range of reasonable alternatives (purpose of and need for action is defined in Sections 1.2 and 
1.3). The BLM is making an allocation decision here, and adopting a list of stipulations, BMPs, and 
compliance procedures to be incorporated in the land use plans. The PEIS analyzes in detail the 
Proposed Action, a No Action alternative, and the Leasing Near Transmission lines alternative. The Final 
PEIS incorporates input from public comments on the Proposed Action. Another alternative considered 
but eliminated from detailed study included no leasing or development of geothermal resources on 
public or NFS lands (Section 2.4.1). As explained in Section 2.4.1, this alternative, which would have 
been most protective (from a ground disturbance standpoint), was eliminated because it would violate 
the multiple use provisions of FLPMA and is inconsistent with the President’s National Energy Policy, the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005, and Executive Order 13212 and would not have fulfilled the purpose and 
need for the proposed action.  

The alternatives analyzed represent a range of acreages as potentially available for leasing. See CEQ’s 
Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, Question 1b (“When there are 
potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a reasonable number of examples, covering the full 
spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the EIS.”). In particular, the Leasing Near 
Transmission Lines alternative was developed based on public scoping comments to represent a limited 
development alternative. Instead of inventing a variety of alternatives that would lie between the 
alternatives presented, the BLM and FS elected to include protective measures (i.e., stipulations, BMPs, 
and compliance procedures) in each of the action alternatives. Further, those planning areas whose plans 
include more protective measures may elect to keep those measures in place, instead of the stipulations, 
BMPs, and compliance procedures presented in the Final PEIS. 

O-42-3 

See response to comment O-42-2, above. 

O-42-4 

The analysis in Chapter 4 is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action for the PEIS.  

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 
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The PEIS designates lands as open to geothermal leasing subject existing laws, regulations, and policies 
that may result in decisions to not lease or to lease with stipulations, terms, or conditions. 

O-42-5 

The existing case law regarding the roadless rule is inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming 
District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated NEPA and the Wilderness Act (State of Wyoming v. 
US Department of Agriculture, 07-CV-17-B, Wyoming District Court, Cheyenne, Wyoming [2008]). The 
District Court ordered the 2001 Roadless rule “set aside” and “permanently enjoined.” This order is 
subsequent to a 2006 California District Court ruling that set aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and 
reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. See California ex re. Lockyer v. US Department of Agriculture, 459 
F.Supp.2d 874 (N.D. Cal 2006). The United States Justice Department, on behalf of the Department of 
Agriculture, has filed motions with both the Wyoming and California courts seeking adjustments of 
those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither the Wyoming nor California District Court rulings bar 
the Department of Agriculture from promulgating other roadless area regulations. To address this 
inconsistency, the PEIS includes the following Department of Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If 
future legislation or regulation change the roadless area designation, the restriction would be revised 
along with any appropriate environmental review.” An appropriate NEPA review would be required 
prior to any changes to the Roadless Area Stipulation. 

Decisions regarding the management of areas with wilderness characteristics are made at the field office 
level as part of the local land use planning process and not in this PEIS. This allows wilderness 
characteristics to be evaluated at a finer scale than afforded at a programmatic level. The management 
and level of protection of the wilderness characteristics on non-WSA lands is discretionary and not 
bound by requirements of the Wilderness Act of 1964 or the WSA Interim Management Policy (IMP, H-
8550-1; BLM 1995); thus, these areas have no official status that removes them from consideration for 
leasing. Nonetheless, the BLM must consider in its NEPA analyses possible impacts on wilderness 
characteristics, if present, and may manage the lands to protect and/or preserve some or all of those 
characteristics through the local land use planning process. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIS, before making any leasing decisions, the BLM will assess 
whether the existing NEPA documentation is adequate (i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether 
there is new information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. For example, additional 
NEPA analysis may be required in light of new information or from a potential change in management 
approach regarding resources identified for special management (e.g., travel management planning or 
areas under consideration by BLM for management for wilderness characteristics). 

O-42-6 

See above response to comment O-42-5 for response to lands with wilderness characteristics. 

O-42-7 

See above response to comment O-42-5 for response to lands with wilderness characteristics. 

O-42-8 
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This has been noted and attention has been paid to sagebrush habitats and sagebrush species in the PEIS. 
The stipulations and BMPs provided in the PEIS focus on maintaining healthy sagebrush habitats and 
protecting species and allow individual Forest Districts and Field Offices to utilize the most effective 
measures to protect sagebrush resources. 

O-42-9 

As noted above, attention has been paid to sagebrush habitats and sagebrush species in the PEIS. The 
stipulations and BMPs provided in the PEIS focus on maintaining healthy sagebrush habitats and 
protecting species and allow individual Forest Districts and Field Offices to utilize the most effective 
measures to protect sagebrush resources. 

The BLM and FS have added the following procedure prior to leasing in Chapter 2: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. 

O-42-10 

The sensitive species-specific stipulation in Section 2-19 states:  

For agency-designated sensitive species (e.g., sage grouse), a lease stipulation (NSO, CSU, or TL) 
would be imposed for those portions of high value/key/crucial species habitat where other 
existing measures are inadequate to meet agency management objectives. 

The BLM and FS have added the following procedure prior to leasing in Chapter 2: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. 

O-42-11 

Lands designated as open to leasing are subject to existing laws, regulations, and formal orders. In 
complying with these laws, regulations, and orders, some of the open lands may not be available for 
leasing. Chapter 2 explains, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, that the BLM and FS would comply with the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act, including determining if any listed or proposed threatened 
or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on nominated lease parcels and may be affected by 
any decision to lease. Chapter 6 of the Final PEIS, in turn, explains that the agencies have determined 
that the decision to lease has no effect on listed species or critical habitat.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will impose an 
Endangered Species Act stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases.  

O-42-12 



Thank you for your comment. The BMPs and stipulations provided in the document include guidance for 
identifying and avoiding essential habitat as well as ungulate and other wildlife migratory corridors in 
making decisions on individual projects. 

O-42-13 

The US Fish and Wildlife Service would be consulted for individual leasing decisions. 

O-42-14 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis, including discussion of other 
energy projects. As noted in Chapter 5, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including 
commercial uses of public and federal lands, are documented and analyzed. 

O-42-15 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal lands, are 
documented and analyzed. 

 



protecting species and allow individual Forest Districts and Field Offices to utilize the most effective 
measures to protect sagebrush resources. 

O-42-9 

As noted above, attention has been paid to sagebrush habitats and sagebrush species in the PEIS. The 
stipulations and BMPs provided in the PEIS focus on maintaining healthy sagebrush habitats and 
protecting species and allow individual Forest Districts and Field Offices to utilize the most effective 
measures to protect sagebrush resources. 

The BLM and FS have added the following procedure prior to leasing in Chapter 2: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. 

O-42-10 

The sensitive species-specific stipulation in Section 2-19 states:  

For agency-designated sensitive species (e.g., sage grouse), a lease stipulation (NSO, CSU, or TL) 
would be imposed for those portions of high value/key/crucial species habitat where other 
existing measures are inadequate to meet agency management objectives. 

The BLM and FS have added the following procedure prior to leasing in Chapter 2: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. 

O-42-11 

Lands designated as open to leasing are subject to existing laws, regulations, and formal orders. In 
complying with these laws, regulations, and orders, some of the open lands may not be available for 
leasing. Chapter 2 explains, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, that the BLM and FS would comply with the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act, including determining if any listed or proposed threatened 
or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on nominated lease parcels and may be affected by 
any decision to lease. Chapter 6 of the Final PEIS, in turn, explains that the agencies have determined 
that the decision to lease has no effect on listed species or critical habitat.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will impose an 
Endangered Species Act stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases.  

O-42-12 

Thank you for your comment. The BMPs and stipulations provided in the document include guidance for 
identifying and avoiding essential habitat as well as ungulate and other wildlife migratory corridors in 
making decisions on individual projects. 



O-42-13 

The US Fish and Wildlife Service would be consulted for individual leasing decisions. 

O-42-14 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis, including discussion of other 
energy projects. As noted in Chapter 5, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including 
commercial uses of public and federal lands, are documented and analyzed. 

O-42-15 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal lands, are 
documented and analyzed. 

 



EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
C-43-1



EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
C-43-2

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
C-43-3

EMPS-SF5
Line



EMPS-SF5
Line



C-43-1 

Thank you for your comment. The comment has been noted. 

C-43-2 

It is beyond the scope of the PEIS to prepare leasing rules and regulations.  

C-43-3 

It is beyond the scope of the PEIS to prepare leasing rules and regulations for addressing conflicts 
between geothermal and hydrocarbon lessees that cannot otherwise be resolved through negotiated 
agreement. 



 
 

 
                  OFFICE OF ENERGY RESOURCES 

    
    C.L. “BUTCH” OTTER                     322 East Front Street, P.O. Box 83720 
     Governor                                                  Boise, Idaho 83720-0098 
 
     PAUL KJELLANDER                          (208) 287-4903 
     Administrator                          FAX (208) 287-6700 

           
 
 
 
 
 

Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 
 
RE:  Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
 Comments 
 
 
The state of Idaho thanks you for the opportunity to comment on the Bureau of Land 
Management’s “Draft Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Geothermal Leasing”.   
Idaho’s comments are divided into general comments on the three alternatives and comments 
that are more specific to the PEIS. 
 
General Comments on the Alternatives 
Under the proposed action, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) and the U.S. Forest Service 
(FS) have identified three Alternative proposals.  Alternative B represents the federal agencies’ 
preferred option and it includes approximately 192 million acres of land that would be open to 
geothermal leasing.   Leases under this proposal would be subject to existing laws, regulations, 
formal orders, stipulations, and other terms and conditions of the standard lease form.  This 
Alternative makes it clear to potential developers that National Parks, wild rivers, wilderness 
areas, and national recreation areas are closed to geothermal leasing.  Many of these areas are 
currently considered statutorily closed.  Identifying these areas as closed is perceived to assist 
developers by helping them avoid applications that would essentially be unrealistic to move 
forward. 
 
Idaho’s review of the Draft PEIS supports Alternative B as the most reasonable option toward 
improving the geothermal leasing process.   Alternative B appears to represent the best 
alternative to facilitate decisions on future lease applications and nominations on the federal 
mineral estate in the western United States.  By excluding acreage that is statutorily off limits, 
potential developers will be able to focus attention on parcels that have legitimate opportunities 
for projects.  This ultimately improves the leasing process by reducing risk and time delays. 
 
In assessing the status quo option (Alternative A), it provides no guidance or potential process 
enhancements.   Alternative A (business as usual) would still allow applications to move forward 
on a case-by-case basis, but if the desire is to facilitate a more rapid development of renewable 
resources, this option offers no enhanced benefits.   
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Regarding Alternative C (Leasing Lands Near Transmission Lines), this option respects the 
realization that electric generation via geothermal resources is dependent on access to 
transmission.  However, this alternative ignores the possibility that the generation capacity of a 
potential project could support the cost of extending transmission lines to the site.  Accordingly, 
an arbitrary proximity to existing transmission should not by itself preclude project development.  
Another factor to consider in rejecting Alternative C is the potential federal requirements could 
have on the financial viability of renewable low-carbon projects that today might be considered 
too distant from existing transmission capacity. 
 
It is recognized that an awarded lease is not approval to begin geothermal exploration.   
Developers still must obtain appropriate approvals to initiate drilling activity and accordingly 
must adhere to NEPA/EIS considerations.  When projects emerge, Idaho reserves its right to 
provide site-specific comments related to indirect impacts and cumulative effects analysis 
pertaining to fish and wildlife resources and associated recreation and that management practices 
and mitigation ensure these resources are sustainable.  The Sate of Idaho also recommends that 
full consideration be given to those species and habitats identified as those of greatest 
conservation need in the Idaho Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy (CWCS) 
(http://fishandgame.idaho.gov/cms/tech/CDC/cwcs_table_of_contents.cfm). 
 
Specific Comments on the Draft PEIS 
The State of Idaho offers the following comments related to specific sections of the Draft PEIS.  
These comments are not intended to encourage closure of additional parcels to geothermal 
development.  Instead they are offered to encourage full disclosure of potential considerations 
associated with sites in an effort to provide potential developers with necessary information to 
assess risk.  Idaho also encourages the BLM and FS to identify potential barriers to development 
for a location (road access, known habitat for endangered species, etc).  Whenever possible, 
stipulations on parcels should be posted in advance to any lease process in an effort to provide 
developers with information necessary to making informed decisions about specific sites. 
 
Volume1:  Programmatic Analysis 
Each geothermal plant will require ½ mile to nine miles of access roads.  There are many 
negative effects of roadways on wildlife and wildlife habitat and they are well documented.  We 
are concerned and interested in how these new geothermal plants will mitigate for the direct and 
indirect effects of increased roadways on wildlife and their habitat, including related issues such 
as noxious weed invasion, fire occurrence and frequency, and other disturbances reducing habitat 
access and use.  We specifically recommend the final PEIS stipulate how mitigation for these 
and other effects on fish and wildlife and fish and wildlife recreation will be assessed, identified, 
and implemented.   If possible, the PEIS should state how mitigation actions will help insure no 
significant and preferably, no net loss of wildlife habitat in relation to geothermal development.  
 
Each plant will require 5 – 50 miles of electric transmission lines.  Each mile of transmission line 
would disturb approximately one acre via its footprint but would likely have much broader 
effects through direct and indirect effects of transmission towers, clearing, human disturbance, 
noxious weed introduction, and the increased potential for fire.  In many cases, the specific 
effects of electric transmission lines on wildlife such as sage-grouse are suspected but 
undocumented (e.g. increased predator perching and nesting opportunities, behavioral avoidance, 
etc.).  It is recommended that the final PEIS stipulate how mitigation for these and other effects 
on fish and wildlife and fish and wildlife recreation will be assessed, identified, and implemented 
and help realize no significant loss of wildlife habitat.   
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2.2.2 Lease Stipulations, Best Management Practices, and Procedures 
Lease Exceptions, Waivers, and Modifications, page 2-14 
The draft PEIS states “During the review process, coordination with other state or Federal 
agencies should be undertaken, as appropriate, and documented.” 
The following language change is recommended:  “During the review process, coordination with 
other state or Federal agencies will be undertaken and documented.” 
 
No Surface Occupancy Lease Stipulations, page 2-16 
It is unclear how the No Surface Occupancy (NSO) lease stipulation will be applied.  The draft 
PEIS states that NSO stipulations are a “major constraint as they do not allow for surface 
development.”  It goes on to state that “These NSO stipulations apply only when standard lease 
terms included on the standard lease form, Best Management Practices (Appendix D), and other 
stipulations would not adequately achieve resource protection.”  As noted below, BMPs may not 
be a required element of the lease application.  There is a perception that adequate resource 
protection may not be achieved through BMPs if they are not a required element of a lease 
application and/or are not a BLM condition of approval, i.e. voluntary.   Addressing this issue in 
the final PEIS could provide the necessary clarity. 
    
Best Management Practices, page 2-20 
The draft PEIS states “Best Management Practices are state-of-the-art mitigation measures and 
may be incorporated into the permit application by the lessee or may be included in the 
approved use authorization by the BLM as conditions of approval.”  “Best management 
practices” can be viewed as the state-of-the art level by which projects will be implemented.  In 
terms of fish and wildlife, such practices might include construction timing, weed control, access 
restrictions, revegetation, etc.  Such practices are separate from mitigation, which are actions 
taken to balance unavoidable project impacts such as loss of habitat due to the project footprint 
or wildlife disturbance and exclusion due to project operations.  It is recommended the above 
statement be changed as follows: “Best Management Practices will be incorporated into the 
permit application by the lessee or will be included in the approved use authorization by the 
BLM as conditions of approval.”  
 
Procedures Prior to Leasing, pages 2-20 to 2-22 
Under this section, there is no required consultation with state agencies prior to developing 
leases.  While this may not be required under federal law and regulations, it would be a prudent 
measure to include given the wealth of knowledge state agencies have concerning fisheries and 
wildlife distribution, critical habitat designations, migration corridors, information regarding 
special status species, and energy resource development potential. 
 
Site Specific Comments 
Of the sites identified (1-page Geothermal Power in Idaho Current Developments and Future 
Potential) in Region 6 IDFG, the Rexburg Caldera is primarily developed and intensively 
farmed; we would expect few negative effects of geothermal development there with the 
exception of farmland game species.  The Willow Springs site would likely require more 
consideration for wildlife species should geothermal development occur.  Both big game and 
ground-lekking birds are common around the Willows Springs area.  There might be potential 
interruption of migratory patterns if above-ground piping were used.  This area is also within 
IDFG’s Mule Deer Initiative focus area and as such is one of extremely high value in terms of 
big game habitats in this area.  It would be prudent to make potential developers aware of these 
considerations prior to nominating these parcels for lease.  
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Volume III:  Appendices 
Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 
There are a significant number of notable Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC) 
included as potential geothermal leases.  For example, in southwest Idaho, such areas total 
~330,000 acres as being open to geothermal leasing.  In terms of wildlife, these include areas of: 
Owyhee bighorn sheep habitat (Owyhee and Bruneau field offices, 168,399 acres), long-billed 
curlew habitat (61,000 acres), Columbian sharp-tailed grouse habitat (4,200 acres), Boise Front 
(12,000 acres), and the Bruneau-Jarbidge River (bighorn sheep habitat and cultural resources, 
85,224 acres).  Several of these ACECs have special management requirements, including NSO 
and Timing Limitation (TL) that may or may not limit leasing opportunities.  These areas, 
because of their special management considerations for wildlife, will pose more complexity and 
will probably be more restrictive to work with for geothermal development than other, less 
management restricted areas.    
 

Of the sites identified (1-page Geothermal Power in Idaho Current Developments and Future 
Potential) containing geothermal power potential with potential wildlife concerns include Vulcan 
Springs, White Lick, the Bennett Mountains, and the Raft River.  The Vulcan Springs area 
provides important summer range for elk and mule deer.  The route most likely to be used for 
electric transmission from White Lick would pass through important winter range for mule deer 
and elk.  The Bennett Mountains are especially important as mule deer and elk winter and 
summer ranges; the Bennett Mountain winter range supports the third highest density of 
wintering mule deer in Idaho.  The Raft River area provides important winter habitat for mule 
deer, seasonal habitat for sage-grouse, nesting habitat for ferruginous hawks and other raptors, 
and year-round pygmy rabbit habitat.  Recognition of these considerations will provide potential 
developers with useful information as they consider leases on these parcels. 
 
While the Draft PEIS focuses on federal land leases, the possibility that state lands could be 
impacted due to proximity is worth considering.  An example of an associated impact includes 
the potential need for new transmission lines to serve geothermal resources located on federal 
lands.  These transmission lines could possibly require access to state lands.  Accordingly, it is of 
some benefit to understand the concerns associated with access to state lands.   
 
As background, the Idaho Department of Lands, at the direction of the State Board of Land 
Commissioners, manages Endowment Trust Lands within the State.  All Endowment Assets of 
the State of Idaho must, per the Idaho Constitution [Article 9], be managed "in such a manner as 
will secure the maximum long term financial return" to the Trust Beneficiaries.  The Assets will 
be managed to provide a perpetual stream of income to the beneficiaries by: 
 

 Maximizing long-term financial return at a prudent level of risk; 
 Protecting future generations’ purchasing power; and  
 Providing a relatively stable and predictable payout. 

 
In December 2007, the Land Board adopted the State Trust Lands Asset Management Plan 
addressing the overall management of Endowment Lands within Idaho. The IDL Annual Report 
for 2007 .  These documents can be viewed at the following internet links: 
http://www.idl.idaho.gov/am/am.html and 
http://www.idl.idaho.gov/News/annual_reports/ar_2007.pdf.   
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Keeping in mind the Idaho Department of Lands’ mission, the following comments are 
submitted:   

 
1. Any use of Endowment Lands will require application for, and approval of, term easements 

with fees based on current market rates.  Term easements may include multiple uses in some 
locations.  Final location of any easements should be placed, wherever possible, in locations 
that will result in minimal negative impact to the function and productivity of Endowment 
land.   
 

2. The ability of Idaho Department of Lands to manage the Endowment Assets for the 
maximum benefit of the beneficiaries will be impacted by this project.  Among these impacts 
are: 

a. Spread of noxious weeds.  Area-specific management plans will be necessary to 
protect all abutting land owners. 

b. Potential loss of access to Endowment Lands. 
c. Increased trespass activity due to proximity of new roads to Endowment Land. 

 
3. Geothermal leasing of federal lands should be used as a motivator for an expedited process 

for land exchange in intermingled ownerships and to remedy current split estates.  
Management costs for these types of ownership are high and not in the best interest of either 
the Federal Agencies or State Endowment Lands.  
 

4. The Idaho Department of Lands favors opening as much federal ownership for geothermal 
leasing as possible.  Due to intermingled ownership, limiting federal leasing has a negative 
impact on possible future revenues for our beneficiaries.  

 
5. Siting and leasing of commercial production improvements on State Endowment Lands is 

highly desirable.  
 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the Draft PEIS for Geothermal Leasing 
of Federal Lands.  The State of Idaho looks forward to working closely with the BLM and FS.  
Please contact me at (208) 287-4903 if you have any questions about the issues identified in this 
letter.   

 
Sincerely, 
 

 
 
Paul Kjellander, Administrator 
Idaho Office of Energy Resources 
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A-44-1 

The commentor’s support for Alternative B is noted. 

A-44-2 

The comment is noted. Subsequent environmental analysis prior to development and utilization will fully 
comply with NEPA and provide the opportunity for comment and involvement of the State of Idaho, 
when appropriate. 

A-44-3 

The comment is noted. The procedures prior to leasing identified in Section 2.2.2 would be 
implemented prior to inclusion of a parcel in a lease sale. These procedures would include identification 
of cultural resources, habitat for listed species, and other barriers to development. 

A-44-4 

BMPs designed to mitigate the impacts of geothermal development on wildlife habitat are included in 
Appendix B. 

A-44-5 

The PEIS provides analysis for the potential effects on sage-grouse and other sagebrush species from 
foreseeable on-the-ground actions, including transmission line impacts, and provides BMPs and 
stipulations to protect these species and habitats. BLM Resource Management Plans would be amended 
to adopt the stipulations, BMPs, and procedures. 

A-44-6 

Language in the Final PEIS has been changed to “coordination with other state and Federal agencies 
would be undertaken, as appropriate, and documented.” 

A-44-7 

Stipulations provided in this PEIS would serve as the minimal level of protection and would be adopted 
into local land use plans upon signing of the record of decision. If an existing land use plan offers more 
protection, then those measures would apply instead (see Section 2.2.2 Lease Stipulations). The NSO is 
the most restrictive stipulation; therefore, it is applied if there are no other remedies. BMPs are not 
applied to leases but can be placed on permit applications as a condition of approval for any subsequent 
activities on the lease area. This process is handled during the environmental review process for the 
specific application. Example BMPs are provided in the PEIS to allow the public to see what tools are 
available and help the public provide input during the permitting process. The list of BMPs is not 
inclusive, in that local BLM field offices may apply other BMPs specific to the local site conditions. The 
BLM has added some text to the NSO discussion to help clarify the process. 

A-44-8 

The text has been revised to make the clarifying point of the comment. 



A-44-9 

BLM Field Offices collaborate closely with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case of 
geothermal energy where the states manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, water 
rights, and wildlife. The following text has been added to the Final PEIS under Procedures Prior to Leasing: 
“Collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states 
manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife.” 

A-44-10 

Thank you for your comment. It is beyond the scope of the PEIS to provide location-specific data for all 
potential geothermal development areas. However, this comment will be recorded in the public record 
and will be available to anyone reviewing the document. 

A-44-11 

The ACEC list included in Appendix C contains stipulations for each ACEC, as determined under oil and 
gas regulations. 

A-44-12 

Thank you for your comment. It is beyond the scope of the PEIS to provide location-specific data for all 
potential geothermal development areas. However, this comment will be recorded in the public record 
and will be available to anyone reviewing the document. 

A-44-13 

The PEIS document is concerned with geothermal leasing on BLM- and NFS-administered lands. 
Coordination with any affected agencies, including state land boards, would be undertaken as 
appropriate for specific projects. 
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A-45-1 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater would be 
addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. In addition, cement and 
casing of the well bore is designed to prevent mixing of reservoir zones. Although older casings can leak 
(more often in reinjection wells than production wells), they are inspected and tested to prevent this 
occurrence at regular intervals, and can be repaired. All development, utilization, and reclamation 
activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public 
involvement, as appropriate. The BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties to 
identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, 
as necessary. 

A-45-2 

Appendix D lists specific mitigation measures and monitoring requirements that will be incorporated 
into issued leases if determined to be appropriate after coordination with state agencies.  

Mitigation measures, including lease stipulations, conditions of approval, and the general operation of 
geothermal developments, would be monitored by the lessee or the appropriate Federal agency to 
ensure their continued effectiveness through all phases of development. Using adaptive management 
strategies, where mitigation measures are determined to be ineffective at meeting the desired resource 
conditions, the BLM and FS would take steps to determine the cause and would require the operator to 
take corrective action. This information would also be used to inform future geothermal leasing and 
development. 

A-45-3 

The normal operations of geothermal plants are typically comparable to common everyday sound levels 
and would remain under the 65 dB A-weighted threshold (dBA). In extreme situations (e.g., Enhanced 
Geothermal Systems), noise levels could exceed 65 dBA; however, prior to any construction-related 
activities, site-specific analysis would be conducted to ensure all noise regulations would be met prior to 
approval. Additional text has been added to Chapter 4 to clarify this difference.  

A-45-4 

The BLM appreciates the EPA’s review and active participation in the preparation of the PEIS. 
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This message has been automatically forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov. 
 
 
 
                                                                           
             raymondBulleiwiLa                                          To 
             hisdinikkaaji             geothermal_eis@blm.gov              
             allovertherez                                              cc 
             <rimrockwalker@ya         rimrockwalker@yahoo.com             
             hoo.com>                                                  bcc 
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             PM                        COMMENTS ON DRAFT PEIS              
                                                                           
                                                                           
             Please respond to                                             
             rimrockwalker@yah                                             
                  oo.com                                                   
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
|--------------------------------------------------------------------------| 
|    Hello                                                                 | 
|      My Name is Raymond Alvarez, I am a Member / Councilman for the      | 
|   Hewisedawi Band Of Pit River Indians. The following are my comments on | 
|   the Draft PEIS. I believe that the geothermal resources on public lands| 
|   need to be utilized as long as intensive environmental impact studies  | 
|   are conducted insuring the safety and preservation of all outdoor      | 
|   life. Also I believe that better consultation needs to be conducted    | 
|   with local Federally Recognized Native American Tribes/Bands that still| 
|   utilize these lands for gathering/spiritual purposes. Should a project | 
|   be approved, and the impact studies suggest a geothermal plant is      | 
|   viable on certain public lands, and  the local Tribes/Bands agree and  | 
|   support the project, I believe they should be considered when any      | 
|   royalties are given out. If a project gets approved, tribal            | 
|   Archaeologists/Monitors from the Tribes/Bands of that area need to be  | 
|   fully utilized on any ground disturbance activities. In so, giving the | 
|   Native Americans full responsibility for the safe handling of any      | 
|   artifacts or remains of previous Native people. Thank you for your time| 
|   and consideration,                                                     | 
|                    Raymond Lee Alvarez, Bulleiwi                         | 
|                    Hewisedawi Band- Councilman                           | 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Wed 9/17/2008 10:44 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 

Page 1 of 2
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A-46-1 

As stated in the PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS 
will consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the Federal leases and by potential geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

Royalties are administered consistent with 30 CFR Parts 202, 206, 210, 217, and 218 (Geothermal 
royalty payment, direct use fees, and royalty valuation; final rule dated May 2, 2007). 

 



 
 
Sent via Email: geothermal_EIS@blm.gov
and Certified Mail, Return Receipt Requested 
 
 
September 17, 2008 
 
BLM Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o Environmental Management and Planning Solutions, Inc. 
182 Howard Street 
Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA   94105 
 
RE:   Comments on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement   for 
 Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States 
 
Dear EMPSi staff: 
 
 Please accept the following comments from Trout Unlimited on the Draft 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Geothermal Leasing in the 
Western United States.  Trout Unlimited is offering these comments after reviewing the 
PEIS document and observing the lack of significant discussion and consideration of 
geothermal impacts to waters, groundwater contamination, fish and wildlife habitat in the 
western United States. 
 
 Trout Unlimited (TU) will discuss the concern we have regarding the lack of solid 
analysis with respect to actual environmental consequences of geothermal development 
and the amending of 122 land use plans covering more than 248 million acres.  
Additionally, TU notes that this PEIS document requests comments on the 19 pending 
lease applications (Volume II, PEIS) that have been submitted to the BLM, tiering the 
analysis of these applications to the future geothermal leasing stipulations which are 
only broadly discussed in a general way in the first volume of the PEIS.  These 19 lease 
applications, if approved, will have significant impacts to the national forests in which 
they are located.  The lack of any thorough environmental analysis (outside of the few 
pages devoted to each area in Volume II) is not consistent with performing required 
NEPA analysis prior to any leasing that results in a meaningful evaluation and analysis.  
Further, throughout the PEIS, the BLM claims that they are unable to provide anything 
other than a broad superficial perspective of geothermal impacts to the environment 
based on the size of the areas impacted.  The BLM notes that the Preferred Alternative 
B will impact 82 percent of public BLM lands and 70 percent of national forest lands 
(PEIS, p. 4-7).  The BLM is doing the public a great injustice by not providing a more 
careful and comprehensive meaningful document containing information that would 
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allow the public a more equitable evaluation of the PEIS proposal from which to 
comment on. 
 
 Because the content of the PEIS contains too little information to accurately 
assess the environmental consequences of commercial geothermal development, TU 
feels that the BLM should select Alternative A until the agency can more accurately 
define and implement geothermal impacts and lease stipulations.  Alternative A (No 
Action Alternative) would not amend the 122 land use plans but rather allow the current 
process of site-specific analysis continue within the individual respective agency field 
offices using the existing land use plans, many of which are currently undergoing 
revisions.  Though this would most likely require additional NEPA documentation and 
possible amendments to plans, this alternative would continue to provide analysis while 
the BLM further evaluates the PEIS for geothermal leasing.   
 
 
Background 
 
 TU is one of the largest private non-profit conservation organizations dedicated 
to conserving, protecting and restoring North America’s trout and salmon fisheries and 
their watersheds.  Established in 1959, TU has more than 155,000 members nationwide 
supporting the mission for the protection of coldwater fisheries.  TU recognizes that the 
value of public lands is unparallel in providing habitat to coldwater fisheries, drinking 
water and wildlife habitat.  TU’s expanding conservation program includes a public lands 
initiative that recognizes the importance of protecting public lands for the survival and 
restoration of wildlife and fisheries.  TU’s public lands initiative is not limited to anglers; 
TU recognizes that many people who fish also utilize public lands for hunting and wildlife 
viewing opportunities.  TU believes that actions taken on public lands are ultimately 
reflected in the quality of fish and wildlife habitat and populations. 
  
 Of the 12 states where the PEIS has identified areas of geothermal potential, all 
12 states have a TU public lands program that is responsible for the preservation, 
protection and enhancement of public lands.  Volunteers and staff in these 12 states 
provide valuable resources and on-the-ground project development that assist in the 
protection and enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat.  TU has participated in 
numerous initiatives, campaigns, and actions that offer collaboration, partnerships and 
recommendations toward the implementation of responsible energy development.  TU 
supports ongoing efforts toward energy sustainability and renewable development, and 
recognizes the valuable role energy development plays in these 12 western states.  
However, TU has strong concerns that the current proposal for these lease activities and 
the proposed leasing program discussed in the PEIS will have lasting consequences and 
impacts from geothermal development on TU’s members and non-members who hunt, 
fish, recreate, and do business in and around these areas. 
 
The BLM Should Not Make a Decision on the Processing of Active Pending 
Geothermal Leases until the PEIS for Geothermal Leasing is Completed. 
 
 1.  Simultaneous Evaluation of Two Separate Documents in the              
      PEIS Should be Halted. 
 
 Included in the BLM’s proposed actions of the PEIS is a separate action that 
requests the site-specific analysis on current leasing decisions on 19 pending lease 
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applications in 7 geographical clusters on public lands. These 19 pending leases are 
what are left of the 198 lease applications that were pending since January 1, 2005 (the 
BLM was required to reduce the backlog, as directed to do under Section 225 of the 
EPAct of 2005).  According to the BLM, these pending geothermal leases have been 
backlogged for lack of stipulations for geothermal leasing and development.  The BLM is 
asking the public to comment on both the proposed Draft PEIS on Geothermal Leasing 
(Volume I) and the PEIS Analysis for Pending Lease Applications (Volume II).  This 
request appears to be inherently conflicting, since the BLM is simultaneously approving 
leases from the 2005 backlog while also seeking approval for a broad leasing approach 
under the PEIS, and both documents are in draft stages.   
 
 It would seem a more prudent move and reasonable request that the PEIS on 
Geothermal Leasing be completed prior to the approval of the PEIS Analysis for Pending 
Lease Applications.  It is difficult for the public to evaluate site-specific analysis on 
actions that have little or no stipulations and are awaiting a broader scope of work 
analysis and direction in a separate PEIS.  
 
 2.  The BLM Should Not Commit Lands to Being Leased Prior to the        
       Finalization of the PEIS on Geothermal Leasing.   

Because the BLM has not developed or finalized regulations governing 
geothermal leasing, the assertions that designating lands as available for leasing will not 
have impacts, and that meaningful NEPA analysis will take place prior to leasing, are not 
supported.  Without any regulations currently in place, and knowing that the regulations 
will undoubtedly undergo great revision during the public process associated with their 
promulgation, the BLM simply cannot assure the public that the future NEPA processes 
will adequately provide a forum for informed decision making with meaningful public 
participation.  It also confounds and misdirects the public’s ability to adequately and 
conscientiously provide thoughtful and meaningful input to 19 pending lease 
applications.  Those 19 pending lease applications should each have a separate and 
more comprehensive environmental impact analysis prior to any approval under this 
PEIS.  The nature of the impacts to the environment from the type of development 
required for geothermal production demands this.  The lack of detailed groundwater 
evaluations, hydrogeologic analysis (particularly since so many areas are in earthquake 
zones), air quality impacts, and climate change analysis completed on any of the 19 
applications speaks to this request. 

Moreover, under traditional oil and gas leasing principals, once a RMP identifies 
lands as available for leasing, the lands are committed for leasing with no further NEPA 
review or public input, with the only exception being a protest to the leases.  Without 
having publicly vetted and finalized regulations in place that will govern the geothermal 
leasing process, the BLM’s assurances that the public will have further opportunity to 
comment prior to leasing cannot be wholly accepted.  Proponents of specific leasing 
applications could argue, using the conventional fluid minerals program as precedent, 
that once the RMPs have been amended to allow commercial geothermal leasing, those 
lands are committed to leasing, subject only to lease stipulations – but not subject to a 
“no leasing” alternative.   
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Environmental Consequences of Geothermal Leasing 
 
 1.  Poor Assessment of Consequences. 
 
 Within the content of the PEIS, statements were repeatedly made that it was not 
possible to identify specific impacts from the decision to approve a geothermal lease or 
to designate federal lands as open or closed to geothermal leasing.  Rather, the PEIS 
has chosen the route of presenting “common impacts” from geothermal development by 
analyzing the Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenarios (RFDS) and trying to 
assess the potential impacts based on a list of four phases of geothermal development.  
While TU appreciates the fact that the BLM is trying to consider more “environmentally 
sensitive” opportunities to develop resources and meet energy demands, we feel that 
this PEIS is very weak in its analysis.  In fact, since the four phases of geothermal 
development are similar if not exactly like those of oil and gas development (exploration, 
drilling operations, utilization, and reclamation and abandonment) we feel the BLM has 
ample examples of the impacts associated with oil and gas development to fish and 
wildlife habitats, and to air and water quality, and those types of analysis and 
consequences should be included in this PEIS.  By encompassing this generality for 
such a large expanse of the public’s land that has the potential to be impacted (more 
than 248 million acres covering 12 states) TU feels that the BLM owes the public a more 
accurate and thorough analysis.  This is especially necessary since this analysis of 
impacts already exists and because the BLM is simultaneously requesting the review of 
those 19 pending lease applications using the Draft PEIS as a reference source.   
  
 
 2.  Impacts Should be More Thoroughly Analyzed Given the Available       
      Information 

 The BLM cannot avoid its obligation to analyze the broad environmental 
consequences of commercial geothermal development merely by stating the 
consequences are unclear and will be analyzed later in other NEPA documents.  Taken 
to the logical extreme, if a federal agency were able to defer analysis of environmental 
consequences in an EIS based on a promise to perform the analysis in connection with 
later site-specific or smaller projects, no environmental impacts would ever need to be 
addressed in an EIS.  This would render the EIS process meaningless.  

In the PEIS, the BLM has deferred analysis of environmental impacts to future 
lease-specific NEPA processes (with the exception of the 19 pending lease 
applications).  While TU does support further NEPA analysis prior to the government’s 
issuance of commercial leases, doing so in the absence a meaningful, existing basin-
wide impacts analysis will result in a tyranny of small decisions that will not take into 
account the large, landscape-level consequences of a commercial geothermal program.  
The vast water, wildlife, and fisheries resources in the 12 western states would be made 
subject to a death of a thousand cuts.   

The inability of the BLM to perform a meaningful impacts analysis at this time, 
though, only underscores the flawed nature of this PEIS process.  The BLM should 
perform its analysis of landscape-level environmental consequences now, because to 
defer such analysis would allow for broad impacts to escape review.  Despite the 
Congress’ best intention to facilitate geothermal development by directing the BLM to 
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perform this analysis, the BLM should lay back those 19 pending lease applications until 
the first PEIS analysis is complete. The only responsible land-management decision on 
behalf of the public would be to select Alternative A and defer the decision on whether to 
make available certain lands for commercial leasing until the BLM’s commercial leasing 
regulations are finalized.  This selection of Alternative A would also free up the pending 
19 leases to a case-by-case decision analysis, of which the previous 89 pending leases 
were apparently successfully analyzed.   

Throughout the PEIS, the BLM has indicated that impacts from geothermal 
development are difficult to predict.  Yet, by its own admission the BLM has now 
approved 89 leases for development that apparently went through some level of NEPA 
evaluation and impact analysis. The remaining 19 geothermal leases that are under 
consideration in the second scope of this PEIS have been identified into 7 geographic 
clusters and identified for further supplemental environmental analysis. These separate 
geothermal proposals have evaluations of environmental consequences (Volume 2, 
PEIS) that are very limited in their scope and analysis.  They should not be approved 
based on the lack of sufficient and meaningful NEPA review. 

 The RFD scenario estimates that 110 power plants could be constructed by 2015 
and another 132 power plants by 2025 (PEIS, p.4-5).  Further, impacts associated with 
the utilization of surface area for geothermal plant construction involves significant and 
most likely permanent impacts of land use (PEIS, 4.2.3, p. 4-6).  The generalization 
applied to the analysis of these impacts in this PEIS is unacceptable given the amount of 
public land that is at stake for geothermal development.  As the PEIS states, the location 
and installation of one geothermal plant involves land disturbance ranging from 53 acres 
to 367 acres or more.  Thus far, the projects which have been approved by the BLM for 
geothermal development all occur on U.S. Forest Service (USFS) lands, according to 
the PEIS.  Of the 58.5 million acres of inventoried roadless lands within the USFS, more 
than 52.9 million of those acres are located within the geothermal project area.  The 
PEIS states that roadless areas are the nation’s most highly valued expanses of open 
space (PEIS, p. 3-12).  Headwaters for sensitive native and wild trout species begin 
most often on USFS lands and west-wide more than 1,000 species of wildlife call the 
forest their home. The BLM is negligent if they do not expand their efforts to include a 
more thorough analysis of the impacts to fish, wildlife, air, water, recreation, soils, 
climate changes, and economic parameters given the incredible amount of acreage 
predicted to be impacted.   
   
 3.  Four Phases of Development Have Significant Impacts 
 
 The first two phases of geothermal development -- exploration and drilling – are 
consistent with those impacts associated with oil and gas development.  These types of 
impacts have long-term and substantial impacts to soils, waters, air quality, and fish and 
wildlife habitat and populations.  Geothermal utilization (the third phase of development) 
increases the impacts to the surface and subsurface resources on BLM or USFS lands.  
The fourth phase, reclamation and abandonment, might have little long-term impact but 
would most likely not occur for several generations, depending on the productive 
capability of the geothermal resource itself.   
 
 Exploration for geothermal activity involves the use of off-road vehicles, 
helicopters, truck traffic, vibroseis equipment, drilling temperature gradient wells, and 
heavy equipment to transport those wells.  Access roads, including new roads, will most 
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likely be developed.  Drilling operations would require production wells, injection wells, 
fluid sump pits and new access roads to accommodate larger equipment.  The PEIS 
clearly states that this phase of development would impact land use activity, including 
displacement of activity such as wildlife use.  The description of drilling operations also 
cites the fact that a drill site operation includes a well pad site that ranges between 5 and 
50 acres per plant.  That is in addition to the plant acreage disturbance estimated at 
anywhere from 53 to 367 acres.  Adding on road miles, pipeline rights-of-ways, staging 
areas and housing areas, and a geothermal plant site might easily occupy more than a 
section of forest land.  For this kind of permanent imprint onto wildlife habitat, the BLM 
should prepare more in-depth analysis.  
 
The PEIS is Too Broad and Should Not Be Used to Amend Land Use Plans  
 
 The PEIS is extremely broad and effectively useless in its efforts to provide any 
decent site-specific review or analysis to the 12 states that will be impacted or the 122 
land use plans that would have to be amended.  TU fears approval of such a broad PEIS 
would result in amending 122 land use plans without recognizing the significance of 
special protection or designation areas, sensitive species, or significant cumulative and 
landscape impacts identified within these 122 land use plans.  The PEIS does not 
consider in any detail the potential consequences of amending 122 land plans, 
especially in areas that have these special concerns or special management 
designations.   
 
 By allowing the amendments of these land use plans to absorb the geothermal 
PEIS, the public is left out of the process.  Leases would be approved without the 
necessity of further site-by-site analysis and would be against NEPA regulations, despite 
the BLM’s claim that site-by-site analysis would occur within each BLM or USFS region. 
The BLM should not rely on the PEIS to justify the amendment of 122 land use plans. 
 
  
Alternative C Should Be More Thoroughly Analyzed Due to its Smaller Footprint 
and Updated Technologies and Infrastructure Development 
 
 Under Alternative C less land (53% less than the Preferred Alternative B) would 
be open for indirect use of geothermal development (92.6 million acres) and would 
therefore reduce the impacts to fish, wildlife and those who use our nation’s public lands 
in the West.  The flaw that has been identified in the PEIS by the BLM for not choosing 
Alternative C is that the existing transmission line access to many states does not exist.  
However, since the publication of the PEIS, many states originally identified as limited in 
geothermal development potential now are pursuing various options for alternative 
energy development, including wind and solar, that require the same transmission 
infrastructure.  And in many states, including the most limited states such as Wyoming 
and Nevada, that structure is being actively pursued and initiated.  Therefore, Alternative 
C needs to be considered in a more updated and thorough manner.  TU would consider 
supporting Alternative C given this more thorough analysis. 
 
 1.  Not Enough Evaluation Conducted on Impacts from Alternative C  
 
 The PEIS’s discussion on impacts from geothermal development under 
Alternative C has been primarily dismissed and referred back to Alternative B as similar 
in nature.  Yet, the PEIS fails consistently to identify the fact that under Alternative C, 
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53% less land would be developed than under Alternative B and therefore, less impacts 
to fish, wildlife, air, water quality, recreation, etc. would be inflicted.  This is a significant 
number and should be given due consideration.  This is especially important in light of 
the associated and significant impacts oil and gas development is currently having upon 
the nation’s public lands and associated fish and wildlife habitat.   
 
 The PEIS broadly discusses the many impacts associated with geothermal 
development and likens these impacts to those that are similar to oil and gas 
development.  This means an increase in roads, traffic, noise, loss of habitat, increased 
sedimentation and erosion, increased air emissions and decreasing air quality, loss of 
wildlife populations, habitat fragmentation, and increased water quality issues, pollution, 
and degradation.  All of these impacts are currently being experienced on public and 
private lands in the west where oil and gas development is occurring.  The PEIS should 
include a more expansive discussion on the ramifications of additional energy 
development on environmental resources. 
 
 
Reasonable Foreseeable Development Scenarios Are Not Realistic or Accurate 
 
 As discussed in the PEIS, the RFD scenario serves as a basis for analyzing 
environmental impacts resulting from future leasing and development of federal 
geothermal resources within the western U.S. over the next 20 years (PEIS p. 2-33).  
And while the BLM has approved 89 geothermal leasing projects since 2005, the PEIS 
states that few quantitative evaluations have been conducted on the typical impacts 
associated with geothermal development.  This appears to be irresponsible on the part 
of the BLM and their management responsibilities to the public land resource.  This is 
especially egregious in light of the fact that in other parts of the PEIS, the BLM states 
that geothermal development is similar to those actions used to develop oil and gas 
resources.  More than 245 million acres are potentially being committed to geothermal 
leasing with very little analysis completed to the landscape scale and future impacts of 
this type of development on our nation’s public lands.  TU recommends that more 
analysis be committed to the RFD scenario discussion. 
 
 In the discussion concerning impacts, the RFD scenario discusses those states 
expected to be leased for geothermal development.  It is noted that Wyoming (with vast 
amounts of geothermal potential identified in the PEIS, Map 1-A, p. 1-16) is not included 
in any of the RFD analysis.  When TU inquired as to the process for identifying individual 
states’ assessment, the BLM replied that since there had been no previous inquiries in 
the last few years concerning geothermal development, the RFD scenario for this state 
(or any state with no inquiries) therefore, would be none.  This level of assessment and 
poorly educated assumption appears to be undervalued in light of the recent push (since 
2005) for alternative and renewable energy resource development.  While the reason 
given for some state’s low proclivity for development has been that the infrastructure for 
transmission lines is lacking, the BLM should not assume that because the transmission 
access has lacked progress in the past, it will therefore not be available in the future.  
Currently, Wyoming and many western states are strongly pursuing an increase in 
transmission line infrastructure and development.  This action by the state changes the 
outlook for many types of renewable energy development, including geothermal, and 
should be fully evaluated in the PEIS.   
 
Significant Analysis is Lacking in Water Resources and Water Quality Discussions
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 The PEIS dedicates a mere 7 pages in discussing the consequences of 
geothermal development to water resources occurring in more than 248 million affected 
acres.  It is worthwhile to note that within those 7 pages of discussion, the BLM 
recognized that geothermal activities would have potentially significant impacts from the 
associated phases of geothermal development.  However, the broad cloak of handling 
these impacts is less than acceptable.  In light of the on-going western-wide drought and 
climate changes affecting the West’s water supplies, this lack of analysis is 
objectionable.  TU strongly urges the BLM to readdress the discussion and more 
thoroughly analyze and quantify the impacts each state will have based on individual 
state’s and region wide water issues.  The data is available and the BLM’s deferral of 
impact analysis to future individual lease applications only results in ignoring the 
significant water-related impacts, both locally and from regional basin-wide perspectives 
that will result without this analysis.  NEPA regulations require that a more 
comprehensive analysis be addressed in a NEPA document.   
 
 Water quality impacts that should be thoroughly addressed in the PEIS include 
the following: 
 

 Commingling potential and occurrences during geothermal drilling operations.  
As briefly discussed, drilling operations can result in contamination between 
geothermal drilling fluids and aquifers of differing water quality.  Given the nature 
of the landscape habitat in which most geothermal operations will be located, 
degrees of impacts need to be evaluated and consequences more thoroughly 
discussed.  Many of the geothermal locations exist in areas with shallow 
groundwater quality and the impacts of any contamination occurrences in these 
areas need further review. 

 The impacts from a region wide and watershed basin wide perspective need 
analysis.  Based on the nature of drilling and waste accumulation in geothermal 
operations, a more thorough discussion should be required due to the location of 
geothermal plants.  Thus far, all of the already-leased geothermal operations are 
in US forest lands, including roadless areas.  The potential for a large-scale 
pollution incident remains high without thoughtful discussion on mitigation and 
stipulations designed to avoid such impacts.   

 Impacts to rivers, water quality in rivers and downstream reaches.  No analysis 
was presented on impacts to rivers other than a broad statement about Wild and 
Scenic Rivers being closed to geothermal development.  Many rivers in our 
national forests contain sensitive fish species, provide vital food and water 
sources for all wildlife, and harbor threatened and endangered species.  A more 
thorough analysis is needed that discusses impacts to river bodies, including 
downstream reaches should a contamination event occur.   

 Impacts to fish and wildlife that are threatened or endangered.  Many landscapes 
of terrestrial and aquatic habitat in these 12 western states have various 
endangered species or sensitive species recovery implementation plans that 
serve to direct the protection of threatened species. Impacts to water bodies 
would affect all wildlife and fish species and the PEIS needs to discuss this in a 
more detailed manner due once again, to the location of the majority of 
geothermal operations in premiere fish and wildlife habitat. 

 Setbacks from rivers, streams and riparian areas need evaluation.  The 
description of a geothermal plant provided insight to the size of such an 
operation.  Due to the nature of potential impacts from drilling and utilization of 
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geothermal resources, TU feels that stronger stipulations should be designated 
than increase controlled surface use and no surface use near riparian or wetland 
vegetation and streams and rivers.  A minimum of one-quarter mile to one-half 
mile no surface occupancy or setbacks for a plant that will permanently (in our 
lifetime) be located should be implemented. There are numerous examples 
within the BLM and the USFS (and some state regulations) that have 
implemented such setback measures whether for seismic operations or full field 
development of oil and gas wells (Wyoming and Montana are two most recent 
examples). This offers protection to water quality and its numerous resource 
values and functions. 

 The increase in air pollution and emissions from geothermal plant activity.  Many 
areas of the western U.S. are experiencing a significant increase in air quality 
emissions resulting in higher and never-before-seen air pollution.  Geothermal 
production does produce emissions from drilling or associated plant 
infrastructure.  This is of particular concern with respect to fisheries and water 
quality, especially in the locations where geothermal plants are expected to 
occur, including backcountry roadless areas containing coldwater fisheries.  
Many of these backcountry streams and rivers contain threatened or potentially 
threatened and sensitive fish species.  The majority of these wild and native trout 
species reside their entire lives in these isolated and small patches of headwater 
tributaries. Any changes in water quality, temperature, or quantity would affect 
these sensitive and vulnerable fish species and subject them to potential 
population decreases. Deposition from polluted air particles would negatively 
impact these species. Research has shown that many cutthroat trout species are 
particularly sensitive to the slightest change in the aquatic environment. 

 
Impacts to Fish and Wildlife are Not Adequately Discussed or Analyzed 
  
 The PEIS provides a broad overview of the potential for wildlife and fish impacts 
from the activities associated with geothermal development but fails to take into account 
ongoing impacts that are occurring in various states to wildlife and fish from current 
energy development.  The excuse that the BLM is unable to predict future development 
scenario impacts is unacceptable.  Western states such as Colorado, Wyoming, Utah, 
California, and Montana are conducting research that document negative impacts to big 
game, sage grouse, fish, water and air quality from increased oil and gas development.  
This available data might alter the statements the PEIS offers, including the RFD 
scenario which states “The effects of implementing the RFD scenario would have very 
little effect on most species populations…and affect relatively small areas of habitat and 
would typically affect individual species instead of large populations.” (PEIS, p. 4-74).  In 
western Wyoming in the Pinedale Anticline gas field, a 46% reduction in a mule deer 
population has been attributed directly to oil and gas development (Hall Sawyer, West 
Inc., 2006.  Sublette Mule Deer Study: 2006 Annual Report).  Clearly this example 
illustrates the effects on a population of animals.  Similar studies exist on impacts to 
antelope (Berger, et al, 2006; 2007) and sage grouse. 
 
 The PEIS contains two pages of an overview discussion on fish and aquatic biota 
and neglects to discuss the value of the importance of high mountain streams to many 
sensitive and threatened fish species.  Significant impacts to fisheries have not been 
discussed or quantified and the PEIS needs to provide a more thorough analysis.   
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 Further, the discussion of actions and potential impacts on fish and wildlife 
includes an additional two pages that are vague in discussion and ignore any discussion 
of impacts other than the fact that certain closed lands not available to geothermal 
leasing would protect wildlife and fisheries (PEIS, p. 4-93).  This is a poor excuse for 
what should be a thorough review of potential conflicts, issues, landscape scale impacts, 
and consequences of loss of wildlife populations.  TU adamantly requests that the PEIS 
reassess their evaluation of this section of analysis. 
 
 It is because of the lack of quantifiable data and a poorly demonstrated ability to 
discuss the impacts to wildlife and fisheries that TU asks the BLM to select Alternative A 
until more meaningful analysis regarding the actual environmental consequences of 
geothermal development to wildlife and fisheries be developed. 
 
The PEIS Does Not Adequately Consider Impacts Associated with Climate 
Change. 
 
 The PEIS basically ignores climate change discussion and classifies it under the 
air quality discussion (p. 4-48).  While the discussion on air quality contains some 
informed analysis, it refers to a 1977 permitting program that is not up to current 
standards (New Source Review permitting program) of emission controls and limits.  And 
while Table 4-2 (PEIS, p.4-54) compares the carbon dioxide emission estimates from the 
projected 2015 and 2025 geothermal power plant electricity generation that is discussed 
in the RFD scenario, these plants are still emitting emissions that will be added to the 
already polluted air in Class I and II airsheds that are being impacted by oil and gas 
development.  This cumulative scenario needs to be addressed more thoroughly.   
 
 The lack of air quality analysis to water resources and aquatic life, as TU pointed 
out in the discussion under water resources, is unacceptable, especially in light of those 
impacts likely to result from an increasingly warming climate.  The BLM has been given 
a directive from five federal agencies (U.S. Departments of Agriculture, Interior, Defense, 
Commerce, and EPA) that order agencies to work to adapt water program management 
to reflect changing climatic conditions (Memo dated August 22, 2008; “Subject: Federal 
Agency Cooperation on Adaptation of Water-Related Programs to the Impacts of 
Climate Change”).  Geothermal operations conduct their development operations and 
activities using large amounts of water resources and in areas located where direct 
impacts from warming climates affect the surrounding environment, including snow pack, 
stream and groundwater aquifers, recharge areas, and high elevation lakes.  TU 
respectfully suggests that the BLM comply with this directive and address the climate 
change issue and its impacts in a more qualitative and quantitative manner.  And until 
the BLM can sufficiently analyze the impacts of geothermal development and its impacts 
in a reasonably foreseeable climate change consequence, resulting in a decision 
process that is supportable by their analysis, TU urges the BLM to select Alternative A. 
 
The PEIS Does Not Adequately Consider Impacts Associated with Socioeconomic 
and Environmental Justice 
 
 In addition to those impacts that have the potential to affect air, water, fish, 
wildlife, and climate, the BLM was directed rather strongly to address economic impacts 
that could occur from the proposed geothermal development activity (EPA letter to BLM, 
PEIS p. 4-142). However, despite the BLM referencing this EPA letter requesting 
specific and detailed evaluations of impacts to minority, low-income populations and 
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disproportionate impacts to these populations, the PEIS falls far short in this endeavor.  
Many of the 12 western states contain low-income and highly dispersed human 
populations.  Rather than provide any level of even intermediate detailed discussion, 
only a cursory broad discussion was offered. Additionally, despite requests from the 
public to include discussion on the economic costs of loss or degradation of public lands, 
wildlife habitats, quality of life, and hunting and angling, little effort was made to address 
this issue in the PEIS.  
 
 On page 4-144 of the PEIS the discussion centers on the economy of building 
geothermal plants and how bringing in such plants to communities benefits a society.  
Yet, there is very little comparative discussion on what is lost by the placement of a 
geothermal plant and associated infrastructure to the land, its wildfire and fisheries, the 
communities that might be impacted by loss of recreation,  tourism, and hunting and 
fishing opportunities.  The conclusion is that some economic impacts may occur should 
geothermal activity alter ranching, recreation, hunting or mining activities but the overall 
impact on recreation-related economics would be minimal.  There is no supportive data 
that references these statements, yet individual states have considerable data illustrating 
the importance of outdoor recreation activities, including hunting and fishing, tourism, 
etc., and these data should be incorporated into the discussion of impacts in this PEIS.  
While the geothermal development activity and electrical plant construction may be 
considered minimal in terms of long-term environmental impacts, it is still incumbent 
upon the BLM, as part of the NEPA process for evaluating the environmental 
consequences, to include the loss or reduction of any number of resource activities 
when approving an incoming resource use. 
 
 Finally, the BLM must consider the impacts that could result to the hunting and 
fishing heritage based on the Executive Order 13443 (August 2007).  This Executive 
Order directs federal agencies that have programs and activities that have a measurable 
effect on public land management, outdoor recreation, and wildlife management, 
including the Dept. of Interior and Dept. of Agriculture, to facilitate the expansion and 
enhancement of hunting opportunities and the management of game species and their 
habitats.   Evaluation of the PEIS’s actions have not been conclusive in this document 
and TU requests that the BLM conduct further analysis on the 12 state region that 
considers the economic and recreational impacts and values in the BLM’s actions. 
 
The PEIS Does Not Adequately Address the Cumulative Impacts Associated with 
Geothermal Development 
 
 Other than a cursory and usually one paragraph review of cumulative impacts 
that geothermal development might have on another resource or resource use, this PEIS 
does not adequately begin to offer comprehensive cumulative analysis on multiple 
resource uses.  There is virtually no consideration of existing impacts from current oil 
and gas development, road density, air quality, fragmented wildlife and fisheries habitat, 
water quality and quantity, or economic activities.  The BLM must consider past, present 
and reasonable foreseeable future actions that are cumulative in nature and result in 
environmental consequences.  The enormity of landmass that is expected to be 
impacted by geothermal development demands that a much better cumulative analysis 
be conducted than what has been presented here. 
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 Because of the lack of substantial cumulative consideration, TU strongly requests 
the BLM consider Alternative A, the No Action Alternative, until a more thorough and 
insightful NEPA analysis is conducted. 
 
Summary 
 
 TU has reiterated throughout these comments that the BLM has produced a 
document that lacks depth in analysis and poorly presented environmental 
considerations and consequences from geothermal development.  Considerable data 
and research information is available that would compliment and strengthen this NEPA 
analysis and TU believes that until the BLM provides better information, they should not 
approve two scopes of this document--the 19 additional pending applications, and the 
BLM’s Preferred Alternative B.   Until a more comprehensive PEIS is completed, TU 
strongly urges the BLM to choose Alternative A.  By choosing the no-action alternative, 
the impacts to the resource will remain low and a more reasoned decision can be made 
once the document is supplied with improved and more sufficient information.   Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment on the PEIS. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Cathy Purves 
Technical Advisor 
Trout Unlimited 
315 Main Street, Suite 11 
P.O. Box 64 
Lander, WY   82520 
307-332-6700  ext. 10 
cpurves@tu.org  
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O-47-1 

The comment is noted. The analysis in Volume II is commensurate with the scope of the proposed 
action for the individual leases. During subsequent permitting processes, more site-specific and localized 
analysis would occur. 

O-47-2 

The commentor’s support for Alternative A is noted. 

O-47-3 

The impact analysis in Chapter 4 is appropriate for a programmatic-level EIS. 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

The RODs for the 19 pending leases are dependant on the ROD for the PEIS and will be signed 
separately. Therefore, a timing break between the signing of the RODs for the PEIS and the 19 pending 
leases is not necessary. 

O-47-4 

The BLM completed final regulations governing geothermal leasing on May 2, 2007 (72 Fed. Reg. 24,358 
(2007)).  

The analysis in Volume II is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action for the individual 
leases. During subsequent permitting processes, more site-specific and localized analysis would occur, as 
appropriate. 

The RODs for the 19 pending leases are dependant on the ROD for the PEIS and will be signed 
separately. Therefore, a timing break between the signing of the RODs for the PEIS and the 19 pending 
leases is not necessary. 

O-47-5 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or lease 
parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

It is also important to note that lands allocated as open are subject to existing laws, regulations, and 
formal orders, which could prohibit some lands from leasing.  

O-47-6 



Impact analysis in Chapter 4 is appropriate for a programmatic-level EIS. As noted in the above 
responses, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. There are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary 
to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

O-47-7 

Impact analysis in Chapter 4 is appropriate for a programmatic-level EIS. As noted in the above 
responses, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis.  

The RODs for the 19 pending leases are dependant on the ROD for the PEIS and will be signed 
separately. Therefore, a timing break between the signing of the RODs for the PEIS and the 19 pending 
leases is not necessary. 

O-47-8 

The analysis in Volume II is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action for the individual 
leases. During subsequent permitting processes, more site-specific and localized analysis would occur. 

O-47-9 

The PEIS does not identify lands for which the FS would or would not consent to the issuance of 
geothermal leases. For geothermal projects on FS lands, the PEIS would facilitate the subsequent NEPA 
process that would be necessary to provide future leasing consent decisions. 

The existing case law regarding the Roadless Rule is inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming 
District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated NEPA and the Wilderness Act (State of Wyoming 
v. US Department of Agriculture). The District Court ordered the 2001 Roadless rule “set aside” and 
“permanently enjoined.” This order is subsequent to a 2006 California District Court ruling that set 
aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. The United States Justice 
Department, on behalf of the Department of Agriculture, has filed motions with both the Wyoming and 
California courts seeking adjustments of those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither the Wyoming 
nor California District Court rulings bar the Department of Agriculture from promulgating other 
roadless area regulations. To address this inconsistency, the PEIS includes the following Department of 
Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If future legislation or regulations change the roadless area 
designation, the restriction would be revised along with any appropriate environmental review.” An 
appropriate NEPA review would be required prior to any changes to the Roadless Area Stipulation. 

O-47-10 

Please see the standard response GD1. 

As stated in the responses above, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be 
subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a 



general level of anticipated future geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, 
but it is not intended to provide full analysis of all phases of development. 

O-47-11 

The analysis in the PEIS is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action. A broad analysis in the 
PEIS and differences in the way that land use plans address geothermal leasing and development is a 
necessary outgrowth of localized characteristics of the resources in the planning area. As noted in the 
above responses, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated 
future geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to 
provide full analysis of all phases of development. 

O-47-12 

The comment is noted. 

O-47-13 

Please see standard responses GD1 and C11. 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal lands, are 
documented and analyzed. 

As noted above, this document does predict a general level of anticipated future geothermal 
development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide full analysis 
of all phases of development. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to 
further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

O-47-14 

Please see standard responses GD1 and L11. 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations, such as Endangered 
Species Act Section 107 consultation and National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 consultation. 
As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect 
sensitive issues and conditions.  

Moreover, as noted in the above responses, this document is not intended to provide full analysis of all 
phases of development; all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to 
further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

O-47-15 



Reasonably foreseeable development scenarios have been added for Montana and Wyoming at levels of 
20 MW by 2015 and 50 MW by 2025 for each state. No data were available for these states, but the 
parallel to Colorado was drawn due to the similarity in resource base across the Rocky Mountain 
Region. 

O-47-16 

Pleas see standard response WR3. 

The analysis in chapter 4 is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action for the PEIS. During 
subsequent permitting processes, more site-specific and localized analysis would occur. 

O-47-17 

Please see standard responses WR1 and WR2. 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water rights and 
water quality. Site-specific impacts on water resources would be addressed as part of the environmental 
analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be 
subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. Appropriate site-specific mitigation 
would be developed, as necessary.  

As stated in Section 4-4, impacts of development, utilization, and reclamation of geothermal resources 
include the potential for groundwater contamination. Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to 
minimize contaminations. Federal, state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling 
in a prudent manner. Potential for contamination based on local soil types and groundwater conditions 
would be assessed prior to issuance of permits for development. 

O-47-18 

Please see standard responses WR2 and WR3. 

As note above, Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to minimize contaminations. Federal, 
state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling in a prudent manner. Potential for 
contamination based on local soil types and groundwater conditions would be assessed prior to issuance 
of permits for development. Water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

O-47-19 

Please see standard responses WR2 and WR3. 

As noted above, impacts on water quality would be further assessed at the site-specific level. Potential 
for contamination based on local soil types and groundwater conditions would be assessed prior to 
issuance of permits for development. Water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. 



Each prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water 
right before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

O-47-20 

Please see standard responses WR2 and WR3. 

As noted above, impacts on water quality would be further assessed at the site-specific level. Lands 
designated as open to leasing are subject to existing laws, regulations, and formal orders. In complying 
with these laws, regulations, and orders, some of the open lands may not be available for leasing. 
Chapter 2 explains, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, that the BLM and FS would comply with the 
requirements of the Endangered Species Act (ESA), including determining if any listed or proposed 
threatened or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on nominated lease parcels and may be 
affected by any decision to lease. Chapter 6 of the Final PEIS, in turn, explains that the agencies have 
determined that the decision to lease has no effect on listed species or critical habitat.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will impose an 
ESA stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases. 

O-47-21 

Stipulations provided in this PEIS would serve as the minimal level of protection and would be adopted 
into local land use plans upon signing of the Record of Decision. For example, if an administrative unit 
has eligible wild and scenic rivers, the wild river stipulation would apply. If an existing land use plan offers 
more protective measures or has resource-specific commitments (e.g., memorandum of understanding 
for cultural resources), those more protective measures would apply instead. Existing land use plans 
would also be used to help identify locations of applicability, buffer sizes, and timing conditions for the 
stipulations.  

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife.  

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

O-47-22 

Please see standard response WR2. 

Air quality is discussed in section 4.8. Water quality is discussed in section 4.4. In this section it is noted 
that development, utilization and reclamation of geothermal resources may include potential water 
contamination. Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to minimize contaminations. Federal, 
state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct development in a prudent manner. 
Potential for air and water contamination based on local conditions would be assessed prior to permits 
for development. 



O-47-23 

Please see standard response C11. 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses and energy development, on 
public and federal lands are documented and analyzed. 

O-47-24 

Please see standard responses GD1 and ESA1. 

It is not possible to quantify the impacts to fisheries for projects that are only speculative. There is no 
reason to assume there will be significant impacts to fisheries from geothermal development. Prior to 
leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case of 
geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, water 
rights, and wildlife. 

O-47-25 

Please see standard response GD1. 

Pages 4-73 through 4-92 of the Final PEIS discuss impacts to wildlife that could occur as a result of 
geothermal development. The impact discussion on page 4-93 provides a national-level comparison, 
based on which lands would be open and closed, for the alternatives. 

The analysis in Chapter 4 is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action for the PEIS.  

O-47-26 

The PEIS has been modified to include additional climate change discussion for affected resources. Please 
see the water, soil, vegetation, fish and wildlife, and other resource sections in the Final PEIS.  

In addition, discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal lands, are 
documented and analyzed. 

O-47-27 

Please see standard responses GD1 and CL1. 

As noted above, the PEIS has been modified to include additional climate change discussion for affected 
resources. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including analysis of climate change impacts when 
appropriate. 

O-47-28 



Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-47-29 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-47-30 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-47-31 

Please see standard response CL1. 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal lands, are 
documented and analyzed. 

O-47-32 

The comment is noted. 



Stephen B. Johnson Law Firm, P.C. 
526 W. Colorado Ave 

P.O. Box 726 
TELLURIDE, CO 81435 

Telephone: (970) 728-5301 Fax: (970) 728-4271 Email: steve@8750law.com 

September 18, 2008 

Zoe Ghali 
EMPS Inc. 
3775 Iris Avenue, Suite lA 
Boulder, CO 80301 

Draft Geothermal Leasing PElS 
C/oEMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 

And Via Email: geothermal eis@blm.gov; 
jack g peterson@blm.gov; 
tparker03@fs.fed.us. 

RE: Comment by Dunton, LLC concerning Draft Geothermal Leasing 
Preliminary Environmental Impact Statement ("PElS"). 

Dear Ms. Ghali and Folks: 

I. Introduction. 

This PElS comment letter is submitted on behalf of our clients: Dunton, LLC; 
Dunton Hot Springs, Inc., and Christoph Henkel (collectively, "Dunton"). Dunton 
owns a significant amount of property in the West Fork of the Dolores River in 
Southwest Colorado and on Lizard Head Meadows within the planning area ofthe 
Mancos-Dolores Ranger District of the San Juan Forest ("Forest"). Specifically, 
Dunton, LLC owns the Dunton Hot Springs Resort, approximately 80 acres size; 
numerous individual parcels along the West Dolores River ("West Fork"), notably 
including the 80 acre Emma Mine; 23 acres in small West Fork parcels; the 480 
acre Cresto Ranch at the mouth of Johnny Bull Creek ("Cresto Ranch"); an 80 acre 
in-holding east of Dunton Hot Springs which is traversed by the Fall Creek trail 
("Timber Tract"); a 320 acre inholding approximately 4.5 miles southwest of 



Lizard Head Peak. and approximately 6.5 miles northeast of Rico and adjacent to 
the Lizard Head Wilderness ("Lizard Head Tract"). Virtually all of these parcels 
are contiguous to Forest lands, and some are underlain by federally-reserved 
mineral estates. 

The Lizard Head Tract recently received a Private Road Easement following a 
seven year Environmental Impact Statement process (necessitated by erroneous 
RARE II classification ofthe Lizard Head Tract and access road as "roadless 
area"). The Lizard Head Tract is administratively included within the Lizard Head 
Roadless Area and is less than one mile from the Lizard Head Wilderness Area. 
Dunton has not yet constructed the access road across Lizard Head Meadows as 
authorized by the Private Road Easement. 

The Dunton Hot Springs Resort ("Resort") is located at the historic Dunton 
Townsite, a former hard-rock mining camp. The Resort consists of a collection of 
historic buildings, now restored, a spa which features the Dunton Hot Springs 
(with an indoor and outdoor geothermal spring), yoga and massage, a bar and 
restaurant, and numerous outbuildings. The Resort is now considered a luxury, 
high end tourist accommodation which sees year-round occupancy. The Resort 
owners and guests frequently (and often independently) recreate in the surrounding 
San Juan National Forest, enjoying horse-back riding, hiking, cross-country skiing, 
heli-skiing, snowmobiling, hunting, fishing, bicycle-riding, mushroom foraging, 
picnicking, photography, wildlife watching, and the like. Dunton Hot Springs, Inc. 
has an outfitters permit from the USFS for tourist-related hiking and horseback 
riding in the San Juan National Forest. 

Dunton regularly employs approximately fifty employees and independent 
contractors and provides annual sales tax revenues, payrolls and property taxes in 
an approximate total amount exceeding $1 Million. Coupled with guest sales and 
development-related expenditures, Dunton easily generates at least $1.5 Million in 
direct economic impact to Dolores County, Colorado each year. 

Dunton is actively trying to increase its resort business at Dunton Hot Springs and 
has a business plan aiming to double or triple existing business. The success of this 
effort will depend in large part on the quality of the guest experience. That 
experience, in tum, is dependent upon resort amenities, the most significant of 
which are the Dunton Hot Springs themselves, and the natural beauty, solitude, and 
relatively pristine quality of the surrounding forest and wildlife. Thus, Dunton's 
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economic future is directly tied to the preservation of the San Juan National Forest 
Lands in the West-Fork and Lizard Head Meadows area. 

The Dunton Hot Springs, Inc. also owns the Paradise Hot Springs adjacent to the 
Geyser Trailhead. The Geyser is the only geothermal mudpot geyser in Colorado. 
Paradise Hot Springs is a unique geothermal hot springs on the West Fork and is 
occasionally used by friends of the Resort's owner for medicinal and recreational 
purposes. Christoph Henkel owns a private residence adjacent to the Dunton Hot 
Springs resort and is the primary owner of the above-referenced entities. Dunton 
also owns numerous decreed water rights on the West Fork, including geothermal 
water rights, associated with its various properties. Dunton's property includes at 
least several river miles of the West Fork and property along significant tributaries 
such as Fall Creek and Johnny Bull Creek. Dunton may be the largest private 
employer and landowner on the West Fork ifnot Dolores County. 

Dunton believes that the Dunton Hot Springs and Paradise Hot Springs were also 
used and enjoyed by the Ute Indians and their predecessors. 

Dunton conceived and financed the extension of high speed internet service up the 
West Fork. Dunton has previously been actively engaged in various Forest service 
proposals and projects, including comment on the proposed expansion/upgrade of 
Dolores County Road 38 (since abandoned), the Geyser Trail trailhead relocation 
proposal (since modified and mitigated), the recent Travel Management Plan 
update proposal, and the draft Resource Management Plan amendment. Dunton 
has informally discussed several potential land exchanges with Forest personnel 
over the years, including the Lizard Head Tract. 

Dunton welcomes this opportunity to comment on the PElS. By virtue of its land 
and water right holdings, demonstrated history of involvement with the Forest 
Service, extensive use of Forest lands, and economic benefit to the West Fork and 
Dolores County, Dunton considers itself to be a major stakeholder in the LMP 
reVISIOn process. 

II. Inadequate Analysis of Potential Impacts to Existing Geothermal 
Resources and Inadequate Analysis of Possible AvoidancelMitigation of 
Impacts. 
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As an owner of two surface geothermal springs and related water rights with high 
economic value, Dunton would like to see the PElS take a more proactive 
approach in evaluating potential impacts to existing geothermal and water 
resources and related tourist-resort resources. Such impacts will necessarily result 
from "expediting" geothermal leasing and consequential exploration and 
development of the 242 geothermal commercial electric generation plants 
anticipated by 2025, each of which could occupy 55 to 374 acres (Executive 
Summary, pp 7, 8, 10). 

Dunton expressly incorporates and strongly endorses the comments set forth in the 
3 September 2008 letter to Mr. Ghali Re: Comments on the Draft PElS for 
Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States submitted by Mr. Wayne Goin of 
Minion Hydrologic (the "Minion Letter"). A hard copy of such letter is also 
enclosed herewith. Specifically, Dunton supports the concepts of a limitation of 
geothermal exploration within a one-mile area around existing geothermal 
resources, such as the Dunton and Paradise Hot Springs, and a requirement for 
notification of decreed geothermal water right owners within two miles of the 
proposed geothermal development. 

The PElS itself provides precedent for such a proposal: alternatives address 
protecting both the 14,000 acre Island Park Geothermal Area as a buffer around the 
south and west boundaries of Yellowstone National Park, and a 15 mile buffer 
around the entire Yellowstone Park. Given the recognition of the obvious need for 
protection of this most famous geothermal resource, it is curious that the PElS is 
almost devoid of any substantive discussion of the need to protect other known, 
valuable geothermal resources and hot springs as well. 

Furthermore, there is precedent for protection of other resource values in requiring 
a substantial no-surface occupancy buffer for geothermal leases. See Evans-Barton, 
Ltd., IBLA 2008-17, wherein a geothermal lease stipulation prohibiting surface 
occupancy within a half-mile area around a privately-owned hot springs site 
considered to be sacred by Indian tribes, was upheld on appeal. 

Dunton participated in the 2004 State of Colorado geothermal rulemaking by the 
Colorado Division of Water Resources, Office of the State Engineer, which 
resulted in the current "Rules and Regulations for Permitting the Development and 
Appropriation of Geothermal Resources Through Use of Wells, 2 CCR 402-1 0 (the 
"Geothermal Rules"). 
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The Geothennal Rules provide for notice to owners of decreed water rights within 
half a mile of a location for which certain geothennal wells are applied for. See, 
e.g., Geothennal Rules 6.2.3.3. Such owners are accorded a right of objection to an 
application for a geothennal well pennit. While the Rules do not provide for such 
notice where there is a closed loop system, in Dunton's opinion the risk to existing 
geothennal resources is identical during the drilling phase. A more protective 
procedure should be adopted at the federal leasing level. 

Among the "general adverse impacts" that the PElS describes would result from 
commercial geothennal development, are "short-term impacts to ground water 
during drilling'. The PElS fails to adequately describe such impacts, and 
arbitrarily assumes without evidence that such groundwater impacts would be both 
short-tenn, and confined to drilling. The Minion letter documents with existing 
case studies just how wrong these assumptions are, and demonstrates the potential 
for intennixing of geothennal and other waters, potential artesian results, and 
diminution of both flow and temperature of existing geothennal features. Thus, the 
PElS understates the potential risk for damage to existing groundwater resources 
from geothennal development. 

III. Federally-Reserved Mineral Estates (Split Estates) Do Not Necessarily 
Include Geothermal Rights. 

The PElS Executive Summary states at ES lIntroduction, without qualification, 
and without citation of authority, that "a geothennallease is for the earth's heat 
resource, where there is afederal mineral estate." 

This assertion is not supported by any citation to authority of any of the various 
mining acts, homestead, or other federal land disposal laws, in which mineral 
estates were actually reserved from lands sold to miners or homesteaders that are 
now owned by different owners. These laws and their concurrent interpretation 
will control the answer to the question of whether there is any federal right to issue 
a geothennallease for exploration and development of the earth's heat resource, 
language that is absent from most such reservation laws. 

One federal case apparently construed the Stock-Raising Homestead Act, and 
concluded that geothennal energy was included in a reservation of "other 
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minerals". No such authority apparently exists with respect to other reservations 
under other disposal laws. 

Moreover, this assertion - in the guise of an initial definition of a geothermal lease 
- of geothermal lease issuance authority extending over all not only all federal 
lands but also federally-owned split mineral estates under private lands, assumes a 
federal ability to lease for extraction of the earths' heat resource anywhere there 
are other federal mineral interests or values that have been reserved, regardless of 
the general or specific nature of the reservation involved based on the succession 
of public lands laws in effect at the time of the federal reservation. Such a 
statement is wholly unsupported. Since extraction of geothermal waters involves 
not mineral rights but water rights, see below, such extraction right is not part of a 
federally-reserved mineral estate. 

If federal split mineral estates were excluded from the PElS analysis in whole or in 
part as eligible for issuance of a federal geothermal lease, an entirely different 
description of the extent of the resource, source of impacts, and possibility of 
mitigation would result. As such the overbroad assumption of the scope offederal 
geothermal leasing authority has caused vast but unquantified overstatement of the 
potential energy production benefit of the federal geothermal leasing program. This 
issue should be addressed in detail, with supporting authority, in any final EIS. 

Existing BLM regulations governing disposal of federally-reserved mineral estates 
define mineral values as follows: 

[M]ineral values in lands with underlying geologic formations which are 
valuable for prospecting for, developing or producing natural mineral 
deposits. The presence of such mineral deposits in the lands may be 
known, or geologic conditions may be such as to make the lands 
prospectively valuable for mineral occurrence. 

43 CFR 2720.0-5 

A federally-reserved mineral estate whose values are defined as consisting solely 
of natural mineral deposits, cannot include other non-defined values, such as heat 
from the earth. 

In Colorado, geothermal rights which involve extraction, diversion or release of 
tributary geothermal waters, legally are water rights, not mineral rights. Water 
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rights are defined by C.R.S. 37-92-103(12) and means the right to use in 
accordance with its priority a certain portion of the waters of the state by reason of 
the appropriation of the same. The appropriation of geothermal fluids to recover 
geothermal resources is recognized as a beneficial use of ground water subject to 
state administration. C.R.S. 37-90.5-107. 

In the event of issuance of a federal geothermal lease on a split estate created 
pursuant to an act other than the Stock Raising Homestead Act, without a prior 
judicial determination offederal ownership of the geothermal right, the federal 
government may be exposed to liability to claims for inverse condemnation, 
trespass, and other damages. 

Water is not a mineral, and the law of minerals and property ownership is 
inapplicable to water and water use rights. See Board of County Comm' rs of the 
County of Park v. Park County Sportsmen's Ranch, LLP, 45 P.3d 693 (Colo. 
2002). As such, geothermal rights involving wells or diversion or re-injection of 
geothermal waters are subject to the Colorado water rights administration system, 
and Colorado or applicable laws re: surface access, entry and occupancy. As water 
rights, these types of geothermal resources are not within the federally-reserved 
mineral estate and are not available for federal lease. 

The BLM and FS should evaluate the potential effect of the widespread geothermal 
development anticipated by the proposed action alternative, upon the federally
reserved water rights that were created at the time of creation of national forests, 
parks, monuments and other federal lands. No such analysis appears. 

IV. Lease StipUlations Are Inadequately Protective. 

Section 2.2 discusses potential Lease stipulations that would be applied as 
"appropriate". Despite language at page 2-15 suggesting the stipulations would be 
the "minimal level of protection", elsewhere the PElS does not clearly mandate 
the inclusion of specific stipulations in geothermal leases, but rather leaves that 
decision wither to subsequent Resource or Forest Plan amendment of lease 
issuance. Moreover, there is no basis to assume the presence or appropriateness of 
such general stipulations in subsequent leasing, nor is there a basis to describe the 
impacts of geothermal development by assuming the presence of or compliance 
with such stipulations. We suggest that the one-mile buffer area from existing 
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decreed geothennal water rights described above, be included as a mandatory 
major constraint that must be included in all leases. 

The similarity of oil and gas drilling exploration and development impacts to 
geothennal development are recognized in this section. This is somewhat 
troublesome, as current federal oil and gas leasing practice in Colorado suggests 
that if a stipulation (such as no surface occupancy) is not specifically prescribed for 
a specific area in a Resource Management Plan, then such a stipulation may not be 
imposed upon a lease for a parcel nominated by the oil and gas industry. Moreover, 
the surface owner is not individually notified when an oil and gas lease is proposed 
for lease auction. See: 12/14/05BLM Split Estate Report, Energy Policy Act of 
2005, Section 1835, Split-Estate Federal Oil and Gas Leasing and Development 
Practices 

"Protective Leasing Stipulations: 
BLM notifies the public of their opportunity to participate and comment on the preparation of 
land use plans and amendments. BLM does not specifically notify individual surface owners 
that land use planning decisions are being made which could affect the oil and gas development 
actions on their surface. (Planning decisions include: No Lease; Lease with Standard Terms and 
Conditions; Lease with Major Constraints; Lease with Moderate Constraints; and are typically 
based on resources such as wildlife, steep slopes, wetlands.) 

BLM does not apply any stipulations specific to split estate. 

We recognize that the PElS at p2-28 suggests protection of existing geothennal 
features through stipulations. Such stipulations are not summarized or 
characterized at all, let alone with sufficient detail that an assessment of overall 
national or regional impacts to existing geothennal resources under any of the 
alternatives is even possible. 

Without inclusion of an adequate nationwide survey of existing geothennal 
features and hot springs, a nationwide or programmatic environmental impact 
statement is unable to systematically characterize the potential impacts to these 
vital resources. 

Significantly, the proposed stipulations would not require monitoring of nearby 
geothennal features that are outside of the geothennallease area. The potential 
impact of such an arbitrary segregation is not even discussed. 
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Dunton supports the proposed stipulation against new roads for geothermal 
development in inventoried roadless areas, such as the area surrounding the Lizard 
Head Meadows Tract. 

V. Conclusion. 

Overall, the PElS is an over-hasty attempt to "facilitate" and "expedite" federal 
geothermal leasing. In doing so, the PElS has simplified the analysis and avoided 
the hard look at geothermal development impacts and possible constraints and 
mitigations on 117 million acres ofBLM land and 25 million acres ofUSFS lands 
(non-Alaskan) that would be newly-opened to geothermal leasing. Dunton believes 
a case by case review needs to be conducted before declaring any federal land open 
to geothermal development, particularly near existing geothermal features. 

Absent appropriate supplementation, the PElS overall fails to meet NEP A 
requirements for comprehensive description and analysis of impacts to and 
potential mitigations of existing geothermal resources. Dunton asks that an 
approach that is highly protective of existing public and private geothermal 
features and hot springs, and which recognizes that the federally-reserved split 
estates do not automatically include the right to extract geothermal waters or heat, 
be adopted in all further environmental review of geothermal development. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to comment. We request and look forward to 
receiving notice of all future documents and decisions related the PElS. 

Very Truly Yours, 

Stephen B. Johnson Law Firm, P.C. 

-1/~&~ 
Stephen B. Johnson 

Encl. 
c. C. Henkel 

W. Goin 
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C-48-1 

The BLM and FS note the commentor’s role as a stakeholder for this project. 

C-48-2 

Specific impacts on water resources are more appropriately analyzed at the site-specific level due to 
variation in the resource by location. Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate 
state agencies, especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have 
regulatory authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water 
resources, including groundwater, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the 
permitting process. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further 
site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The 
BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user conflicts. 
Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

C-48-3 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and 
regulations, including the recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 
3000, 3200, and 3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws or regulations. 
While the BLM manages the geothermal resource (namely the heat), the state has primacy over the 
associated water resource. In accordance with state regulations, a lessee/operator will be required to 
apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right before actually attempting to recover geothermal 
resources. 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for leasing in the PEIS. 

C-48-4 

As stated above, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and regulations, 
including the recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 3000, 3200, and 
3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws or regulations. Addressing site-
specific issues is evaluated during the subsequent permitting process. The BLM and FS can apply 
conditions of approval on such permits to avoid and minimize any impacts to specific resources. While 
the BLM manages the geothermal resource (namely the heat), the state has primacy over the associated 
water resource. In accordance with state regulations, a lessee/operator must secure permits from the 
state before the BLM can issue a permit to drill either a temperature gradient well or a full-diameter 
exploration well. 

C-48-5 

Cement and casing of the well bore is designed to prevent mixing of reservoir zones. Although older 
casings can leak (more often in reinjection wells than production wells), they are inspected and tested to 
prevent this occurrence at regular intervals, and can be repaired. As stated in Section 4-4, impacts of 
development, utilization, and reclamation of geothermal resources include the potential for groundwater 



contamination. Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to minimize contamination. Federal, 
state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling in a prudent manner. Potential for 
contamination based on local soil types and groundwater conditions would be assessed prior to issuance 
of permits for development. 

C-48-6 

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and 
regulations, including the recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 
3000, 3200, and 3280). In addition, please see U.S. v. Union Oil Co. of California, 549 F.2d 1291 (9th 
Cir. 1977) and Rosette v. United States, 277 F.3d 1222 (10th Cir. 2002) and Rosette v. United States 
DOI, 142 N.M. 717, 169 P.3d 704 (2007) for decisions related to the authority of the federal 
government to issue leases for geothermal resources. 

Disputes over land title issues are outside the scope of this PEIS.  

 C-48-7 

As stated above, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and regulations, 
including the recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 3000, 3200, and 
3280). The PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws or regulations. Addressing site-
specific issues is evaluated during the subsequent permitting process. The BLM and FS can apply 
conditions of approval on such permits to avoid and minimize any impacts to specific resources. While 
the BLM manages the geothermal resource (namely the heat), the state has primacy over the associated 
water resource. In accordance with state regulations, a lessee/operator must secure permits from the 
state before the BLM can issue a permit to drill either a temperature gradient well or a full-diameter 
exploration well. 

Disputes over land title issues are outside the scope of this PEIS.  

C-48-8 

BLM Field Offices collaborate closely with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case of 
geothermal energy, where the states manage and have regulatory authority for water quality and water 
rights. New text was added to Procedures Prior to Leasing in Chapter 2 on coordinating with state 
agencies.  

Please see response to C-48-6 for laws and court decisions guiding geothermal leasing. 

 

C-48-9 

Stipulations would be applied to a land use plan if an administrative unit has the relevant features related 
to the stipulation (i.e. areas with wild and scenic rivers would have the wild and scenic rivers stipulation 
applied). Should an exception, waiver or modification occur, the BLM would analyze and document how 
the exception is in conformance with the land use plan. 



Setbacks, if any, from an adjudicated water right would be determined on a case-by-case basis. As states 
in the above responses, geothermal leasing is guided by law and regulations; the PEIS is not proposing to 
amend or change any of the laws or regulations. Addressing site-specific issues is evaluated during the 
subsequent permitting process. The BLM and FS can apply conditions of approval on such permits to 
avoid and minimize any impacts to specific resources.  

C-48-10 

The intent of the Proposed Action (specifically Section 2.2.2 Lease Stipulations) is to identify specific 
stipulations and the conditions that would trigger the application of the stipulations. After the Record of 
Decision, the 120 plans identified in the Final PEIS would be amended to incorporate the stipulations. 
Thus, if an area has a specific condition, then the appropriate stipulation would be applied (e.g., slopes 
over 40 percent would have a NSO stipulation). All lease sales will follow the leasing regulations. 

C-48-11 

Information is included in other Lease Stipulations-Protection of Geothermal Resources in Section 2.2.2. 

C-48-12 

As noted in the comment responses above, site-specific impacts on water resources, including 
groundwater, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. The 
BLM and FS would work with interested and affected parties, including other geothermal resource users, 
to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be 
developed, as necessary. Additionally, each prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for 
and obtain an adjudicated state water right before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources 
(see Section 1.5.1). 

C-48-13 

The commentor’s support for the proposed stipulation is noted. 

C-48-14 

The comment is noted. 
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that a 30-megawatt plant would result in 15 acres of land disturbance, and a 
20-megawatt plant would result in 10 acres of land disturbance, for a total 
disturbance of 25 acres. Existing Forest Service roads would be used to 
access the sites. Portland General Electric acknowledges that while over 
9,000 acres of land are included in the lease area, most of the land is not 
feasible to develop due to proposed wilderness areas, river riparian 
setbacks, steep slopes, cliffs, wilderness areas, ski areas, and protected 
watershed for The Dalles. Exploration activities for a 20-megawatt plant and 
a 30-megawatt plant are expected to involve approximately 12 temperature 
gradient holes, disturbing approximately 0.15 acre each, for a total 
disturbance of approximately 2 acres."] � [This application was filed in 
1974.] Energy Policy Lacking. The United States lacks a coherent energy 
policy ? simultaneously pursuing and subsidizing many different 
non-renewable and renewable energy sources in a haphazard fashion. We 
strongly urge the development of a comprehensive energy policy that 
integrates concerns over prices, consumer access, diversity of supply, 
national security, and environmental impacts including climate change 
impacts. Geothermal energy is subsidized through renewable energy portfolio 
standards, renewable energy tax credits, and by granting private parties 
access to public land and allowing them to degrade public values like clean 
water, wildlife habitat, and scenic beauty. These are not to be taken for 
granted. Climate Change We recognize the threat that climate change poses 
to earth systems, natural systems and human systems, and we share a strong 
desire to develop energy sources with smaller carbon footprints. Geothermal 
might be part of a comprehensive plan to avoid and mitigate climate change, 
but we have not seen the national policy commitment necessary to make a 
real difference. We are not too enthused about sacrificing public lands in 
order to develop geothermal energy if it will only reduce the rate of 
growth in demand for energy under a business-as-usual scenario. It would be 
much better if geothermal was helping to reduce absolute demand for energy 
and reducing dependence on fossil energy sources under a strong energy 
policy that emphasizes conservation and renewable energy.  Scope of 
approval is too broad Basically two thirds of Oregon is proposed to be 
eligible for geothermal leasing. The area recognized for its geothermal 
potential is so big and broad that it fails to offer any guidance on places 
that are more appropriate and less appropriate for development. An 
important purpose of this analysis and decision should be to point 
developers toward sensible and less environmentally and sensitive areas, 
such as already degraded areas near existing power lines and roads. 
Approval Criteria We urge the government to adopt stringent approval 
criteria that will avoid impacts to inventoried roadless areas, 
uninventoried roadless areas, mature & old-growth forests, Late 
Successional Reserves, Key Watersheds, Municipal watersheds, 
administratively withdrawn areas, riparian areas, carbon stored in 
ecosystems and soil, habitat for threatened  & endangered and other 
sensitive wildlife, ACEC, wild & scenic rivers, wildlife refuges, scenic 
areas. It is vital to carefully avoid and minimize impacts from all aspects 
of the geothermal development process, including exploration, new power 
distribution lines, access roads, staging areas, as well as production 
wells and generating facilities. The decisions resulting from the NEPA 
analysis must not grant carte blanche approval for lease sales. The 
analysis must be used to develop priorities where geothermal lease sales 
will be favored and areas where lease sales will be disfavored. The 
sensitive resource areas listed above should be generally disfavored. 
Failure to Consider All Reasonable Alternatives The EIS failed to consider 
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alternative criteria and mitigation that would better protect the 
environment. Such as those suggested in this letter. The EIS underestimates 
impacts. The EIS estimates that road access will impact 32 acres or less. 
Most of the proposed facilities in Oregon are likely to be in extremely 
remote areas, requiring extensive road construction. Furthermore, road 
impacts are not limited to the roadway itself. Roads have extensive edge 
effects, hydrologic effects, weed effects, and wildlife disturbance effects 
that radiate far beyond the road prism. The EIS described old growth 
forests in the ?affected environment? section but fails to adequately 
disclose the impacts of geothermal development on these resource in the 
?environmental consequences? section. The EIS seems to rely on the 
Northwest Forest Plan standards & guidelines for Late Successional Reserves 
(LSRs) to mitigate for the effects of leasing on the LSRs in the Mt Hood 
and Willamette NFs, but the EIS does not actally put the rubber to the road 
and apply the standards & guidelines to the specific geothermal proposals. 
One of the purposes of NEPA is to explain how proposed federal actions will 
comply with environmental standards, but this was not done. The EIS assumes 
that the National Forest roadless rule will be followed (no new roads in 
IRAs) but the EIS fails to disclose the adverse consequences if the Bush 
administration and their pro-extraction allies succeed in their ill-advised 
legal challenges to the National Forest roadless rule. The EIS also assumes 
that old growth forests will continue to be protected under the Northwest 
Forest Plan, but the EIS fails to recognize that the BLM itself has 
proposed the Western Oregon Plan Revision (WOPR) which would severely 
undermine the overall scheme of the Northwest Forest Plan and the 
protection it affords to old growth forests and LSRs. Even if the WOPR does 
not propose to directly change the rules for managing LSRs on the National 
Forests, the WOPR sill undermines the efficacy of the Northwest Forest Plan 
on the National Forests and its ability to conserve a functional and 
inter-connected old growth ecosystem as intended. The FS relies on BLM to 
do its part and maintain old growth habitat along critical connective areas 
between the different mountain ranges. The EIS completely misunderstands 
the Western Oregon Plan Revision. The EIS says, ?The Bureau of Land 
Management is currently revising the Salem RMP to align it with the 
Northwest Forest Plan.? The WOPR is NOT about alignment. It?s about BLM 
disengaging from the Northwest Forest Plan. See ONRC?s scoping comments on 
the WOPR. �  HYPERLINK 
"http://www.oregonheritageforests.org/resources/BLM_WOPR_ONRC.doc" ��  
http://www.oregonheritageforests.org/resources/BLM_WOPR_ONRC.doc�   Page 4-67 
of the EIS says that most sensitive and high quality old growth habitat is 
off-limits to geothermal development because it is located in ACECs, 
wilderness, and roadless areas. This is false, false, and false. First, BLM 
has completely abdicated it?s responsibility to identify extensive 
high-quality old growth forests as ACECs. See Oregon Wild?s recent proposal 
for an extensive network of old growth ACECs which was rejected by BLM �  
HYPERLINK 
"http://www.oregonheritageforests.org/resources/WOPR_Indyla_ACEC.doc" ��  
http://www.oregonheritageforests.org/resources/WOPR_Indyla_ACEC.doc�  
Second, wilderness areas generally were establish in high-elevation areas 
with mostly rock and ice and small trees, not in the low-elevation areas 
with large old growth favored by both the timber industry and endangered 
species. Third, after decades of dispersed clearcutting and road building, 
the few remaining inventoried roadless areas are too small to provide 
functional old-growth ecosystem. Most of the remaining old-growth is either 
in Late Successional Reserves, riparian reserves, or matrix and are not off 
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limits under this geothermal proposal, though they should be and we urge 
the government to take the steps necessary to protect the last remaining 
old growth forests. The EIS indicates that some mature & old-growth forest 
that provides suitable habitat for the Northern Spotted Owl would be 
destroyed in pursuit of geothermal resources on the Mt Hood and Willamette 
National Forests. The EIS falsely assumes that the NWFP functions as a 
recovery plan for the owl (EIS p 16-33) and fails to recognize the 
requirements of the final recovery plan for the Northern Spotted Owl 
(especially recovery action #32) which requires among other things that 
substantially all of the high quality spotted owl habitat be protected. See 
USFWS. 2008 Final Recovery Plan for the Northern Spotted Owl. �  HYPERLINK 
"http://www.fws.gov/pacific/ecoservices/endangered/recovery/NSORecoveryplanning.htm" ��  
http://www.fws.gov/pacific/ecoservices/endangered/recovery/NSORecoveryplanning.htm�  
 The use of groundwater during geothermal development will alter springs 
and surface water with significant impacts on aquatic organisms such as 
fish, aquatic insects, herptiles, and mollusks. The analysis of leases in 
Oregon is inadequate.  Chapters 15 and 16 in the EIS are like mini-EISs 
within the PEIS. The NEPA analysis of proposed site-specific leases in the 
Mt Hood National Forest and the Willamette National Forest are inadequate 
to support an informed decision whether to approve or reject those 
applications. The EIS does not adequately describe the location of the 
ground-disturbing activities, the conditions at those sites, all the 
sensitive ecological resources at those sites, and the site-specific 
ecological impacts at those sites. The reasonably foreseeable development 
scenario is merely a hypothetical, so the location and effects of 
development activities are hypothetical. Actual effects may vary. Actual 
effects of a poorly located geothermal energy project could be worse than 
described under the reasonably foreseeable development scenario. Further 
NEPA analysis will be needed to compare diferent concrete development 
proposals and make an informed decision based in the real world. We are 
concerned about combining the programmatic EIS and lease-specific EISs. In 
promoting this as a Programmatic EIS, many people may not be aware of the 
local project-specific nature of the proposals for the Willamette and Mt 
Hood National Forest. If these projects are approve and developed many 
people are going to be surprised. The proposed leases near Mount Hood have 
the following problems that should be avoided or mitigated: - Small piece in 
an IRA (Bluegrass Ridge addition to Mt Hood Wilderness, FS supports as 
Wilderness) - Includes lands to be designated as Wilderness by the Lewis and 
Clark Mount Hood Wilderness bill. - Includes lands that are in the drinking 
watershed of Hood River - Includes lands that are in the drinking watershed 
of the city of The Dalles - Overlaps the Wild and Scenic East Fork Hood 
River (part of Lewis and Clark Hood bill). - Overlaps Late Successional 
Reserve. - Likely other concerns as well. The proposed leases on the 
Willamette National Forest have the following problems that should be 
avoided or mitigated: - Overlaps the Mt Jefferson North IRA - Overlaps Mount 
Bruno unroaded area - It's entirely within an LSR. - Likely other concerns as 
well. The EIS does not adequately analyze the effect of geothermal 
development on the 9 Aquatic Conservation Strategy objectives set forth in 
the Northwest Forest Plan. The EIS does not adequately describe how 
geothermal development will affect the attainment of objectives for Late 
Successional Reserves which are to protect and enhance late successional 
forest conditions (NWFP ROD p C-9, C-11, ). Generally, removal of trees >80 
years old is not allowed in LSRs (NWFP ROD p C-12). Activities other than 
silviculture in LSRs must be ?neutral or beneficial? to late successional 
habitat. (ROD p C-16). ?Developments? in LSRs must be planned so as to have 
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the ?least possible adverse impacts? on LSRs. The potential benefits of new 
roads in LSRs must exceed the costs of habitat impairment (C-16). Project 
?locations? must be chosen to ?avoid? degradation of habitat (p C-17). 
Removing late successional forests to make way to geothermal development 
does not seem consistent with those objectives. The EIS also failed to 
consider the ?management assessments? for the affected LSRs.  EIS at pages 
15-32 and 15-33 is contradictory. It says that old-growth is both protected 
by the Northwest Forest Plan and would be removed. The analysis of 
recreation impacts ignores all recreation occurring outside of officially 
designated recreation areas. In fact, the Mt Hood NF is located near a 
large population center (Portland/Vancouver) and virtually the entire 
forest is used for recreation at various times and intensities. Given the 
large nearby population center the Mt Hood NF is considered to be crowded. 
Remote areas where visitors can find solitude are even more rare and 
valuable. The supposedly site-specific analysis in Chapters 15 and 16 
frequently refers to the generic description of effects on the programmatic 
EIS. The site-specific EIS needs to describe the effects of specific 
actions at specific locations not generically. The EIS does not disclose 
the effects of energy transmission corridors. Page 16-9 says that ?The 
length and alignment of transmission lines are not estimated here since 
these factors would depend upon the positioning of any power plant and the 
distance to the nearest electrical tie-in.? This is not adequate to support 
a supposedly site-specific NEPA analysis. In describing lease areas on the 
Willamette NF, the EIS (p 16-13) says ?land use is primarily limited to 
forestry and recreational use.? This ignores other important uses such as 
clean drinking water for the city of Salem Oregon, wildlife habitat, carbon 
storage, soil stability, nutrient cycling. The EIS needs to think in terms 
of ecosystem services, not just traditional human uses that occur in situ. 
Climate change It would be helpful if the EIS analysis of climate impacts 
would disclose the amount of fossil fuels that might be offset by specific 
proposals in Chapters 15 and 16 and compare that to the amount of fossil 
fuels that would need to be offset in order to reach targets for climate 
stabilization. On the other hand, the analysis should also disclose how 
much greenhouse gases would be released from native ecosystems disturbed by 
geothermal development and by fossil fuels used to design, manufacture, and 
build geothermal facilities. Please disclose whether proposed geothermal 
development will help meet increasing demand, or whether it will off-set 
fossil fuels in an atmosphere of declining energy use. If energy use 
continues to increase, adding a little geothermal to the mix is like 
slightly delaying the sinking of the Titanic. The authorized officer must 
retain the right to reject applications that are not in the public 
interest. The EIS says ?The authorized officer retains thediscretion to 
issue leases with stipulations that impose moderate to major constraints on 
use of surface of any leases in order to mitigate the impacts to other land 
uses or resources objectives as defined in the guiding resource management 
plan.? The government must retain even more rights that this. The must 
retain the right to outright reject projects that are not in the public 
interest. A programmatic EIS is simply not detailed enough to say that 
projects on almost 200 million acres can proceed with mitigation. N some 
cases, mitigation will not be enough and the authorized officer must retain 
the right to reject geothermal applications. Future NEPA analysis The DPEIS 
says, ?it is the intent of the BLM that, upon receipt of future nominations 
or applications for direct use, affected BLM offices would be able to 
conduct a DNA evaluation to make lease sale decisions without further plan 
amendments or NEPA analysis ? But this is contradicted by the following: 
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?The PEIS does not evaluate site-specific issues associated with geothermal 
exploration, drilling, utilization, or reclamation and abandonment. A 
variety of location-specific factors (e.g., soil type, watershed, habitat, 
vegetation, viewshed, public sentiment, the presence of threatened and 
endangered species, and the presence of cultural resources) varies 
considerably from site to site, especially over the 12-state project area.? 
We feel strongly that this programmatic NEPA analysis must be followed by 
rigorous site-specific NEPA analysis and that DNAs will not be enough. 
Given the variation in location-specific factors across the region and the 
fact that we don?t know what location any given geothermal facility will 
occupy, or the route that new access roads and transmission lines might 
follow, specific environmental effects of geothermal development cannot be 
captured in a programmatic EIS. Impacts on native ecosystems are not fully 
recognized. The Draft EIS says ?Reclamation is done on areas that are no 
longer needed for these activities, so the actual area of disturbance for 
an operating power plant is generally much less.? This ignores the 
consequences of exploration or other ?temporary? impacts that may affect 
old growth forests or other ecosystems in ways that are essentially 
irreversible. The EIS seems to assume falsely that all impacts are 
reversible, but they are not. Spreading weeds is essentially an 
irreversible effect. Page 4-67 of the EIS recognizes that removal of old 
growth forests is an irreversible impact, but the EIS falsely assumes that 
most of the high quality old growth is off limits to development. The 
analysis must be redone to acknowledge the real long-term impact of 
effectively irreversible development activities. Building roads for 
exploration or other purposes is another example of an essentially 
irreversible impact. Unavailable Lands for Geothermal Leasing BLM and the 
USFS are way behind the times in terms of identifying lands that should be 
off-limits to development. These agencies have an inherent conflict of 
interest in favor of economic exploitation of the lands under their 
control, while failing to take reasonable steps to protect and conserve the 
public vales that the American people expect from those lands. ?Public 
good? like clean water, wildlife habitat, biodiversity, public recreation 
areas, and carbon storage, are chronically under-produced because of the 
externalities which prevent landowners from capturing the economic value of 
those shared resources. Luckily these are public lands and the public can 
assert themselves to correct those market imperfections caused by 
externalities. BLM and the USFS should place more lands off-limits to 
development in order to ensure adequate production of under-produced 
?public goods.? Sincerely, � Doug Heiken �  �  �  �  Page �  PAGE � 2�  � � *�� � hMb^ 
??z???f?GQ??e??????\?1?u{?????*???\?????� U?e~?^?v?g????=?W???e? ?Y??O??????�  
?bY?cz}e?� 5???p?m~??????? ?O?Z??l?????/??� ? ?� ?� e?0Z??o?????bJ{{??g?b?j??k;� 2? 
??E ? x????A??????Wz~?J}E%? V????}_???,?Yg 
?MV?????f???S?Y[??S????}????S??Y?:????3??S??� knC??v#??z9u?????,;mo??V???� ? 
??>???? ????u� ???X??z?#?????� ?c?K?1?u?>???{?k}; ???K^E???\??_Y??????? 
{?f&wQ?5?n?:??{ze7??.??[??,?o?????}nc?7 ? mM?????????M???{??Q??????????}_?� ?3� �  
s??k� ?d???]o???^???com.apple.print.PageFormat.PMHorizontalRes 
com.apple.print.ticket.creatorcom.apple.printingmanager 
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O-49-1 

The document was prepared in accordance with the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (see Section 1.8.1). 

It is outside the scope of this document to amend the policy established by Congress. 

O-49-2 

The comment is noted. 

O-49-3 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or lease 
parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

Before issuing any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be 
compatible with the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations, such as Endangered Species Act Section 107 consultation and National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 consultation. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations 
and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  

O-49-4 

As noted in the above response, the authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject 
geothermal lease applications or lease parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

Before issuing any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be 
compatible with the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local 
laws and regulations, such as Endangered Species Act Section 107 consultation and National Historic 
Preservation Act Section 106 consultation. In addition, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that 
could be applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  

Please see response to comment O-49-8 for a detailed response to the roadless areas component of 
this comment. 

O-49-5 

In accordance with 40 CFR Section 1502.13, the purpose of and need for the proposed action is used to 
define a range of reasonable alternatives (purpose of and need for action is defined in Sections 1.2 and 
1.3). The BLM is making an allocation decision here, and adopting a list of stipulations, BMPs, and 
compliance procedures to be incorporated in the land use plans. The PEIS analyzes in detail the 
Proposed Action, a No Action alternative, and the Leasing Near Transmission lines alternative. The Final 
PEIS incorporates input from public comments on the Proposed Action. Another alternative considered 
but eliminated from detailed study included no leasing or development of geothermal resources on 
public or NFS lands (Section 2.4.1). As explained in Section 2.4.1, this alternative, which would have 
been the most protective (from a ground disturbance standpoint), was eliminated because it would 
violate the multiple use provisions of FLPMA and is inconsistent with the President’s National Energy 
Policy, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, and Executive Order 13212 and would not have fulfilled the 



purpose and need for the proposed action. The alternatives analyzed represent a range of acreages as 
potentially available for leasing. See CEQ’s Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning the CEQ’s NEPA 
Regulations, Question 1b (“When there are potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a 
reasonable number of examples, covering the full spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and 
compared in the EIS.”) In particular, the Leasing Near Transmission Lines alternative was developed 
based on public scoping comments to represent a limited development alternative. Instead of inventing a 
variety of alternatives that would lie between the alternatives presented, the BLM and FS elected to 
include protective measures (i.e., stipulations, BMPs, and compliance procedures) in each of the action 
alternatives. Further, those planning areas whose plans include more protective measures may elect to 
keep those measures in place, instead of the stipulations, BMPs, and compliance procedures presented in 
the Final PEIS.  

O-49-6 

The level of road construction required is likely to vary by location. The RFD discusses the general level 
of impacts. Prior to development and utilization, further site-specific environmental analysis and 
permitting will be required. 

O-49-7 

The analysis of impacts related to old growth forests is found on page 4-67 of the Final PEIS and 
provides a summary of all impacts that could occur should geothermal development occur in old growth 
forests. In all cases, site-specific NEPA analysis would occur to assess the impacts of projects within old 
growth habitats. This would include compliance with the Endangered Species Act, the applicable regional 
forest plan, and all other laws, policies, and regulations that protect old growth habitats. 

O-49-8 

The existing case law regarding the Roadless Rule is inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming 
District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated NEPA and the Wilderness Act (State of Wyoming 
v. US Department of Agriculture). The District Court ordered the 2001 Roadless rule “set aside” and 
“permanently enjoined.” This order is subsequent to a 2006 California District Court ruling that set 
aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. The United States Justice 
Department, on behalf of the Department of Agriculture, has filed motions with both the Wyoming and 
California courts seeking adjustments of those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither the Wyoming 
nor California District Court rulings bar the Department of Agriculture from promulgating other 
roadless area regulations. To address this inconsistency, the PEIS includes the following Department of 
Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If future legislation or regulations change the roadless area 
designation, the restriction would be revised along with any appropriate environmental review.” An 
appropriate NEPA review would be required prior to any changes to the Roadless Area Stipulation. 

O-49-9 

Thank you for your comment. The comment is noted. 

O-49-10 



While the document states that old growth forest could be removed as a result of geothermal 
development, the authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications 
or lease parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

It is also important to note that lands allocated as open are subject to existing laws, regulations, and 
formal orders, which could prohibit some lands from leasing.  

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

In regards to the USFWS 2008 recovery plan, it is not a regulatory document. It provides guidance 
about how recovery for the spotted owl can be achieved and provides methods to apply to FS and BLM 
forest management that will benefit northern spotted owl. Changes have been made to the document to 
clarify this. 

O-49-11 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater, would be 
addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, 
including public involvement, as appropriate. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed as 
necessary. As stated in Section 4-4, impacts of development, utilization, and reclamation of geothermal 
resources include the potential for groundwater contamination. Appendix D provides BMPs to address 
methods to minimize contaminations. Federal, state, and local regulations ensure that operators will 
conduct drilling in a prudent manner. Potential for contamination based on local soil types and 
groundwater conditions would be assessed prior to issuance of permits for development. 

O-49-12 

The purpose of the analysis in Volume II is to provide supplemental analysis to the PEIS for the site-
specific pending lease applications. Until a lease is obtained, an applicant cannot conduct the necessary 
drilling and data collection for establishing a definitive plan of development. Project-specific NEPA 
review will be conducted before drilling and any subsequent development.  

O-49-13 

As noted above, this document does predict a general level of anticipated future geothermal 
development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide full analysis 
of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to 
approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, 



including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease 
issuance stages. 

O-49-14 

The purpose of the analyses in Volume II is to provide supplemental analysis to the PEIS for the site-
specific pending lease applications. The analyses in Volume II are not stand-alone NEPA reports. The 
RODs for the 19 pending leases are dependant on the ROD for the PEIS and will be signed separately. 
Therefore, a timing break between the signing of the RODs for the PEIS and the 19 pending leases is not 
necessary. All of the backlogged pending lease applications were discussed during the scoping process. 
The Notice of Intent advertised the fact that the PEIS was assessing the backlogged lease applications, 
and a list of the pending lease applications were made available during scoping. Additionally, separate 
notices were published to inform the public about the analysis of pending lease applications on FS lands 
(see Section 6.2.1). 

O-49-15 

The comment is noted. 

All of the areas mentioned in the comment have been addressed. The Forest Supervisor has the 
discretion to remove these areas from the lease, to impose stipulations and BMPs on the lease, or to 
deny the lease to protect specific resources. 

O-49-16 

The comment is noted. These concerns have been addressed in the analysis. 

O-49-17 

Sections 16.1.2 and 16.3.2 thoroughly address the requirements of the ACS, including the requirement 
that no geothermal development occur in Riparian Reserves and the requirement for a Watershed 
Analysis for development in Key Watersheds. The Forest Supervisor will consider these requirements 
when issuing a decision notice with a FONSI to the BLM. Effects on the objectives cannot be assessed at 
this leasing phase of analysis, when concrete development plans are not available. 

O-49-18 

The document identifies LSRs and states clearly that they are protected under the NWFP. The 
authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or lease parcels 
prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

No development would occur in LSRs if it does not comply with the objectives outlined in the regional 
forest plan. Site-specific NEPA would also be conducted prior to any ground-disturbing activities that 
would further analyze the project, the exact location of old growth habitats, and the impacts that would 
result from any proposed development. 

O-49-19 



Section 15.3.2 states: “Additional discussion of impacts on land use and dispersed recreation from 
geothermal plant development is provided in Section 4 of the PEIS, under Land Use, Recreation, and 
Special Designations.” The Forest Supervisor would take these potential impacts into consideration when 
issuing a consent determination to the BLM. 

O-49-20 

Chapters 15 and 16 do not have specific project proposals or even locations to evaluate, so impacts can 
only be discussed at a general level. The Forest Supervisor will take potential impacts on resources into 
consideration when issuing a consent determination to the BLM and may impose stipulations or BMPs 
on the lease, remove areas from the lease, or deny the lease altogether. 

O-49-21 

No transmission line would be permitted until a specific project is proposed and a separate NEPA 
analysis is conducted. This separate analysis would consider transmission line impacts, if applicable. 
There is no specific project proposed at this time. 

O-49-22 

Text has been revised to address potential impacts from any future geothermal development to the 
drinking water aquifer. The analysis has addressed any specific wildlife habitat conservation areas that 
are protected, including LSRs, Riparian Reserves, and species-specific habitat areas.  

O-49-23 

The PEIS has been modified to include additional climate change discussion for affected resources. Please 
see the water, soil, vegetation, fish and wildlife, and other resource sections in the Final PEIS.  

A general discussion of the issue of offsets of greenhouse gas emissions is presented in Section 4.8.  

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

O-49-24 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications. 

It is also important to note that lands allocated as open are subject to existing laws, regulations, and 
formal orders, which could prohibit some lands from leasing. For example, if the BLM or FS determines 
that subsequent exploration, development, or utilization of lands would likely result in a significant 
adverse effect on a significant thermal feature within a unit of the National Park System, the lease would 



not be issued pursuant to the Geothermal Steam Act Amendments of 1988 (30 USC Section 1026[c]). 
Additional text has been added to Chapter 2 to clarify this point. 

O-49-25 

Although the BLM expects to be able to rely upon this analysis, combined with DNA evaluations to 
document NEPA adequacy, to make lease issuance decisions in the near term the issuance of a lease 
does not give the lessee the right to proceed with exploration or development (i.e., any surface-
disturbing activities beyond casual use) in the absence of further site-specific permits with associated 
environmental analysis. Once the plans are amended, the BLM can make decisions whether or not to 
issue geothermal leases in conformance with the amended land use plan on the basis of this PEIS. 
Following this amendment process, it is the intent of the BLM that, upon receipt of future nominations 
or applications for direct use, affected BLM offices would be able to conduct a DNA evaluation to make 
lease sale decisions without further plan amendments or NEPA analysis, unless special circumstances 
require additional environmental evaluation. The BLM and FS would conduct other environmental 
reviews to comply with other laws, including but not limited to the Endangered Species Act and 
National Historic Preservation Act, prior to issuing leases (see Section 2.2.2 Lease Stipulations, Best 
Management Practices, and Procedures). 

As noted in the responses above, there are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to 
approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, 
including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease 
issuance stages. 

O-49-26 

Discussion of impacts for old growth forests acknowledges the potential for irreversible impacts from 
future geothermal development activities. The PEIS states: 

Old growth forests, which may have never been physically disturbed by activities such as logging, 
typically contain centuries-old trees or other plants that cannot be reestablished and would be 
permanently lost. 

O-49-27 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and 
conditions. 
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                             FAX. 918-743-5595 
 
                            RONALDCBARR@COX.NET 
 
 
 
 
 
 
September 18, 2008 
 
Department of Interior 
Washington DC 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Thu 9/18/2008 4:09 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 

Page 1 of 4

9/19/2008http://ex14.myhostedexchange.com/exchange/geothermal_eis.empsi.com/Inbox/Mail%20f...



 
Dear Mr/Ms: 
 
The idea of the Programmatic Review is premature.  Because of the change in 
the leasing rules promulgated by the Energy Policy Act  of 2005, public 
lands can only be leased through competitive lease sales.   The Nevada BLM 
has not set a date for a new sale following the sale in August  2008 due to 
lack of nominations for new sales. The results from  the August sale were 
strong but it is important to realize the leases  that were offered were on 
lands where much work had been done over the  preceeding 20 years, mostly 
in the 1970s and early 1980s.  Very few lands  are available for future 
sales where similar work and results have  been completed and obtained. New 
exploration is necessary for geothermal to  grow but there is no incentive 
for private industry to explore. 
 
The entire leasing process must be revisited and  returned to the type of 
Open Leasing similar to the non-competitive  leasing program under 
which public lands were first offered in  1974.  At that time there were 
monthly simultaneous filing periods whereby  leases applications were filed 
during each month. On the first day of the next  month the applications to 
were opened and those that were not overlapped  were eligible for 
leasing.  Applications that overlapped each other by  less than 50% were 
issued by a coin toss for the overlapped  lands. When applications 
overlapped greater than 50% the Director of the  BLM would deem the area to 
be an "Area of Competitive Interest" and a  sealed bid auction would be 
held with the high bidder awarded the lease. In  each instance the leases 
were only issued pending an environmental  review. 
 
The work done is valuable but the programmatic EIS  should not be put in 
place.  The reason is that lands that may be  attractive could be located 
on lands excluded that could be developed with  remedial actions 
or other safeguards. The limitations of  available lands set out in the 
Programmatic Review are too  restrictive. Major fields could be needlessly 
put off  limits. 
 
In order to reach an output level where geothermal  can replace the 
energy to replace 1 million barrels of oil per day,  or comparable 
production of natural gas,  1 million acres per year must be leased in each 
of the next 10  years.  The type of calculation for this level of issuing 
leases  is contained in a paper presented at the Second United Nations 
Symposium of  the Development and Use of Geothermal Resources May  20-29 
1975,  "Geothermal Exploration: Strategy and  Budgeting" by Ronald C.  Barr 
pp. 2269-2271. The more leases that can be issued sooner, the more quickly 
geothermal can be used thus replacing natural gas for power generation in 
meaningful quantities. 
 
I urge that the Programmatic EIS not be  implemented while industry is 
allowed time to change the law to  enable a new leasing program that will 
increase the availablity  of public lands for exploration.  The work done 
to date can be  valuable in this regard. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
 
Ronald C. Barr, President 
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C-50-1 

The comment is noted. The PEIS does not alter the competitive leasing process as defined under Section 
222 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 

C-50-2 

The PEIS cannot alter the competitive leasing process as defined under Section 222 of the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005. 

C-50-3 

Constraints identified in this document would be applied as appropriate. Where the agency determines 
that particular stipulations may be inappropriate for a planning area, the procedure for waivers, 
exceptions, and modifications would be followed (Section 2.2.2 Lease Stipulation, BMPS, Procedures).  

Lands outside of the planning areas geothermal potential area identified in this document would not be 
prohibited from leasing; leasing would continue under the existing system outlined in Alternative A 
(Section 2.31). 

C-50-3 

The purpose of this PEIS is to facilitate the leasing process. Amending land use plans to include 
geothermal leasing should allow leasing to occur in a more expedited fashion than under the existing 
system. 
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BLS needs to add that it is open to exceptions when it comes to geothermal 
research. Two research areas are deep drilling to capture ten time the 
power from one well -- see Iceland Research IDDP. 
Secondly research needs to be accomplished to test the engineering of 
hydrogen capture from magma and water interaction -- see 
www.magma-power.com 
The potential hydrogen capture is enormous for example one Icelandic well 
vents 320 tons per year without any deliberate penetration of the magma. 
That quantity will run 75 fuel cell cars every day for many generations. 
 
Chuck Kezar 
Professor LSC 
Research Professor Geothermal 
 
 
************** 
Looking for simple solutions to your real-life financial challenges?  Check 
out WalletPop for the latest news and information, tips and calculators. 
(http://www.walletpop.com/?NCID=emlcntuswall00000001) 
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I-51-1 

This comment is outside the scope of the PEIS. 
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I-52-1 

The comment is noted. 

I-52-2 

The comment is noted. 

I-52-3 

As stated in Section 4-4, impacts of development, utilization, and reclamation of geothermal resources 
include the potential for groundwater contamination. Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to 
minimize contaminations. Federal, state, and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling 
in a prudent manner. Potential for contamination based on local soil types and groundwater conditions 
would be assessed prior to issuance of permits for development. 

I-52-4 

The comment is noted. 

I-52-5 

There are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource 
development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, including public involvement, 
as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 

As described in Procedures Prior to Leasing (Section 2.2.2), prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide 
the necessary stipulations to protect these resources.  
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On page C-4 of Appendix C in Preliminary List of ACEC status for 
Fluid Mineral Leasing, the District office for Las Cruces is 
misspelled.  Also, an ACEC, Rincon, is noted as "closed"  and "no 
surface occupancy." I suspect this is in error and the "closed and no 
surface occupancy" designations should be associated with the 
Organ/Franklin Mtns above Rincon in the table.  This is a serious 
mistake as Rincon is one of the high quality geothermal prospects in 
the Rio Grande rift. The local BLM office, Las Cruces, should review 
this issue.  The Federal sections around the Rincon area are covered 
with roads, a no longer used community dump, several communications 
towers, an aggregate pit or quarry, along with several abandoned 
manganese mines and prospects. 
 
James C. Witcher, Las Cruces, New Mexico 
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I-53-1 
 
According to the BLM New Mexico State Office and the Las Cruces Field Office, Rincon ACEC 
is closed to geothermal resource development. The Organ/Franklin Mountains ACEC is also 
closed. This status is based on the most current RMP update (1991). This has been updated in 
the Final PEIS, and the Las Cruces spelling has been corrected. 





Ormat Nevada, Inc. official PEIS comments 
 

Volume I: PROGRAMATIC ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
 

Executive Summary  
Comment on ES.5 ALTERNATIVES (Page ES-5)  
Comment: The Proposed Action, Alternative B, is recommended.  Alternative C – Leasing lands 

near transmission lines, is unacceptable.  Future transmission planning in the West will likely be 

guided, in part, by expanding access to renewable energy resources.  The existing U.S. 

transmission infrastructure is subject to modernization to meet 21
st
 Century energy needs.  With 

State RPS policies and federal incentives towards renewable energy, transmission lines will likely 

be built near clusters of renewable energy resource areas.  Thus, transmission will come to the 

resource. 

 

Comment on ES.6 REASONABLY FORESEEABLE DEVELOPMENT SCENARIO (Page 

ES-6) *Also mentioned on Table 2-6 on page 2-35  
“Most of the development would likely occur in northern Nevada, California, and Idaho, with the 

least amount in Wyoming and Montana.” & “While not evaluated in detail for large scale 

commercial electrical generation, Montana and Wyoming have potential for small scale direct use 

electrical generation.” 

 

Comment: While it is true that we reasonably expect less development in Montana and Wyoming 

than in other Western States, there is potential for larger-scale generation in both states.  We do 

not understand the extent of the resource in either state.  Although development would take place 

outside of the restricted boundaries at and around Yellowstone National Park and the Island Park 

KGRA, the existence of these massive geothermal anomalies suggests that Montana and 

Wyoming should not be written off entirely.  This is especially relevant in that hot water may be 

co-produced with oil and gas wells in the oil and gas producing regions of Montana and 

Wyoming that may be on federal lands.  We suggest that you do not make the statement that 

Montana and Wyoming only have potential for small scale direct use electrical generation. 
 

Comments on ES.7 Impact Analysis (Page ES-7) 
“If geothermal leases were developed, the following general adverse impacts would be 

expected…”  According to the PEIS, these include:  

 

“Short-term impact to ground water during drilling” & “Loss of other land uses, such as livestock 

grazing, on land occupied by geothermal facilities.” 

 

Comment on ground water: Can you please explain why the above statement is made that there 

would be short term impacts to groundwater from drilling operations?  

 

Comment on grazing: We have never heard of grazing as an issue for a geothermal project. There 

is no reason a project couldn’t be designated grazing if this were the area’s current use. 
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Chapter 1. Purpose of and Need for Action;  

Section 1.6. Areas with Geothermal Potential  

 

Comment on Figure 1-5, page 1-16  

Comment: In Arizona, the San Francisco Volcanic Field northeast of Flagstaff is not in the study 

area, despite receiving funding from the US DOE Geothermal Technologies Program for 

geothermal study for electric generation. Northern Arizona has typically been disregarded as an 

area of geothermal potential, and was left off the study area in the PEIS despite Ormat’s 

suggestion it be included.  The legal tracts encompassing this area are in: T23N, R8E 5 (SE 

corner), 4, 3, 2, 1; 8, 9, 10, 11, 12 (NW corner); 17, 16, 15 (NNW corner) +T24 N, R8E, 26 (SE 

corner), 25 (SSE half), 33 (SE corner), 34 (SSE half), 35, 36; T24 N, R9E, 30, 31; T23N, R9E, 5 

(NW corner).  This is based on public information provided by Northern Arizona University.  

 

 

Chapter 2. Proposed Action and Alternatives;  

Section 2.2. Proposed Action  

 

Comment on Section 2.2.1 Identify lands for leasing, page 2-7 
Comment: The COSO geothermal field is a perfect example of military operations working 

together with a geothermal operation. Thus, why is it stated the military reservations would be 

closed to geothermal leasing?  We believe the Department of Defense should be the agency to 

make decisions concerning leasing on military lands not the BLM or USFS. 

 

Comment on Section 2.2.1 Identify lands for leasing, Figure 2-5, page 2-11 
Comment: We believe that the PEIS is incomplete without identifying, on a state by state level, 

and/or whether any major KGRAs on this map are closed to leasing by statute or otherwise as 

defined by this document.  For example, in Volume III, Appendix F, you list hot and warm 

springs throughout the Western U.S., but make no mention of which are closed to leasing.  Might 

it be possible to do so?  The map labeled Figure 2-5 is confusing because it indicates significant 

land areas that are closed to leasing in several key areas.  The map suggests that much of the 

federal land in the Imperial Valley may be off limits to leasing.  The map also suggests that much 

of Cascade Range in Oregon may be off-limits to leasing.  This sends a confusing signal given the 

significant potential for geothermal power development in that region.  More specific maps would 

be beneficial. 

 

Comment on Section 2.2.2 No Surface Occupancy Lease Stipulations header, page 2-16 
Comment: Given the high level Section 106 consultation initiated for the PEIS, how will the areas 

of important cultural and archaeological resources (bullet 3) be known prior to the BLM/USFS 

issuing of the leases?  These areas are already mitigated during a project development scenario 

including avoidance as required by existing federal laws. 

 

Comment on Section 2.2.2 Other Lease Stipulations header, page 2-18 
“Any leases that contain thermal features (e.g., springs or surface expressions) would have a 

stipulation requiring monitoring of the thermal features during any exploration, development, and 

production of the lease to ensure that there are no impacts to water quality or quantity.” 

 

Comment: Sometimes water quality and quantity are subject to natural changes. This statement 

presumes that all changes would be caused by geothermal operations.   
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Comment on Section 2.2.3 – Amend Land-use plants, Page 2-26 
“The land use plan does not assess the reasonably foreseeable development scenario for 

geothermal development, or the analysis requires updating.” 

 

Comment: We understand that some land-use plans up for amendment may not include 

geothermal because they have not identified areas of high geothermal potential.  However, in oil 

and gas producing areas such as the San Juan Basin in Southwest Colorado and Northeast New 

Mexico, the Uinta Basin in eastern Utah, and other oil and gas producing areas in the Western 

U.S. could have geothermal fluids co-produced with oil and gas wells on federal lands.  In Utah 

for instance, over 2,700 drilling permits were issued 2004 and 2005 (with over 54% on federal 

lands).  2005 broke state records at the time for new permits with 1,628; almost double the 

amount of permits issued in 2003.  With so many wells potentially being drilled in this region, 

there may be geothermal co-produced with oil and gas wells.  We would hope that each 

individual well that is already permitted to produce oil and/or gas would not be subject to an EIS 

for geothermal fluids should they want to use this untapped free source of heat energy. Thus, we 

request that co-production and Enhanced or Engineered Geothermal Systems (EGS) be added to 

the PEIS so that it will also facilitate geothermal energy development at existing oil and gas 

operations in the Western United States. An EGS description should also be added as a potential 

operation at any geothermal resource that is leased given the interest in this technology the United 

States Government, particularly the Department of Energy.   

 

Comment on Section 2.2.4 and, Table 2-4 Pending Lease Applications, page 2-27  
Comment: This should be consistent with Chapter 10 of the PEIS that expands on why these 

leases need site-specific review to determine whether to lease or deny leasing. 

 

Chapter 2: Section 2.5. Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario 

Comments on Section 2.5.1, RFDs for Electrical Generation (Indirect Use), pages 2-40, 2-41, 

2-42, 2-43, 2-45, and 2-46 
Comment – Page 2-40, Table 2-8:  Drilling 6 temperature gradient wells - .05 to .15 acre/well.  

This is only a 46 x 46 feet to 80 x 80 feet for a well pad.   It may be necessary to bring in a rig 

that would require a wellpad up to 150 x 150 feet.   

 

Comment – 2-42:  “Most temperature gradient wells are drilled with a small rotary rig…similar to 

that used for drilling water wells, or a diamond-coring rig, similar to that used for geologic 

sampling in mineral exploration and civic works projects. Neither rig of this size requires 

construction of a well pad or earth moving equipment unless the site is sharply graded.”  This is 

inaccurate. It is usually necessary to grade and build a wellpad for the drilling of temperature 

gradient holes.  Can you please explain if you have information and/or data that support the 

assumption given?  

 

Comment – 2-42: “Several temperature gradient wells are usually drilled to determine both the 

areal extent of the temperature anomaly and where the highest temperature gradient occurs. Each 

drill site could disturb approximately 0.10 acres.”  See comment for Table 2-8. 

 

Comment – 2-43:  “Once exploration has confirmed a viable prospect for commercial 

development and necessary leases have been secured, the drilling of exploration wells to test the 

reservoir can proceed.”  Typically, the first step is leasing a prospective piece of land.  Then 

surface exploration and temperature gradient drilling will commence.  Additional leases may be 

secured for areas around the original leasehold if such testing indicates potential outside the 

existing leasehold.  However, typically, a strong lease position must be secured before any major 

testing can begin. It is too expensive to perform exploration prior to a lease position today. 
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Comment – 2-45:  “a 50 MW (net) power plant could require up to 25 production wells and 10 

injection wells”  Typically a 50 MW (net) power plant may require between 12 to 15 production 

wells and 5 to 7 injection wells.  Your estimates are quite high and give the indication of far more 

significant surface disturbance.  

  

Comment – 2-45:  “A geothermal power plant is typically supported by pipeline systems in the 

plant’s vicinity…Pipelines are usually 24 to 36 inches in diameter” They could be as small as 8 

inches depending on the type of pipeline. 

 

Comment – 2-45:  “In general, plants have about 1½ to even miles of pipes with a corridor width 

of about 25 feet.”  The word “even” does not make sense and only 1.5 miles of pipeline is a very 

small number.  It would be a very small well field to only have 1.5 miles of pipeline. 

 

Comment – 2-46:  “Electric transmission lines—Transmission lines may range in length 

from 5 miles to 50 miles with a corridor width of approximately 40 feet. Wooden poles would 

most likely support them, and one acre could be disturbed per mile of transmission line.”  A 40 

foot corridor would disturb almost 5 acres of land, not one.  A 230 kV transmission line would 

require a larger corridor than 40 feet although it could be built on an H-frame wood pole 

structure.  

 

 

Chapter 3. Affected Environment  

Section 3.7. Water Resources and Quality  
 

General Comment on Section 3.7 
Comment: Groundwater resources have not historically been impacted by geothermal 

development. The agencies with oversight for geothermal drilling and well completion insure that 

the casing and cement design protect any groundwater aquifer.  Surface water has been impacted 

temporarily by spills; however, these have not caused long term impacts nor have they caused 

cumulative impacts.  It is presumptuous to assume that geothermal exploration or development 

will impact groundwater resources of any kind.  

 

Comment on Section 3.7, page 3-72 
Comment: “Groundwater is the primary water resource that is potentially affected by geothermal 

exploration and development”.  It is misleading to suggest that groundwater is impacted by 

geothermal resources.  Although a geothermal resource is similar to groundwater, it is not a 

drinking water source due to its chemistry and its temperature. 

 

Comment on Section 3.7, page 3-74 
Comment: “Although the boundaries of groundwater and surface water resources do not 

always coincide, the discussion below is organized by surface water (hydrologic) regions.”  

Based on geology and hydrology, geothermal reservoirs are separated from cold water ground 

water aquifers by barriers of rock, usually clay. 

 

Comment on Section 3.7, page 3-80 
Comment: On the discussion of hot springs at the top of the page, it is assumed that hot springs 

are connected to drinking water aquifers. This is an incorrect statement as the temperature of the 

hot springs and the total dissolved solids and mineral content makes them non potable. 
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Comment on Section 3.7, page 3-84 
Comment: In the 2

nd
 paragraph, this is the first time “geothermal reservoirs” are mentioned in this 

section.  Although the write-up on hydrologic regions is interesting there needs to be a section 

explaining the relationship between hydrologic regions and geothermal reservoirs and why it is 

relevant to the leasing of BLM/USFS lands for geothermal energy.  

 
Chapter 3: Section 3.8 Air Quality and Climate  

Comment on Section 3.8.1, page 3-96 
Comment: The Clean Air Interstate Rule (CAIR), which was struck down by the U.S. Court of 

Appeals for the D.C. Circuit in July of 2008, applied to states that shared borders with urban areas 

that are in non-attainment for criteria pollutants regulated by the EPA pursuant the Clean Air Act.  

This applied to such interstate metropolitan areas such as Washington DC, Virginia, and 

Maryland, as well as New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut.  It was not applied to the Western 

United States involved with the PEIS. 

 

Comment on Section 3.8.2, page 3-98 
Comment: “Due to its minute emissions, an operating geothermal energy development would 

most likely be exempt from air toxics emissions regulations.”  Add – “depending on the types of 

technology and local attainment status”.   

 

Chapter 3: Section 3.13. Livestock Grazing 

Comment on Section 3.13, pages 3-160 to 3-162 
Comment: Geothermal projects could be designed to minimize impacts to grazing by the routing 

and design of the pipeline systems.  Projects have been designed and are operating that minimize 

any impact to animals that roam.  Grazing should not be a deterrent to leasing for geothermal.  

 

Chapter 4. Environmental Consequences 

Section 4.15. Tribal Interests and Traditional Cultural Resources 

 

Comment on Section 14.15.2 – How were the potential effects of geothermal leasing on tribal 

interests and traditional cultural resources evaluated? Page 4-117 
Comment: Why can’t site specific Section 106 consultation be completed for the lease 

applications that were pending as of January 1, 2005?  This would serve to expedite exploration 

and development supporting the United States’ goal of energy independence.  

 

Page 4-118 – Bullets at the bottom of the section  
Comment: Please identify the geothermal resource areas that are within the setting of a National 

Register-eligible site, including traditional cultural properties and areas with important cultural 

and archaeological resources including Native American sacred sites. 

 

Chapter 6. Consultation and Coordination  

Section 6.6. Potential Adoption of the PEIS by Other Organizations  

 

Comment on Table 6-1: Consultation Invitation Letter Mailing Address, Page 6-10 
Comment: The Shasta Nation of Siskiyou County, California is missing from this list. 
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VOLUME II: ANALYSIS FOR PENDING LEASE APPLICATIONS 
12. EL CENTRO FIELD OFFICE LEASES  

Section 12.1. Introduction 

 

Comment on Section 12.1.2 page 12-2; State Implementation Plan for PM10 in the Imperial 

Valley, Executive Summary, Final (1993) 
“The pending lease application sites fall within the Salton Sea Air Basin, which is classified as a 

nonattainment area for inhalable particulate matter with a diameter less than 10 micrometers 

(PM10), based on Federal Clean Air Act standards.”  

 

Comment: The Salton Sea Air Basin is also in nonattainment for Ozone. It is suggested that the 

Imperial Valley Air Pollution Control District be contacted for more current information.   

 
Comment on Section 12.1.2 page 12-2; Imperial County General Plan (2003)           
“Growth within Imperial County is directed by the Imperial County General Plan. 

Geothermal energy development is addressed in one of the Plan’s nine elements, Geothermal and 

Transmission Element. Imperial County has no direct land-use jurisdiction over public lands; 

therefore, neither the General Plan nor the Imperial County zoning regulations are directly 

applicable to activities proposed on public lands.” 

 

Comment: The Geothermal and Transmission Element was updated October 17, 2006.  Proposed 

leases CACA 046142 and 043965 are bounded to the north and south by private lands that would 

be under the jurisdiction of Imperial County. Thus, it is very likely a project would be developed 

that involved both the BLM and the County. 

 

Section 12.3. Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences 

Comment on 12.3.6 Water Resources – Page 12-20 – Mitigation 
Comment: As stated in the document, surface water from the Imperial Irrigation District is the 

primary source of water for this area.  Groundwater is generally unusable.  Requiring an 

assessment of a project’s impacts should only be required if the project is going to use 

groundwater in a significant amount. 

 

Comment on 12.3.7 Air Quality and Climate; Page 12-21 under Setting, 2
nd

 paragraph.   
Comment: This conflicts with page 12-2 and the sentence doesn’t make sense. Misspelling of 

“and” to “are?” 

 

Section 12.4 References 

Comment on Section 12.4 References – Page 12-50  
Comment: The reference to the 2003 Imperial County General Plan needs to be updated with the 

October 17, 2006 update listed above. 
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VOLUME III: APPENDICES 

Appendix D: Best Management Practices - Mitigation Measures 

 

Comment on Appendix D: Land use, Recreation, and Special Designations, Page D-4 
“An access road siting and management plan shall be prepared incorporating existing BLM 

standards regarding road design, construction, and maintenance such as those described in the 

BLM 9113 Manual and the Surface Operating Standards for Oil and Gas Exploration and 

Development (i.e., the Gold Book).” 

 

Comment:  Historically the “Gold Book” has not been applicable to geothermal operations.  Is 

this a policy change by the BLM?  If this is a change, the Categorical Exclusions authorized for 

the oil and gas should also be applicable to geothermal operations. 
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C-54-1 

The commentor’s support for Alternative B is noted. 

C-54-2 

RFDs have been added for Montana and Wyoming at levels of 20 MW by 2015 and 50 MW by 2025 for 
each state. No data were available for these states, but the parallel to Colorado was drawn due to the 
similarity in resource base across the Rocky Mountain Region. 

C-54-3 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater, would be 
addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, 
including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM and FS would work with interested and affected 
parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be 
developed, as necessary. 

C-54-4 

The resource uses compatible with geothermal use are likely to vary depending on site-specific 
conditions. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM 
and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. 
Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

C-54-5 

As discussed in Section 1.6, Areas with Geothermal Potential, the geothermal potential area used to 
delineate the planning area for the PEIS was developed in a collaborative manner with Federal and state 
agencies, universities, industries, research organizations, and experts in the field based on areas with a 
reasonable likelihood for development activity in the near future.  

C-54-6 

The discretionary closure referred to states where military lands would be closed to leasing only 
“where geothermal development would conflict with the military mission.” See Section 2.2.1 Lands 
Identified for Leasing. 

C-54-7 

As noted in Section 1.9.3 (Scope of Geographic Information System Data and Graphics), the best available 
data were used in preparing the PEIS. However, there are limitations with datasets. The figures are 
meant to be illustrative to provide context. All of the criteria for allocating lands as open or closed are 
provided textually in Chapter 2 and can be used for assessing site-specific areas.  



C-54-8 

As stated in the PEIS, Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS 
will consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and the potential for geothermal 
energy development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act. 

C-54-9 

The comment is noted. 

C-54-10 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed at the lease site. 

Lessees may propose any type of available technology. All development, utilization, and reclamation 
activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

C-54-11 

The information in these two areas of the document are consistent. Chapter 2 provides an overview, 
whereas Chapter 10 provides more depth. 

C-54-12 

Text was added to the footnote that this is a representative average across all exploratory well 
locations. In general, for exploratory drilling, a large well pad is not required. 

C-54-13 

The RFD estimate is a representative average across all exploratory well locations. In general, for 
exploratory drilling, a large well pad is not required. 

C-54-14 

The RFD estimate is a representative average across all exploratory well locations. In general, for 
exploratory drilling, a large well pad is not required. 

C-54-15 

The key point of this sentence is that drilling to produce geothermal fluids cannot occur until a lease is 
obtained.  

C-54-16 

The estimate of wells is based on a literature review and input from industry about plants throughout 
the Western US. The actual number of wells is dependent upon a variety of factors. 



C-54-17 

Text was added about the size being as small as eight inches. 

C-54-18 

“Even” was changed to “seven.” 

C-54-19 

One acre was changed to “about five acres.” 

C-54-20 

The PEIS discusses that modern drilling practices reduce the potential for these types of impacts. 
However, as with any complex activity and natural conditions, the potential for these impacts is always 
present. Due to the programmatic nature of this PEIS, addressing great variations in location, 
environment, technology, and methodologies is not possible. The RFD describes the range of potential 
impacts from future geothermal development. 

C-54-21 

The text in Section 3.7 has been clarified to read “Geothermal resources primarily involve the presence 
and characteristics of available heat and geothermal fluids (water, steam, or a mix). Groundwater is 
more likely than surface water to be potentially impacted by geothermal exploration and development.” 

C-54-22 

The section is discussing groundwater and surface water resources on a regional scale. The interrelation 
of groundwater within geothermal reservoirs and groundwater outside of geothermal reservoirs is more 
dependent on local conditions. Text has been added to Chapter 4 to discuss the hydrological 
connection, or lack thereof, of geothermal reservoirs to other groundwater sources. See response to 
comment 1-2-4. 

C-54-23 

The discussion of hot springs is meant to be independent of water quality. The organization of this 
section of the Draft PEIS was surface water, groundwater, groundwater quality, and then hot springs. 
This has been changed to surface water, hot springs, groundwater, then groundwater quality to avoid 
further confusion.  

C-54-24 

The section is discussing groundwater and surface water resources on a regional scale. The interrelation 
of groundwater within geothermal reservoirs and groundwater outside of geothermal reservoirs is more 
dependent on local conditions. Text has been added to Chapter 4 to discuss the hydrological 
connection, or lack thereof, of geothermal reservoirs to other groundwater sources. See response to 
comment 1-2-4. 



C-54-25 

The comment is noted, and references to the Clean Air Interstate Rule have been deleted. 

C-54-26 

The document was revised as recommended. 

C-54-27 

The resource uses compatible with geothermal use are likely to vary depending on site-specific 
conditions. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM 
and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user conflicts. 
Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary. 

C-54-28 

The BLM and FS are consulting with the tribes on the pending lease applications. Section 4.15.2 is 
focused on the programmatic level and acknowledges that consultation would have to occur once there 
are formal lease nominations in the future.  

C-54-29 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

C-54-30 

The Bureau of Indian Affairs provided the list of federally recognized tribes for consultation. The Shasta 
Nation of Siskiyou was not included in this list but has been added to the project mailing list. Prior to 
individual leases being included in a lease sale, coordination with local affected tribes would be initiated. 

C-54-31 

The comment is noted; however, per the title of the section being referred to, the State Implementation 
Plan is for PM10, not ozone. 

C-54-32 

The 2003 General Plan was used in preparation of the PEIS. The comment is noted regarding Imperial 
County’s involvement. 

C-54-33 



Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water rights. Site-
specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater, would be addressed as part of the 
environmental analysis for the permitting process.  

C-54-34 

The BLM presumes that the perceived conflict is that page 12-21 of the Draft PEIS says the air basin is 
nonattainment for both PM10 and ozone, whereas page 12-2 only mentions PM10. Page 12-2 does not 
mention ozone because the subsection is addressing the State Implementation Plan, which relates to 
PM10 but not ozone. 

C-54-35 

The 2003 General Plan was used in the preparation of the PEIS. 

C-54-36 

The “Gold Book” is a well known source for BLM road and construction standards that are directly 
applicable to the types of development that also occur for geothermal resource development. It is not a 
change in policy.  

 

 

 



 
Medicine Lake Citizens for Quality Environment, Inc. 

Save Medicine Lake Coalition 
PO Box 34 

Mount Shasta, CA 96067 
Phone: 530- 926-5514   ~  Fax: 530-926-1598 

 
 
 

September 19, 2008 
 
Sent via e-mail and US Postal Service 
 
Draft Geothermal Leasing PEIS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 
 
Re: Programmatic Draft EIS for Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States 
 
Dear Sirs, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft PEIS for geothermal leasing. 
 
The Save Medicine Lake Coalition, which is comprised of the Medicine Lake Citizens 
for Quality Environment, the Klamath Forest Alliance and the Fall River Wild Trout 
Foundation, was organized over 10 years ago. We are a diverse group consisting of 
concerned property owners, environmentalists and recreation users including campers, 
hunters, fishermen, snow enthusiasts and everyday people who care about protecting the 
pristine qualities of the Medicine Lake Highlands from the long-term and significant 
impacts of geothermal industrial development. The natural forest surroundings of the 
Medicine Lake Highlands are located in the Modoc, Klamath and Shasta-Trinity National 
Forests in the Cascade Range of northeastern California.  
 
First and foremost, the Medicine Lake Highlands (MLH) must be declared CLOSED to 
all geothermal leasing and the geothermal industry itself. The on-going controversy 
surrounding the proposed MLH geothermal projects will never go away if it is not closed. 
The Draft PEIS fails to mention the pending legal actions that are taking place there; 
including the federal lawsuits and the geothermal lease renewals that have been deemed 
invalid by the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals. 
 
Our organization’s initial response to the Draft PEIS is one of skepticism and concern in 
regards to the Bureau of Land Management and the US Forest Service’s accelerated and 
vast approach to geothermal leasing on public lands. A staggering 77% of lands (192 
million acres) under their jurisdiction, within the twelve contiguous western states and 
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Alaska, could be impacted by the consequences of the programmatic decisions regarding 
geothermal leasing. The PEIS opens the door for maximum geothermal leasing and 
development of our forests and public lands. The existing rules and regulations in the 
agencies land use plans will be amended to fast track and support geothermal leasing. 
 
We consider the geothermal leasing PEIS to be an enormous undertaking that merits 
thorough studies of the impacts to public lands and natural resources prior to issuing any 
leases. 
 
In regards to the general level of environmental review in the Draft PEIS, the PEIS and 
amendments to the agencies land use plans should require site-specific environmental 
review prior to project approvals. The review process must include public notification, 
public comments and a requirement to address the full range of environmental and 
cumulative impacts.   
 
…………………………………………………………………………………………….. 
 
The following comments are based on 10 years of first-hand experiences in dealing with 
geothermal leasing and the proposed geothermal developments in the pristine and sacred 
Medicine Lake Highlands. The Highlands are not being directly analyzed in this 
document, but the decisions and conclusions found in the PEIS may have a distinct and 
direct affect upon leasing in the Highlands. These comments are meant to be directed at 
the Draft PEIS through the use of geothermal examples and situations that have occurred 
in the Medicine Lake Highlands and which could happen anywhere in the vast scope of 
the PEIS western states leasing scenario.  
 
Geothermal lease holders and developers must not be given exclusive rights to 
explore and develop all geothermal leases (PEIS 4.1.1, vol.1). The PEIS must give 
the federal agencies a clear and unrestricted right to deny a lease project without 
the threat of a “takings lawsuit” by the lease holder/developer.  
 
The exclusive lease rights scenario played out in the Medicine Lake Highlands when the 
USFS and BLM initially denied the Telephone Flat Geothermal Development Project in a 
May 31, 2000 Record of Decision (ROD). Shortly after receiving the negative ROD, the 
developer threatened to sue the agencies via a $100 million dollar lease takings lawsuit, 
subsequently the agencies yielded to pressure and reversed the Record of Decision in 
favor of the leaseholder. Heated appeals and federal lawsuits still surround the 
controversial geothermal leases and the proposed geothermal projects in the sacred and 
pristine Medicine Lake Highlands. 
 
Table 2-7, page 2-35: 
The Table shows that the Medicine Lake/Glass Mountain area has a vast commercially 
viable RFD capacity of 480 mega-watts. Are the Table 2-7 figures based on past 
geothermal exploration activities and well venting from the 1980’s or are the figures  
based on the more recent Fourmile Hill Geothermal Exploration Drilling Project’s 
meager temperature gradient results at well pad 88-28? Either way, the projected 480MW 
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figure is exaggerated and misleading in regards to the likely MW capacity of the 
Highlands. It is the developer’s pipedream….elevate the MW figures and the 
Medicine Lake Highlands will never be considered or closed to geothermal leasing or 
development. 
 
Unfortunately, Table 2-7 simply raises the red flag of skepticism regarding the accuracy 
of the leasing information and the MW calculations behind the RFD scenario in the 
programmatic document.   
 
Table ES-1, page ES-4:  
The table shows little difference in Alternatives B and C when it comes to leasing for 
Direct Uses. The environmental impacts of geothermal leasing/development for Direct 
Use will most likely be minimal and benign. But the impacts from leasing for the Indirect 
Use scenario will neither be minimal or benign. The Final PEIS needs to discuss the 
West-side Energy Corridor PEIS, mentioned on page 1-34, vol.1 1.14.3, and the impact 
it may have on the agencies selecting either Alternative B or Alternative C.  
 
GROUND DISTURBANCE: Table 2-9, pg. 2-47 Cumulative range of Acre 
Disturbance for the RFD 
The PEIS impact analysis mistakenly claims that the typical surface disturbance total for 
a geothermal generation project is between 53 to 367 acres. The proposed Medicine Lake 
Geothermal Projects, both the Fourmile Hill Project at 388.5 acres (Vol. 1, pg.2-12, 
Geothermal Development Project FEIS/EIR) and the Telephone Flat Project at 518 acres 
((Telephone Flat FEIS/EIR, pg. ES-1, including 15 acres per transmission line mile, 23 
miles) are actually much larger than their FEIS/EIR estimates. The Fourmile Hill 388.5 
figure includes a 10 acre power plant site with 2.5 acre drill sites which were actually 
clear-cut and enlarged to over 20 + acres and 15+ acres each respectfully; see Exhibit 1 
Fourmile Hill power plant site photos and Exhibit 2, Fourmile Hill drill site 85-33 photo.  
 
Since the Medicine Lake Geothermal Projects are considered typical 48 to 49 MW power 
plants, the PEIS under-estimates the actual ground disturbance foot print that geothermal 
leasing, exploration and development will actually create. It is a huge miscalculation 
which will significantly affect more geothermal leasing acres. The geothermal surface 
disturbance calculations need to be readjusted and analyzed in the Final PEIS. 
 
 
IMPACT ANALYSIS, page ES-7  
The PEIS claims to analyze a reasonably foreseeable development scenario to assess the 
likely impacts from subsequent development and the combined effects from leasing and 
development in the planning area. The PEIS’s impact analysis is a white wash that barely 
covers the significant and adverse environmental impacts that could occur via geothermal 
leasing. 
 
NOISE IMPACTS:  
The PEIS pg. ES-7 erroneously claims that geothermal operations would have minimal 
noise impacts. Figure 3-23 Comparison of Sound Pressure Level and Sound Pressure, 

 3

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
O-55-8

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
O-55-6

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
O-55-7

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
O-55-9



pg.3-219, vol.1 and Table 3-42, pg.3-220, vol.1 should use geothermal drilling rig noises 
and power plant operational noises to make viable noise comparisons. The noise impacts 
at rural Medicine Lake would be constant and inconsistent with the peaceful sounds of 
the surrounding forests. Make-up wells would be drilled throughout the summer months 
when recreation activities flourish. The silence of the snowbound winters would be 
shattered by the endless 24-7 drone of the power plant turbines along with well venting 
and maintenance activities. Noisy wintertime sno-cats hauling men and equipment to and 
from the power plants would not only assault the auditory senses but would interrupt 
wildlife patterns as well.  
 
RECREATION LOSSES: 
The PEIS pg. ES-7 claims that there would be some loss of recreation opportunities from 
energy infrastructure although new roads could provide access for additional recreation 
opportunities. At the Fourmile Hill Geothermal Project, the public was threatened with 
prosecution and jail time if caught trespassing on the Project roadways. The roads at the 
Geysers in Lake and Sonoma County, California are not open to the public. New roads 
associated with geothermal development will not likely provide for public access or 
enhance recreational opportunities. Hunting, hiking and site-seeing, that was once the 
norm on public lands will now be restricted by geothermal developments and by 
developers who consider public access trespassing as well as a safety liability. 
 
GROUND WATER IMPACTS:  
The PEIS pg. ES-7 claims short-term impacts to ground water during drilling. 
Geothermal drilling is the foundation of geothermal exploration and development. 
Drilling is the main component of geothermal development. As old wells peter-out, new 
make-up wells are drilled to maintain sufficient steam supplies to keep the power plant 
generating. Millions upon millions of gallons of ground water are needed for both drilling 
and power plant operations. Geothermal drilling and development demands in-depth 
analysis of water useage. 
 
PEIS pg. 4-40, Vol.1 quote, “Substantially depleted groundwater supplies or interfered 
substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net deficit in aquifer 
volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level; “or “Resulted in uses or 
facilities that would substantially degrade surface or groundwater quality;” or “Resulted 
in changing conditions so that the geothermal resource itself was degraded.” 
 
PEIS pg. 4-43, Vol.1 quote, “There is a moderate risk for moderate to high impacts on 
groundwater supplies from the use of groundwater for geothermal activities.” 
 
PEIS pg.4-45, Vol.1 states, “withdrawing shallow groundwater or surface water for 
cooling purposes could affect nearby springs.” 
 
The only groundwater in the Medicine Lake Highlands is found in the Medicine Lake 
caldera. The caldera’s shallow fresh water aquifer is also connected to the surface waters 
of Medicine Lake, Little Medicine Lake, Bullseye Lake, Blanche Lake and Paynes 
Springs.  
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All of the lakes and springs in the caldera, including the fresh water aquifer, are 
recharged by yearly snowfall. Because Medicine Lake and the freshwater aquifer are 
directly related, geothermal drilling and development will have a distinct and significant 
impact upon the groundwater and the water levels of the lakes and springs.  
 
California’s continuing drought has vastly affected the water level of Medicine Lake, 
dropping the lake level to near record lows. The drought has also affected water levels in 
the shallow groundwater aquifer, which in turn has adversely affected the local cabin 
owner’s water well levels. 
  
The proposed dual flash power plants for the Medicine Lake Highlands have a significant 
potential to deplete the groundwater as well as change the surface and spring waters 
throughout the caldera; in depth analysis and mitigation measures must focus on 
eliminating these impacts.  
 
The Geysers have incorporated and now depend on nearby city sewage treatment plants 
to replenish their dwindling geothermal resources via waste water pipelines. The 
Medicine Lake Highlands does not have any large suburban populations to draw waste 
water from for steam resource regeneration. The closest water supply, beyond Medicine 
Lake, lies to the north in the Klamath Basin where a continuing battle over water rights 
issues is being waged by local farmers, the fishing industry and Native Americans.   
 
To protect the West’s vital watersheds, lakes, rivers and springs the PEIS needs to 
incorporate in-depth hydrological studies and analysis to fully determine the impacts of 
geothermal development upon those resources. 
 
AIR EMISSION INCREASES:   
The PEIS pg. ES-7 makes vague claims that the only time that air emissions will 
increase is during the drilling and construction phases of geothermal developments. The 
PEIS fails to disclose that the projected 480MW power plant capacity of the Medicine 
Lake Highlands, translates into the construction of ten 48MW power plants in a 7 year 
span. And the PEIS also fails to mention that each power plant requires make-up wells be 
drilled to supply new steam resources to the power plants, usually on an annual basis. 
 
Ten power plants and numerous drilling rigs spewing toxin laced steam and polluting 
emissions into the Highlands, once pure atmosphere, could adversely affect the two Class 
1 Air Sheds that are located in Lava Beds National Monument, 10 miles to the north.  
 
Geothermal exploration activities, especially during drilling and well testing, regularly 
requires the venting of highly toxic emissions into the atmosphere which include 
geothermal gases, steams and brines which have been reported to cause adverse 
environmental and human health impacts. Construction expansions, periodic maintenance 
and facility upgrades of the power plants, pipelines and production/injection wells often 
result in toxic emissions and geothermal fluid releases into the surrounding environment, 
None of these impacts are analyzed in the PEIS.  
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS: 
PEIS pg ES-7-8 says that degradation would occur but it would be relatively minor. 
With the proposed fast-tracking PEIS leasing changes, by 2015, less than 7 years, the 
peaceful and pristine Medicine Lake Highlands recreation area could be transformed into 
an industrial wasteland by ten 49 MW geothermal power plants producing some 480MW. 
The degradation will hardly be minor; the cumulative impacts will be long-term, adverse 
and significant. Cattle won’t even be safe grazing there (pg.ES-8). 
 
 
ENHANCED GEOTHERMAL SYSTEMS: (Pg.1-9, vol.1) 
The use of Enhanced Geothermal Systems (EGS) should be prohibited until verified 
technology, research and development proves it to be a safe practice. Calpine Corporation 
has proposed using the highly controversial and experimental EGS acid process to 
stimulate the meager stream resource in the Medicine Lake Highlands. Calpine basically 
proposed to inject a 50,000 gallon cocktail containing extremely toxic hydrofluoric and 
hydrochloric acids into a production well, that hadn’t been used in 20 years, in the hopes 
of stimulating the insufficient steam resource.   
 
The questionable EGS process may be an acceptable practice in 3rd world countries 
where environmental protection is not an issue, but not in the US, not in the Highlands 
and not in a 20 year old production well whose casing has been ravished by time and the 
elements. The direct risks and significant impacts of the EGS acid process are little 
known and the Medicine Lake Highlands and other sensitive environments should not be 
a testing ground for them. 
 
EGS requires NEPA analysis and can not be tiered to this PEIS because its impacts have 
not been analyzed in this document. 
 
SOCIOECONOMIC IMPACTS: 
The socioeconomic impact is one-sided in favor of the geothermal industry. It does not 
analyze the cost to our public lands or the impacts it will have on established recreation 
areas. It doesn’t mention rural communities or counties that depend on recreation income 
and how industry could effect change. The remote Medicine Lake recreation area has no 
services…no gas stations, no stores, no restaurants and neither telephone nor electric 
service. User’s totally depends on the surrounding communities, located 25-50 miles 
away, to provide services. Recreation is the mainstay of Siskiyou and Modoc Counties, 
the remote Highlands recreation values are an asset to county coffers.  
 
Economic feasibility studies (un-biased) need to be analyzed in the Final PEIS.  
 
WILDERNESS /ROADLESS AREAS: 
The PEIS will be used to amend the agencies land use plans and it will be tiered to 
analyze specific projects. Wilderness and Roadless areas must be excluded from 
geothermal leasing and development. If not closed to leasing and development the Mount 
Hoffman Roadless Area in the Medicine Lake Highlands will be violated and dissected 
by the proposed and preferred geothermal transmission line corridor.  
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RECLAMATION AND ABONDONMENT: PG. 4-6, VOL.1 
All disturbed lands would be reclaimed in accordance with BLM and FS standards, and 
land uses and activities could resume. It’s been over 20 years, many abandoned drill sites 
are scattered across the Medicine Lake Highlands, littering the forest landscapes with old 
well heads, oozing sumps and rusting debris, what standards actually exist for 
reclamation? Who is responsible or cares about enforcing agency standards?  
 
The Final PEIS needs to address financial bonding for reclamation that reflects prevailing 
expenses that adjust for inflation throughout a projects lifetime. 
 
 
ALTERNATIVES: 
The Draft PEIS really only gives us two alternatives, B&C. Alternative A is not an 
alternative, but simply a means to compare the action alternatives B&C. The Final PEIS 
needs to analyze a broader set of alternatives. There is a huge spread between A, No 
Action and B, 192 MILLION ACRES! 
  
Alternative B should not be chosen because of the vast acreage that would be affected 
without adequate environmental review or protection for places such as the Medicine 
Lake Highlands or other special lands. 
 
Alternative C would be somewhat less harmful to the western environment than 
Alternative B, because fewer acres would be impacted by geothermal leasing and indirect 
geothermal development. Even though Alternative C limits leasing to a 20 mile corridor, 
10 miles from centerline from existing transmission lines, it still does not protect other 
places and special lands from development. 
 
……………………………………………………………………………………………. 
 
The Medicine Lake Highlands should never become a geothermal testing ground, 
sacrificed by new geothermal leasing rules and regulations that allow for controversial 
and experimental exploration and development practices; geothermal practices and 
projects that are driven by hefty state and federal subsidies; subsidies for a questionable 
renewable energy source that will never be the silver bullet for our country’s seemingly 
insatiable energy appetite.  
 
The Medicine Lake Highland’s remote and pristine forests and lakes should be preserved 
for generations to come. The Highlands are steeped in cultural history and abound with 
sacred sites that are honored by countless Native Americans. The Highlands vast 
recreational qualities draw thousands of visitors annually enjoying camping, hiking, 
picnicking, fishing, hunting, scenic vistas or observing the wildlife and botanical species 
which flourish there. The Medicine Lake Highlands must be closed to controversial 
geothermal leasing and development forever. 
 
Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this important PEIS leasing issue. 
Please keep our group on your information mailing list. We are incorporating by 
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reference any and all comment made by the Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center, 
the Pit River Tribe and the Stanford Environmental Law Clinic. 
 
Sincerely, 
   
Janie Painter  
 
Janie Painter, chair 
Medicine Lake Citizens for Quality Environment/Save Medicine Lake Coalition 
 
Cc: 
Debbie Sivas, Stanford Environmental Law Clinic 
Kyle Haines, Klamath Forest Alliance 
Mike Fitzwater, Fall River Wild Trout Foundation 
Michelle Berditschevsky, Pit River Tribe 
Peggy Risch, Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center 
Laurence Crabtree, USFS, Modoc National Forest 
Tim Burke, BLM, Alturas Field Office 



O-55-1 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide 
the necessary stipulations to protect these resources.  

O-55-2 

The comment is noted. 

O-55-3 

There are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource 
development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, including public involvement, 
as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. 

O-55-4 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or lease 
parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively.  

It is also important to note that lands allocated as open are subject to existing laws, regulations, and 
formal orders, which could prohibit some lands from leasing.  

The text in Section 4.1.1 has been corrected. As noted in Section 1.11.1 BLM Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis, “…the issuance of a lease does not give the lessee the right to 
proceed with exploration or development (i.e., any surface-disturbing activities beyond casual use) in the 
absence of further site-specific permits with associated environmental analysis.” As discussed in Section 
1.5.1, geothermal leasing is guided by law (e.g., Geothermal Steam Act) and regulations, including the 
recently revised geothermal leasing and development regulations (43 CFR 3000, 32000, and 3280). The 
PEIS is not proposing to amend or change any of the laws or regulations.  

O-55-5 

As noted in the sources for Table 2-7, the RFD relied on the findings of research by the Department of 
Energy and a Western Governor’s Task Force on geothermal resources, which included experts from 
government agencies, academia, industry, and research organizations. 

O-55-6 

Alternative C was analyzed based on existing transmission lines, not on those proposed in the West-
Wide corridor EIS. 

 

 



O-55-7 

Disturbance footprints from any given geothermal development vary based on the technology, the 
location and distribution of the geothermal and hydrological resources, the climate, and many other 
factors. The RFD in the PEIS is based on a literature review and collaboration with geothermal 
development experts to contain an average expected range of disturbance. 

O-55-8 

The comment is noted. 

O-55-9 

Thank you for your comment. We have included a statement in the Executive Summary and in Chapter 
4 to clarify potential changes to noise characteristics in remote areas.  

O-55-10 

The resource uses compatible with geothermal use are likely to vary depending on site-specific 
conditions. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM 
and FS would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource 
conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary.  

O-55-11 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including surface water, groundwater, 
and water importation, would be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting 
process. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis, including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM and FS 
would work with interested and affected parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. 
Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be developed, as necessary.  

O-55-12 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

See Section 4.8.3 for the discussion of air quality impacts for all stages of leasing and development. 



Although it is occasionally necessary to drill additional wells after a plant goes online, each well would be 
subject to additional environmental review and state air quality permitting requirements, including 
mitigation and monitoring, as appropriate. 

O-55-13 

As stated in the above responses, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive bidding process, the BLM 
or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide the necessary stipulations 
to protect these resources.  

O-55-14 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site: therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1 BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

O-55-15 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-55-16 

As discussed under Section 2.2.2, areas Congressionally designated as Wilderness Areas would likely be 
closed to leasing. Regarding roadless areas, the existing case law regarding the roadless rule is 
inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated 
NEPA and the Wilderness Act (State of Wyoming v. US Department of Agriculture, 07-CV-17-B, Wyoming 
District Court, Cheyenne, Wyoming [2008]). The District Court ordered the 2001 Roadless rule “set 
aside” and “permanently enjoined.” This order is subsequent to a 2006 California District Court ruling 
that set aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. See California ex re. 
Lockyer v. US Department of Agriculture, 459 F.Supp.2d 874 (N.D. Cal 2006). The United States Justice 
Department, on behalf of the Department of Agriculture, has filed motions with both the Wyoming and 
California courts seeking adjustments of those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither the Wyoming 
nor California District Court rulings bar the Department of Agriculture from promulgating other 
roadless area regulations. To address this inconsistency, the PEIS includes the following Department of 
Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If future legislation or regulation change the roadless area 
designation, the restriction would be revised along with any appropriate environmental review.” An 
appropriate NEPA review would be required prior to any changes to the Roadless Area Stipulation. 

O-55-17 

All reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 
There are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource 
development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, including public involvement, 
as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. BLM’s new 



geothermal leasing regulations require bonding for exploration, building a well pad, drilling a well, and 
developing the resource. See 43 CFR subparts 3214 and 3215; 43 CFR 3251.14, 3261.18, and 3273.19. 
Under these regulations, bonds will not be released until BLM has determined that all wells are plugged 
and abandoned and the land is reclaimed. 

O-55-18 

In accordance with 40 CFR Section 1502.13, the purpose of and need for the proposed action is used to 
define a range of reasonable alternatives (purpose of and need for action is defined in Sections 1.2 and 
1.3). The BLM is making an allocation decision here and adopting a list of stipulations, BMPs, and 
compliance procedures to be incorporated in the land use plans. The PEIS analyzes in detail the 
Proposed Action, a No Action alternative, and the Leasing Near Transmission lines alternative. The Final 
PEIS incorporates input from public comments on the Proposed Action. Another alternative considered 
but eliminated from detailed study included no leasing or development of geothermal resources on 
public or NFS lands (Section 2.4.1). As explained in Section 2.4.1, this alternative, which would have 
been the most protective (from a ground disturbance standpoint), was eliminated because it would 
violate the multiple use provisions of FLPMA and is inconsistent with the President’s National Energy 
Policy, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, and Executive Order 13212 and would not have fulfilled the 
purpose and need for the proposed action.  

The alternatives analyzed represent a range of acreages as potentially available for leasing. See CEQ’s 
Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, Question 1b (“When there are 
potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a reasonable number of examples, covering the full 
spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the EIS.”) In particular, the Leasing Near 
Transmission Lines alternative was developed based on public scoping comments to represent a limited 
development alternative. Instead of inventing a variety of alternatives that would lie between the 
alternatives presented, the BLM and FS elected to include protective measures (i.e., stipulations, BMPs, 
and compliance procedures) in each of the action alternatives. Further, those planning areas whose plans 
include more protective measures may elect to keep those measures in place, instead of the stipulations, 
BMPs, and compliance procedures presented in the Final PEIS. 

O-55-19 

The commentor’s concerns about Alternative B are noted. 

O-55-20 

The commentor’s preference for Alternative C and concerns about Alternative C are noted. 

O-55-21 

As stated in the responses above, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive bidding process, the BLM 
or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide the necessary stipulations 
to protect these resources. This review would include consultation with appropriate Native American 
Tribal Governments, as necessary. 
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SARAH PALIN, GOVERNOR 

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF OIL AND GAS 

September 19, 2008 

Jack Peterson 
Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi, 182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, California 94105 

fax - 1-866-625-0707 
e-mail- geothermal_EIS@blm.gov 

Re: Comments on BLM's Geothermal PElS 

0550 WEST 7TH AVENUE, SUITE 1400 
ANCHORAGE, ALASKA 99501-3650 

PHONE: (907) 269-8431 
FAX: (907) 269-8918 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on BLM's Progranrmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing in the Western 
United States (PElS). 

Governor Sarah Palin has expressed a strong commitment to cxploring and 
developing alternative forms of energy in the State of Alaska. including 
geothermal power. She supports BLM's efforts to make geothermal sites on 
federally owned land available for geothermal development in a timely and 
effiCient manner. 

We support the recommended alternative B described in the PElS as it pertains 
to Alaska. which facilitates making the maximum land available for leasing 
outside of the areas that are closed to geothermal leasing by laws. regulations 
or Executive Orders. We anticipate cooperating with your agency to identifY 
specific sites with geothermal potential in Alaska and encouraging their 
development. 

In addition, we support alternative B for pending lease application sites AK 
084543, 084544 and 084545, located on Bell Island in the Tongass National 
Forest, with appropriate stipulations and protections. 

We appreciate BLM's movement toward addressing the backlog of pending 
geothermal applications and the initiation of a PElS that will facilitate prompt 
adjudication of future applications on federal land. 

"Develop, Conserve, and Enhance Natural Resources for Present and Future Alaskans." 
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09/19/2008 13:28 FAX 907 269 8943 SOA DIV OF OIL & GAS I4i 002 

9/19/08 
Page 2 of2 

The state has consistently held tll.e position that all ANCSA (d)(l) withdrawals 
should be revoked because the purposes for which they were withdrawn have 
long been met. State participation in the BLM land use planning process for 
BLM lands within the geothermal planning area in Alaska will continue to push 
for the revocation of the withdrawals and opening to mineral entry, including 
geothermal exploration and development. 

Sincerely, 

Acting Director 

Post·ltO Fax Note 7671 

TO 
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A-56-1 

The commentor’s support for Alternative B is recognized. 

A-56-2 

The commentor’s support for the pending lease applications on Bell Island is noted. 

A-56-3 

The commentor’s support for the PEIS is noted. 

A-56-4 

The comment is noted. Under the PEIS, lands withdrawn under Section 17(d)1 are identified as closed 
to geothermal leasing under non-discretionary closure. 

 



 
 

NPS Letterhead 
 

September 19, 2008 
 

L2360 
 
 
 
To: Director, Bureau of Land Management 
 Attn: Jack G. Peterson 
 
From: /s/Acting Director Dan Wenk 
 
Subject: Comments on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for  
 Geothermal Leasing in Eleven Western United States and Alaska 
 
The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the subject document and offers the following 
general and detailed comments for your consideration.  Please note that our detailed comments 
are set forth in Attachment 1.   
 
The Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Geothermal Leasing in the 
Eleven Western United States and Alaska was prepared in keeping with the requirements of the 
Energy Policy Act of 2005, which calls for increasing the availability of geothermal energy 
sources through a competitive lease sale process.  To meet these requirements, the Bureau of 
Land Management (BLM) and U.S. Forest Service (USFS) will be amending numerous land use 
planning documents to allow for increased geothermal leasing.   
 
Under the Geothermal Steam Act Amendments of 1988 (30 U.S.C. §1026), Congress identifies 
sixteen units of the National Park System that contain significant thermal features (see 
Attachment 2).  In order to protect these features, Congress directs that the Secretary of the 
Interior must “determine based on scientific evidence if exploration, development or utilization 
of the lands subject to the lease application is reasonably likely to result in a significant adverse 
effect on a significant thermal feature within a unit of the National Park System.”  If it will, the 
Secretary “shall not issue such lease.” [30 U.S.C. §1026(c)].  In addition, the 1988 Amendments 
direct that stipulations be included in leases and drilling permits to protect the noted park units in 
the event that development is only “reasonable likely to adversely affect” the designated 
significant thermal features [30 U.S.C. §1026(d)].   
 
While the Draft PEIS properly does not analyze leasing in any unit of the National Park System, 
the Final PEIS needs to analyze the potential impacts of leasing outside twelve park units that 
contain designated significant thermal features in the study area of the Draft PEIS.  Because the 
Draft PEIS does not address this statutory requirement, it identifies areas as open to leasing with 
stipulations when many of these areas should be identified as closed to leasing.  The Draft PEIS 
also does not adequately address the need for stipulations in leases and permits to protect the 
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twelve parks from adverse affects that are reasonably likely to occur.  We ask that these two 
oversights be corrected before issuing the Final PEIS.  The discussion in Attachment 1 under 
Crater Lake National Park illustrates the significant thermal features at risk, the state of the 
science, and why leasing adjacent to the park conflicts with the 1988 Amendments.   
 
In addition to the special protection afforded certain park units under the 1988 Amendments, it is 
important to note that impacts to other park resources and values in all units of the National Park 
System located in the study area should be evaluated in the Final PEIS.  The mission of the NPS 
is to protect units of the National Park System and to provide for their enjoyment in a manner 
that will leave them unimpaired for future generations.  Because activities associated with 
geothermal development have the potential to adversely impact such areas, the BLM must take 
into consideration such impacts in light of the Secretary of the Interior’s duties under the NPS 
Organic Act before issuing leases and approving site-specific projects.  Among other things, the 
Organic Act directs that “[t]he authorization of activities shall be construed and the protection, 
management and administration of these areas shall be conducted in light of the high public 
value and integrity of the National Park System and shall not be exercised in derogation of the 
values and purposes for which these various areas have been established, except as may have 
been or shall be directly and specifically provided by Congress.” (16 U.S.C. §1a-1) 

The NPS also urges the BLM and USFS to include in the Final PEIS an evaluation of potential 
impacts to a variety of other special status areas for which the NPS has some programmatic 
responsibilities.  Such areas include properties on the National Register of Historic Places, 
National Historic Landmarks, National Natural Landmarks, National Trails, National Wild and 
Scenic Rivers, and lands acquired under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Program and 
Federal Lands to Parks Program.   

To ensure that the congressionally designated significant geothermal features in park units are 
protected, and opportunities to mitigate impacts to thermal features in other park units and are 
factored into leasing decisions, we would like to arrange a meeting of experts from our bureaus 
along with experts at USGS.  The meeting would be a means for identifying needed research, 
monitoring techniques and protection measures.  We also think it would be advantageous for our 
two bureaus, along with USGS, to enter into a Memorandum of Agreement on how we will 
engage each other in carrying out the provisions of the 1988 Amendments.  Kerry Moss of the 
NPS Geologic Resources Division will be contacting Bureau staff shortly.  He can be reached at 
303-969-2634 or by e-mail at kerry_moss@nps.gov.   
 
 
Attachments 
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 3

ATTACHMENT 1 
 

NPS Comments on Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
for Geothermal Leasing in Eleven Western United States and Alaska 

 
I. Overall Comments 
 
NPS Units With Designated Significant Thermal Features 

The Final DEIS needs to contain a table and a map that depict the location of designated 
significant thermal features in park units under the 1988 Amendments.  As a sample, the table 
below lists six units of the National Park System in Alaska and their designated significant 
geothermal features.  Most of these are volcanoes and associated features, which are being 
monitored by the USGS.  At present, many of the potential geothermal lease areas indicated in 
the Draft PEIS overlap park units with designated significant thermal features which could lead 
prospective lessee to explore near lands administered by the NPS that should be off limits from 
exploration and leasing by statute. 
 

GEOTHERMAL FEATURES IN UNITS OF THE NATIONAL PARK SYSTEM IN ALASKA 
 
PARK DGGS 

Site # 
GEOTHERMAL FEATURE 
TYPE 

LOCATION 

ANIA AA-34 Warm Mineral Springs, 23ºC West of Surprise Lake in Aniakchak Caldera, 
56º55’43”N by 158º06’00”W. Aniakchak 
Crater erupted in 1930s. 

BELA NC-3 Serpentine Hot Springs, 75ºC Hot Springs Creek, 65º51’25”N by 
164º42’33”W 

GAAR NC-15 Warm Springs,   Reed River warm springs (122ºF, 57ºC) @ 
65º51’25”N by 164º42’33”W, Alatna River 
area warm springs @ 67º16”00N by 
155º06’20”W, Lower Kugrak River warm 
springs @ 69º19”48”N by 144º02”38”W. 
(Note: these coordinates may not be correct.) 

KATM SC-3 Volcano, fumaroles @ 94 ºC Mt. Martin @ 58 º10’N by 155 º21’W 
 SC-4 Volcano, fumaroles Mt. Mageik @ 58º 11’45” N by 155º 15’ 

10”W 
 SC-5 Volcano, fumaroles Mt. Griggs @ 58º 21’15”N by 155º 05’ 30”W 
 SC-6 Volcano, fumaroles Mt. Katmai @ 58º 15’44”N by 154º 58’ 

31”W 
 SC-7 Volcano, fumaroles @ 29 ºC Trident Volcano @ 58º 14’ N by 155º 05’ W 
 SC-8 Volcano, fumaroles @ 89 ºC Snowy Mtn @ 58º 27’24”N by 154º 20’ 

56”W 
 SC-9 Volcano, fumaroles  Kukak Volcano @ 58º 20’09”N by 154º 40’ 

12”W 
  Volcano, fumaroles Four-peaked Mtn, recently reactivated 
 SC-10 Volcano, fumaroles @ 93ºC Mt. Douglas @ 58º 51’31”N by 153º 32’ 

34”W 
LACL SC-12 Volcanoes Mt. Iliamna, with steaming fumaroles, @ 
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.60º01’57”N by 53º05’24”W. 
 SC-13  Mt. Redoubt, erupted in 1989/90 @ 

60º29’15”N by 152º44’30”W. 
WRST SC-18 Volcano Mt Wrangell, 86ºC fumaroles @ North Crater 

@ 61º59’34”N by 144º01’16”W. 
 SC-19 Copper Glacier Warm Springs 20ºC @ 62º05’22”N by 143º48’22”W 
 SC-17 Upper Klawasi mud volcanoes,  17 ºC on flanks of Mt. Drum @ 62º 04’ 52”N 

by 145º 00’ 17”W. (Note these features are 
entirely within Ahtna Native Regional 
Corporation lands with private lands between 
these features and the power grid near 
Glennallen, AK. NPS does not have 
jurisdiction over these lands and features.)  

  Lower Klawasi mud volcanoes  20 ºC @ 62º 03’ 27”N by 145º 13’ 20”W 
Data from oversized Map “Geothermal Resources of Alaska, 1983” by the Division of Geological and Geophysical 
Surveys, Alaska Department of Natural Resources, @ 
http://www.dggs.dnr.state.ak.us/webpubs/dggs/mp/oversized/mp008_sh001.PDF 
 
Regarding the evaluation of subsistence uses for the Alaska leases, we note that the Draft PEIS at 
1.13.16 identifies the requirement; however, evaluations for these leases are not included or 
otherwise referenced in the Draft PEIS.  The usual practice in Alaska is to attach the ANILCA 
Section 810(a) subsistence evaluation as an Appendix.  We recommend that the Final PEIS do this 
as well.   
 
Chapter 1 
 
As previously mentioned, the Geothermal Steam Act at 30 U.S.C. §1026(c)(1) prohibits leasing 
of lands where the Secretary has determined that development is “reasonably likely to result in a 
significant adverse effect” on a statutorily designated significant thermal feature within 16 units 
of the National Park System. Twelve of the 16 units exist in the study area of the Draft PEIS.  
The Draft PEIS properly identifies this as one of the statutory prohibitions in Chapter 1.5.2, but 
there is no further description of how and when a determination will be made, what areas it may 
apply to, or how the NPS will be engaged in such determinations.  This Congressional 
requirement establishes additional restrictions that need to be incorporated in the Final PEIS.  
There are many areas of BLM and USFS lands surrounding designated significant thermal 
features in park units where development may result in a significant adverse effect even with 
mitigation.  These areas, by statute, must not be leased.  In 1998, BLM revised its federal 
geothermal leasing regulations at 43 CFR Part 3200 to incorporate the statutory direction 
contained in the 1988 Amendments. 
 
Unfortunately, in most cases, insufficient studies have been conducted to date to aid in making 
the determination called for under the 1988 Amendments.  In the face of this lack of data, it is 
important that the BLM exercise caution and err on the side of protecting the statutorily 
designated thermal features in the noted park units.  A case in point is the inconclusive findings 
of a 1991 USGS study in which USGS evaluated the potential for geothermal development in the 
Corwin Springs, Montana area north of Yellowstone National Park impacting Mammoth Hot 
Springs located five to ten miles inside the park boundary (1991, Sorey, U.S. Geological Survey 
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WRIR 91-4052).  While this report concludes that larger scale developments could impact the 
Mammoth Hot Springs, it cites a lack of sufficient data with which to draw conclusions with 
more certainty.  Given that all of Yellowstone National Park is designated as a significant 
thermal feature, this study points to the need for extreme caution in issuing leases outside this 
park.  As a result, the Final PEIS needs to address this uncertainty at Yellowstone National Park 
and the other 11 park units.  
 
For the Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area designation (1994, Water Rights Compact 
State of Montana and National Park Service, MCA 85-20-401), national, state and local 
geothermal and hydrogeological experts conducted a regional assessment.  The experts were 
directed to delineate the area where there was any potential for water well development to affect 
the geothermal system within the boundary of the park.  While this study is instructive, it is 
inconclusive with regard to the impacts that could emanate into Yellowstone National Park from 
geothermal development outside the park. It is important to note that the water well study did not 
consider release of pressure or cooling of rock via dry thermal system development, concerns 
that would be of issue in geothermal development.   
 
Chapter 2 
 
The proposed action, as stated in Chapter 2.2, includes the identification of areas that are open to 
leasing with possible moderate to major constraints and areas that are closed to leasing.  In 
Chapter 2.2.1., the Draft PEIS further describes non-discretionary closed areas to include lands 
within congressionally designated areas such as park units and wilderness areas.  In Chapter 
2.2.1., closed lands also include areas that could be closed based on BLM and USFS 
administrative discretion such as ACECs, NLCS, etc. Given the explicit language in the 1988 
Amendments and BLM regulations, the Final PEIS needs to account for the non-discretionary 
closures required to protect the designated significant thermal features in park units. This area 
could be sizeable.   As noted in our cover memorandum, the NPS will be following up with 
BLM and USGS experts to ensure that the special protection afforded park units under the 1988 
Amendments are properly carried out. 
  
Chapter 4 
 
It is important to recognize that significant thermal features are only the uppermost portions of 
one or more geothermal flow systems driven by heat sources at depth.  A geothermal flow 
system includes hydrologic recharge, transmission, heating, and discharge components.  To 
adequately assess impacts to significant thermal features, all potential changes to this entire 
geothermal flow system must be considered as well as the degree to which that feature relies on 
said system.  The NPS has some experience with this issue.  For example, the NPS and the State 
of Montana jointly pursued scientific evidence to address the potential for impacts to significant 
thermal features at Yellowstone National Park from groundwater development which, like 
geothermal development, includes drilling and fluid withdrawal.  The result of that effort was a 
report by an independent working group of geophysicists, geologists, and hydrogeologists 
(Working Group) experienced in studying geothermal systems.  The Working Group examined 
literature and data on development and associated observed changes for geothermal systems 
world-wide (1993, Recommended Boundary for the Controlled Groundwater Area in Montana 
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near Yellowstone National Park, Custer, Michels, Sill, Sonderegger, Weight, Woesnsner).  The 
Working Group reported that direct impacts were observed commonly more than a mile away 
and in some instances up to 22 miles away from development sites.  It concluded that the full 
scope of impacts would logically be over a much greater area than the one to 22 mile range 
observed.  While the extent of impacts reported is stated in general terms and based on very 
limited data, the report indicates that significant thermal features are susceptible impacts from 
development at great distances. 
 
If the geothermal flow system is altered, some attributes will likely not be restorable.  For 
example, if the pressure in the system is lowered, air or fluid passageways will collapse and flow 
will be closed off.  Once these passageways collapse, it is likely that restoring pressure will not 
reopen the passageways. 
 
The Draft PEIS states that no impacts on Congressional designations are anticipated from 
geothermal exploration and development at 4.2.7.  The stated basis for this is that the 
congressionally designated areas will not be leased so there will be no exploration and 
development activities within the designated areas.  This conclusion is not supported by 
scientific study or in keeping with the statutory direction contained in the 1988 Amendments.  
Furthermore, as noted above, exploration and development activities on land adjacent to or even 
miles away from the park units with Congressional designated thermal features could cause 
significant impacts to those features.  This oversight needs to be corrected in the Final DEIS. 
 
Crater Lake National Park  

Crater Lake, our nation’s deepest and clearest body of water, is vulnerable to impacts from 
geothermal development.  The 1988 Amendments designate Crater Lake National Park as a unit 
of the National Park System that possesses significant thermal features.  On the floor of Crater 
Lake, hydrothermal vents pump chemically rich water into the lake ecosystem.  Not only are 
these geothermal features special natural resources in their own right, but research indicates that 
the features contribute significantly to the chemical balance and function of the Lake’s complex 
ecosystem.   

Subterranean and subaqueous geothermal resources by their nature are relatively little 
understood in terms of their extent, function and connectivity.  Confounding this inherent 
uncertainty, the geothermal resources at Crater Lake are found at extreme depths of nearly 2000 
feet below the lake surface.  Consequently, research directed at understanding their extent and 
function and monitoring their condition is extremely difficult and costly.   

Based on the Draft PEIS maps of the potential areas for lease, U.S. Forest Service lands 
immediately adjacent to Crater Lake National Park appear would be open to lease even though 
scientific research does not support such a conclusion.  Given the known significance of 
hydrothermal contributions to the integrity of the Crater Lake ecosystem as well as the unknown 
connectivity of these systems to areas beyond the park’s boundary, the Final PEIS needs to 
ensure that the statutory duty to protect the vulnerable resources of Crater Lake is carried out.  If 
scientific research does not indicate that stipulations will conclusively protect the surface and 
subterranean or sub aqueous geothermal features at Crater Lake National Park, then the area 
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around the park may not be leased for geothermal development.  This decision rule also applies 
with regard to the other park units with designated significant thermal features under the 1988 
Amendments.  New research and techniques may lead to a different conclusion in the future. 

National Historic Trails and National Scenic Trails 

We are pleased overall with the consideration given in the Draft PEIS to National Historic Trails 
and National Scenic Trails on public lands managed by the BLM and the USFS.  The proposed 
closure of public lands to geothermal leasing within a one-mile radius from the centerline of 
trails recognizes the incompatibility of energy extraction with the recreational and educational 
use of trails.  As the Draft PEIS appropriately notes, however, resources important to a National 
Historic or Scenic Trail often extend past a one-mile radius of the trail.  We support the BLM 
and USFS proposal in the Draft PEIS to require further protection of the National Trails with 
sensitive viewsheds through lease stipulations. We also ask that protection also be afforded to 
the other special status areas for which the NPS has some programmatic responsibilities.  Such 
areas include properties on the National Register of Historic Places, National Historic 
Landmarks, National Natural Landmarks, National Trails, National Wild and Scenic Rivers, and 
lands acquired under the Land and Water Conservation Fund Program and Federal Lands to 
Parks Program.   

Since site-specific details are not provided in the Draft PEIS, it is not clear to the NPS which 
segments of the Lewis and Clark National Historic Trail (Lewis and Clark Trail) are within the 
planning area and which segments are removed from potential leasing.  It appears that the length 
of the Lewis and Clark Trail within the project and planning areas may not be accurate in the 
Draft PEIS.  Due to the small scale of the maps that are provided in the Draft PEIS, we cannot 
fairly assess the accuracy of the Lewis and Clark Trail’s location and length in the planning area.  
Better maps with more detailed geographical information would be helpful. NPS staff is 
available to help with this task.     

Impacts of transmission lines on the viewshed and other resources associated within the National 
Trails are not adequately discussed in the Draft PEIS.  We found only one direct reference to this 
aspect of geothermal development in the Draft PEIS on page 4-127 which states, “Long-term 
impacts on national scenic and historic trails would result from construction of [electrical 
transmission lines] within the route or historic landscape of the affected trail.”  The Best 
Management Practices (BMPs) in Appendix D appear to apply only to the geothermal sites, and 
not to any related transmission lines.  We recommend that the Final PEIS include an analysis of 
the potential effects of transmission lines associated with geothermal leasing as well as 
identification and discussion of BMPs for transmission lines.  

The Draft PEIS acknowledges that a wide range of impacts may occur to natural resources, many 
of which will be localized to the development site.  Stipulations and BMPs are proposed to 
reduce the possible introduction of invasive species, protect critical habitat for threatened and 
endangered species, and protect wetland and aquatic resources.  While thoughtful consideration 
of a wide range of concerns associated with extractive use of resources on public lands was 
presented in the Draft PEIS, we note that site-specific environmental analysis is required under 
the National Environmental Policy Act. Therefore, we ask that the NPS be specifically engaged 
in reviewing site-specific leasing areas before the BLM issue leases. 
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II. Page-Specific Comments 
 
Page 2-6, Section 2.2.1 – This section states that “[t]he BLM and FS have determined that 
certain lands within the planning area are excluded from geothermal leasing on the basis of 
existing laws, regulations (see 43 CFR §3201.11), and Executive Orders. These non-
discretionary closures include the following lands:”  This list should include the phrase “all units 
of the National Park System.”   
 
Page 2-12, Figure 2-6 – In the Final PEIS, this map figure and other map figures elsewhere in 
the document need to clearly indicate the location of National Park System units and other 
federal areas closed to geothermal leasing within the geothermal potential areas, including areas 
around park units with designated significant thermal features. This would help prospective 
lessees to readily identify areas available for exploration and potential development.  
 
Page 2-47, Sec 2.5.1 – This paragraph states that “…production of geothermal fluids could be 
expected to vary widely from one to six million gallons per well, per day. Assuming five million 
gallons per day per well as an average production figure, a lease with two producing wells would 
produce 10 million gallons of fluid per day... In flash steam facilities about 15-20 percent of the 
fluid would be lost due to flashing to steam and evaporation through cooling towers and ponds.” 
Assuming continuous pumping, five million gallons per day for each well equals about 3470 
gallons per minute. A loss rate of 20 percent through flashing, evaporation, etc. will result in a 
depletion to the groundwater aquifer of about three acre-feet per day per well.  The Final PEIS 
needs to indicated that an analysis is needed as to the implications that of a loss of three acre-feet 
per day will have on hydrologic resources on-site and on adjacent areas and whether water rights 
may be affected.   
 
Page 3-3, Section 3.2.1, 2nd to last sentence – Insert “USNPS” before USFWS.  
 
Page 4-4, Section 4.2.2, 2nd Bullet – We recommend inserting “(e.g., areas that could adversely 
affect designated significant thermal features in units of the National Park System.)”  
 
Page 4-5, Section 4.2.3 – The Draft PEIS states that “[a]ccording to the RFD scenario, it is 
estimated that 110 power plants could be constructed by 2015, and another 132 power plants 
could be constructed by 2025.”  This schedule would require the construction of more than one 
power plant per month. This scenario does not sound realistic and should be confirmed or 
revised in the Final PEIS.   
 
Page 4-18, Section 4.3.1 – The NPS believes similar comments could be made about protecting 
volcanic fumaroles and warm/hot springs in Alaska National Park System units as were made 
about the Yellowstone region. The Final PEIS needs to reflect a decision rule that areas around 
park units listed at 30 U.S.C. §1026(a) will not be available for lease until the proper studies 
have been conducted and needed mitigation identified to ensure the protection of the significant 
thermal features in those parks as required by law.   
 
Page 4-19, Section 4.3.3. Paragraph 1 – This paragraph and perhaps other sections in the Draft 
EIS refer to protecting geological features in national park and national monument areas.  This 
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language should be revised to replace “national park” with units of the National Park System. 
This change needs to be made throughout the Final PEIS.  In addition, the Final PEIS needs to 
indicate that under the 1988 Amendments geothermal leases may only be issued adjacent to park 
units with designated significant thermal features if the Secretary of the Interior can determine 
based on scientific evidence that such development would not cause significant impacts to those 
features.  
 
Page 5-18 (Sec 5.4) – This section states that “[t]he magnitude of actions on public and NFS 
[national forest service] lands considered in this analysis is great, information about how many 
future projects may actually be undertaken is lacking, and information about the likely locations 
of future development is unknown.  As such, the cumulative effects discussed in this section are 
general in nature.”  The NPS understands that this is a programmatic EIS; however, if large 
numbers of projects are contemplated using the Final PEIS, then some effort needs to be made to 
determine the cumulative effect of that large number of projects.  This information is important 
in light of language included in the 1988 Amendments that requires the protection of designated 
significant thermal resources in parks units from federal geothermal leasing and site-specific 
development.   
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A-57-1 

The BLM and FS are committed to working with the NPS to avoid adverse impacts to thermal features 
within NPS units. The language in Section 1.5.4 Environmental Review Requirements Prior to Leasing has 
been revised to clarify further that the BLM is prohibited from geothermal leasing on NPS lands as well 
as on lands where the Secretary has determined that geothermal operations are reasonably likely to 
result in a “significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature” in a unit of the NPS. In addition, a 
list of the 12 units of the NPS with significant thermal features that occur in the study areas is now 
included. 

Prior to inclusion of any specific parcels in a lease sale, the BLM and FS would coordinate with the NPS 
to determine if there would be any impacts to thermal or hydrological features within NPS units in 
proximity to a proposed lease. Language has been added to Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing to 
reiterate this point. 

In addition, should development be determined to be reasonably likely to have an “adverse effect” on a 
significant thermal feature, the BLM would include appropriate lease stipulations to protect the park 
unit.  

If it is determined in advance of leasing that exploration, development, or utilization of the lease parcel 
would “reasonably likely result in a significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature of a National 
Park System unit,” then the lease would not be issued (30 USC Section 1026[c]). While preexisting 
leases and permits are beyond the scope of this PEIS, the statute also provides that if it is determined 
that use of an existing lease or permit would be “reasonably likely to adversely affect” any significant 
thermal feature within a National Park System unit, then stipulations are included on leases and permits 
to protect the thermal features (30 USC Section 1026 [c][d]). 

A-57-2 

As stated in the above responses, language has been added to the Final PEIS to specify that the BLM is 
prohibited from geothermal leasing on NPS lands as well as on lands where the Secretary has 
determined that geothermal operations are reasonably likely to result in a “significant adverse effect on 
a significant thermal feature” in a unit of the NPS.  

A-57-3 

As noted in Chapter 2, the Proposed Action affords protection to sensitive areas. For example, 
designated wild rivers are closed to leasing, while designated scenic and recreational rivers, and river 
segments determined to be potentially eligible for Wild and Scenic River status, would have a NSO 
stipulation. Likewise, National Register of Historic Places, National Landmarks, and National Register 
Districts would have an NSO stipulation (see Section 2.2.2 of the PEIS). 

A-57-4 

The BLM welcomes collaborative discussions. 

A-57-5 



The NPS lands have been added to the appropriate figures and noted as being closed to geothermal 
leasing. The listing of the NPS units with significant thermal features has been added to Chapter 1. 

A-57-6 

In Chapter 2, Procedures Prior to Leasing, the PEIS notes the following: “During the processing of any lease 
nomination or application in Alaska, the authorized officer of the BLM or FS would conduct a site-
specific analysis of the effects of the lease on subsistence uses and needs in accordance with Section 
810(a) of the ANILCA.” At the programmatic level, it is uncertain what areas in Alaska would receive 
lease applications or nomination, so conducting a subsistence analysis in the PEIS would be too general 
for the intent of 810(a).  

A-57-7 

Language has been added to the document to further clarify that the PEIS is in accordance with the 
statutory direction in the 1988 amendments. 

Please see response to comment A-57-1. 

A-57-8 

Please see response to comment A-51-1. 

As stated above, additional language has been added to the PEIS to clarify that the BLM will avoid 
adverse impacts to thermal features within NPS units.  

A-57-9 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for NPS lands. 

A-57-10 

Additional text has been added in Chapter 1 explaining the requirements of the Geothermal Steam Act 
Amendments. In Chapter 2 under Procedures for Leasing, additional text has been added clarifying that 
the BLM and FS will coordinate with the NPS and conduct the necessary review to make a 
determination of potential impacts to any significant thermal features in a NPS unit. 

A-57-11 

As stated in the above responses, language has been added to the PEIS to clarify that if it is determined 
in advance of leasing that exploration, development, or utilization of the lease parcel would “reasonably 
likely result in a significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature of a National Park System unit,” 
then the lease would not be issued (30 USC Section 1026[c]). In addition, if it is determined that use of 
an existing lease or permit would be “reasonably likely to adversely affect” any significant thermal 
feature within a National Park System unit, then stipulations are included on leases and permits to 
protect the thermal features (30 USC Section 1026 [c][d]). 

A-57-12 



Please see the above response. 

A-57-13 

As noted in Chapter 2, the Proposed Action affords protection to sensitive areas. For example, 
designated wild rivers are closed to leasing, while designated scenic and recreational rivers, and river 
segments determined to be potentially eligible for Wild and Scenic River status, would have a NSO 
stipulation. Likewise, National Register of Historic Places, National Landmarks, and National Register 
Districts would have an NSO stipulation (see Section 2.2.2 of the PEIS). 

A-57-14 

While attempts were made to accurately portray trail locations and alternate routes, the broad-scale 
figures provided in the PEIS are for illustrative purposes and should not be used to assess any site-
specific actions or protections. The NPS should coordinate with those FS and BLM jurisdictions 
managing trail resources that would benefit from more detailed mapping and could contribute to 
assessments of trail locations and condition. 

A-57-15 

BMPs that discuss the impacts on trails have been checked and revised for consistency and to explicitly 
address the visual impacts of transmission lines.  

A-57-16 

Prior to inclusion of any specific parcels in a lease sale, the BLM and FS would review the lands for 
sensitive resources and would provide for the necessary stipulations to protect these resources. In 
addition, the authorized officer would coordinate with the National Park Service to determine if there 
would be any impacts to thermal or hydrological features within NPS units in proximity to a proposed 
lease. Language has been added to Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing to reiterate this point. 

Furthermore, all development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-
specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

A-57-17 

Suggested text has been added to document. 

A-57-18 

Figures in Chapter 2 have been revised to clearly indicate that NPS lands are closed to leasing. 

A-57-19 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1 BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  



Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. A statement to this effect has been added to the Procedures Prior to Leasing 
section. Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water importation, would 
be addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process.  

As discussed in Section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see Section 1.5.1). 

A-57-20 

Language in the document has been revised, as requested. 

A-57-21 

Chapter 4-2 has separate analysis for land use, recreation and special designation areas. The following 
bullet in section 4.2.6 covers all special designation areas: 

“result in proposed land uses that are incompatible with existing or adjacent special designation areas” 

A-57-22 

While perhaps optimistic, the projection is based on a collaborative effort, including the findings of a 
Western Governor’s task force consisting of industry, academic experts, and governmental agencies.  

A-57-23 

Additional language has been added to the PEIS to clearly identify the protective measures for thermal 
features on NPS lands. See response to comment A-57-1. 

A-57-24 

The suggested change has been made. 

The suggested NPS language from the 1988 amendment has been added to Chapters 1 and 2 in the Final 
PEIS. 

A-57-25 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, past, 
present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal lands, are 
documented and analyzed. 

 

 

 



 
 
 
September 19, 2008 
 
Delivered via electronic mail (geothermal_EIS@blm.gov) and U.S. mail (with attachments) 
 
Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi 
82 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
 
Re: Comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for 

Geothermal Energy Leasing 
 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please accept and fully consider these scoping comments on behalf of The Wilderness Society 
and the other organizations identified below.  The Wilderness Society’s more than 300,000 
members and supporters nationwide care deeply about the management of our public lands.  
Founded in 1935, our mission is to protect wilderness and inspire Americans to care for our wild 
places.  We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments to the Bureau of Land 
Management and Forest Service on the Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) 
for Geothermal Energy.  We are submitting these comments today via electronic mail and also 
forwarding a copy with attachments to you separately. 
 

We support development of clean, renewable energy resources because doing so promotes non-
polluting, sustainable energy production that will benefit Americans and our public lands in the 
long term and encourages a move from a fossil fuels-based economy to a renewables-based 
economy. While we recognize geothermal energy can contribute to a clean energy economy and 
reduction of greenhouse gas emissions, like all energy production on public lands, geothermal 
resources must be developed responsibly and in a sustainable manner. This is of special 
importance in the western states which comprise the planning area, where water is a finite 
resource and becoming evermore so due to global warming. We must take precautions so that 
developing geothermal energy does not exacerbate the very problem that it has the potential to 
mitigate. If properly sited, geothermal energy can make a valuable contribution to our energy 
supply. 
 
Geothermal energy development is an essential component of a renewable energy portfolio.   As 
the PEIS states, there are potentially 12,000 MW of this resource in the planning area that are 
viable for commercial development by 2025.   In Nevada alone, there are present-day requests of 
nearly 1,500 MW of geothermal energy seeking grid interconnection.  Consequently, geothermal 
will play in increasingly important role in meeting both immediate and future western energy 



needs.  As a renewable energy resource, geothermal energy stands alone as a “baseload” resource 
and has a very high (80% plus) “capacity factor” – meaning that commercial geothermal 
facilities produce power that can be consistently relied upon.  Megawatt for megawatt, therefore, 
geothermal has the immediate capacity to replace energy coming from coal-fired power plants.  
Geothermal can also facilitate development of wind and solar resources, serving as a needed 
back-up or operating reserve to cover contingencies (i.e., when the wind is not blowing or the 
sun is not shining) and combining with these resources to use more transmission line capacity 
(wind and solar generally use only 50% or less of total transfer capacity), which ultimately 
lowers transmission costs for renewable energy. 
 
In the spirit of assisting the agencies with responsible development of this important resource, 
we are raising two overarching concerns that are of particular relevance in this programmatic 
study, for which we also proposed detailed solutions.  First and foremost, programmatic 
environmental studies serve the best opportunity to address suitability issues – i.e., given lands 
and hydrology impacts associated with known geothermal technologies and the many 
uncertainties with unknown and emerging technologies, not all western public lands are 
appropriate for this type of energy development.  Valuable public lands, including roadless areas 
and proposed wilderness, must be closed to geothermal leasing and development.   Second, a 
programmatic EIS is the perfect opportunity to develop a thoughtful and consistent approach to 
leasing and permitting.  The Draft PEIS would open 117 million acres of public lands to 
competitive leasing all at once; this is not an acceptable approach.  This vast amount of acreage 
suggests that a rigorous suitability analysis has not been performed in the current study.  Rather, 
the agencies should develop a uniform process for prioritizing lease applications and site-specific 
permits for lands considered suitable for this type of energy production.   
 
By preventing unnecessary impacts and facilitating development in the right places and in the 
best ways, such an approach should actually speed responsible development by avoiding 
unnecessary conflicts.  Further, such an approach would ensure that geothermal development on 
public lands will truly achieve the goals set for using renewable energy to transition away from 
fossil fuels and combat the negative impacts of climate change. 
  
These and other concerns are detailed in the comments below.  
 
I. Large-scale Geothermal Energy Leasing Requires Development of a Thoughtfully 

Designed Approach 
 

A.  The risks and unknowns specific to geothermal energy development require 
caution before rushing into a large-scale program 

 
According to the Energy Information Association, there are currently roughly 2,400 megawatts 
(MW) of installed geothermal electricity generation in the western United States, less than 1% of 
total U.S. generation capacity.  The Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFD) for 
the Draft PEIS forecasts that within the planning area, 12,100 MW of geothermal potential are 
considered viable for commercial electrical generation in 242 power plants by 2025; the RFD 
further estimates direct use applications of 4,200 thermal MW by 2025.  Such massive 
development of geothermal resources will no doubt have significant impacts to the public lands 
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and their many resources.  We believe development predicted on this scale warrants careful 
studies of the impacts to public lands, water and other affected natural resources prior to issuing 
leases. 
 
While significant development of flash steam power plants has allowed analysis of impacts from 
this indirect use of geothermal resources, most of the geothermal power plants planned for 
construction in the U.S. are binary-cycle.  Though impacts from binary-cycle plants do not 
appear to be radically different from flash steam plants, additional technologies are being 
developed that will require much greater analysis before their impacts can be understood.  In 
particular, “co-produced geothermal fluids,” also known as “produced water cut”, and “enhanced 
geothermal systems” are emerging technologies whose impacts are relatively unknown.  
Development of these resources should not be done without close examination of potential risks 
and impacts, and if development does occur it should be done slowly, in a phased manner, to 
ensure ongoing study can identify and fix problems and issues which arise. 
 
For new technologies such as enhanced geothermal systems, a cautious approach emphasizing 
monitoring and strategic development is critical.  Though the Draft PEIS states that “It is 
anticipated that there may be applications for research and development drilling on public and 
NFS lands in the future. While it is a viable and proven technology, it is unlikely that it will be 
applied at a large scale in the western US within the next 20 years.” Draft PEIS 1-9.  The 
technological options have not been thoroughly tested in the US and requires further 
investigation to ensure that unacceptable impacts are avoided. 
 
While Chapter 4 of the Draft PEIS examines the general types of impacts expected from 
geothermal development, the inability to predict future development scenarios, including types 
of development, timing and location will require additional site-specific analysis for individual 
leases and project applications. 
 
Recommendations: Due to the projected scale of geothermal development and relative lack of 
knowledge of the impacts of such development, the agencies should approach geothermal 
development on public lands in a measured manner, using strategic development and monitoring, 
to ensure all impacts are minimized and mitigated and unacceptable impacts are avoided 
altogether.  By “strategic” we mean that the locations with the highest potential resources 
coupled with the fewest environmental impacts are given priority, so that we encourage 
production while avoiding the most sensitive lands.  In the case of new and developing 
technologies, research and development should be undertaken with caution and large-scale 
deployment of new technologies should only be done after sufficient analysis has been 
completed.  Site-specific analysis of leases and project applications will also be necessary to 
address the particular impacts of future leases and projects.  Overall, in addressing potential 
impacts to natural resources, the agencies should apply the “mitigation hierarchy” recommended 
by the Council on Environmental Quality of (1) avoid; (2) minimize; (3) reclaim/restore; (4) 
restore.   

 3

EMPS-SF5
Line



 
B.  Geothermal development is not always renewable: water use of certain 
geothermal development systems demands in-depth analysis. 

 
Renewable energy resources are naturally replenishable, but flow-limited. They are 
virtually inexhaustible in duration but limited in the amount of energy that is available 
per unit of time. Some (such as geothermal and biomass) may be stock-limited in that 
stocks are depleted by use, but on a time scale of decades, or perhaps centuries, they can 
probably be replenished. Renewable energy resources include: biomass, hydro, 
geothermal, solar and wind. (Source: http://www.websters-online-
dictionary.org/RE/RENEWABLE_RESOURCES.html)  

 
Because of water use, certain types of geothermal development are not “renewable” in the way 
that other renewable energy sources are.  The Draft PEIS acknowledges that for flash steam 
facilities, “about 15-20 percent of the fluid would be lost due to flashing to steam and 
evaporation through cooling towers and ponds.” Draft PEIS, p. 2-47.  The Draft PEIS further 
addresses these impacts in Chapter 4, stating that potential impacts on water resources could 
occur if reasonably foreseeable actions were to result in “Substantially depleted groundwater 
supplies or interfered substantially with groundwater recharge such that there would be a net 
deficit in aquifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater table level;” or “Resulted in 
changing conditions so that the geothermal resource itself was degraded.” Draft PEIS, p. 4-40.  
During drilling operations,  
 

Extracting geothermal fluids could result in drawdowns in connected shallower 
groundwater aquifers, with the resulting potential to affect streams or springs that 
are connected to the water table aquifer.  The potential for these types of adverse 
impacts is reduced through extensive aquifer testing, which is the basis for designing the 
geothermal plant and for locating, designing, and operating the extraction and injection 
wells.  Combined with the requirement to comply with state and federal regulations that 
protect water quality and with limitations imposed by water rights issued by the state 
engineer, the impacts on water quality and the potential for depleting water resources is 
expected to be minimized.  There is a medium risk for moderate to high impacts on 
groundwater supplies from the use of groundwater for geothermal activities.  Draft 
PEIS, p. 4-43 (emphasis added). 
 

During utilization,  
 

Geothermal resource utilization could affect groundwater resources because of 
consumption of water by evaporation and the need to reinject water to replenish the 
geothermal reservoir.  The magnitude of the effects would vary depending on 
groundwater conditions and availability within the basin and on the type of geothermal 
plant.  Availability of water resources could be a limiting factor, affecting the expansion 
of geothermal resource development in a given area. Draft PEIS, p. 4-44. 
 

The Draft PEIS further states that, “withdrawing shallow groundwater or surface water for 
cooling purposes could affect nearby springs.” Draft PEIS, p.4-45. 
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Clearly, flash cycle plants have significant potential for depleting the water which is a critical 
component of the geothermal resource, limiting the “renewable” nature of this development.  
Further, all geothermal development has the potential for impacts to surface and groundwater 
quality and quantity, and analysis and mitigation must focus on limiting these impacts. 
 
Recommendation: Because geothermal development can result in depletion of geothermal 
resources and water, if development conflicts occur between geothermal and wind or solar 
facilities, the impacts to water should be an important consideration in determining the best use 
of an area, as well as surface disturbance, so that renewable energy development with the lease 
impacts to resources that are present is given priority.  The BLM and Forest Service should also 
prioritize binary cycle geothermal development over flash steam development to reduce the risk 
of depleting geothermal resources.  The PEIS should specifically require additional site-specific 
analysis of potential impacts to geothermal and water resources of individual lease and project 
proposals. 
 

C.  Geothermal leasing and development should not be implemented in the same 
way as oil and gas leasing and development 

 
The Draft PEIS repeatedly mentions the perceived similarities between oil and gas drilling and 
geothermal development and the intent of the agencies to rely on their experience with oil and 
gas development for fashioning their approach to managing geothermal energy development.  
The Draft PEIS states: 
 

BLM and FS have had a great deal more experience managing lands for development of 
oil and gas resources, and many more management plans address these resources. 
Development of oil and gas resources result in many of the same kinds of impacts as 
development of geothermal resources (e.g., surface disturbance resulting from the 
footprints of facilities, wells, pads and pipelines, as described in Section 2.5, Reasonably 
Foreseeable Development Scenario); therefore, BLM and FS have determined that it is 
appropriate to take an approach to development of geothermal resources similar to that 
taken to development of oil and gas resources. Areas that require protection from the 
effects of development of fluid resources are more likely to require protection from the 
similar effects of development of geothermal resources.  Draft PEIS, p. 2-6. 

 
In fact, for Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), the agencies simply defer to the 
management approach for oil and gas development (Draft PEIS, p. 2-7), even though specific 
resources protected in individual ACECs vary widely and, as a result, the impacts of geothermal 
development on those resources will also vary.  Analysis and management decisions specific to 
geothermal development are necessary.   
 
Although similarities exist in the development and impacts of developing geothermal energy and 
oil and gas, there are also fundamental differences and opportunities.  As discussed above and 
throughout these comments, the technologies used and still in development for geothermal 
energy often require significant amounts of water and can have different effects than oil and gas 
drilling.  Also, while development of these energy sources can cause significant damage to other 
resources, such as wilderness qualities, wildlife, water, vegetation, and recreation opportunities, 
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the agencies have already made major commitments to oil and gas leasing, and seen the 
devastating results to the public lands.   The BLM and Forest Service should take the opportunity 
offered by this programmatic document to avoid the mistakes of the oil and gas program.  
Significant problems have beset the oil and gas program, including: inappropriate prioritization 
of leasing and drilling over all other resources and values; lack of adequate impacts analysis; 
failure to use the best available scientific research to inform management; insufficient 
monitoring and mitigation of impacts; inadequate leasing stipulations and Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) to protect other resources; abuse of exceptions and waivers from stipulations 
and BMPs; failure to employ true phased development; and inadequate bonding and reclamation.  
The failure to carefully plan, consider impacts and avoid damage to other resources and users of 
the public lands has resulted in serious conflict and devastating impacts to the public lands, as 
well as negative impacts to our economy and public health. 
 
Geothermal development offers the opportunity to increase our national energy supplies while 
limiting greenhouse gas emissions and subsequent impacts from climate change.  However, if the 
agencies do not learn from and avoid a repeat of the mistakes of the oil and gas program, any 
potential benefits could be outweighed by the recurrence of the problems listed above.  BLM 
should instead adopt a measured approach that maximizes the benefits of geothermal 
development while limiting impacts to other resources and values.  This PEIS provides an 
important opportunity to design a thoughtful approach to geothermal leasing and development. 
 
Recommendation:  BLM should adopt a measured approach to geothermal development, taking 
into consideration the unique aspects of geothermal development and avoiding the problems of 
the oil and gas program in order to maximize the benefits of geothermal development while 
limiting impacts to other resources and values.   
 

D.  Analysis and management of geothermal development should be conducted to 
achieve a net decrease in greenhouse gas emissions and related impacts that 
contribute to climate change. 

 
The development of renewable energy sources, including geothermal, offers the opportunity to 
limit damaging impacts from climate change by displacing electricity production from fossil 
fuels and thus reducing greenhouse gas emissions.  As stated in the Draft PEIS: 
 

“A study comparing greenhouse gas emissions from electrical generation using fossil 
fuels and geothermal fluids found that geothermal produces an order of magnitude less in 
carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, methane, and ammonia (Bloomfield et al. 2003).”  
Draft PEIS, p. 1-20. 
 
“Direct use of geothermal resources, such as using geothermal to heat buildings, has the 
potential to displace 18 million barrels of oil per year (WGA 2006).  Increased 
geothermal energy utilization could help the US reduce greenhouse gas emissions and 
meet policy goals (Bloomfield et al. 2003).”  Draft PEIS, p. 1-20.   
 

We support the BLM’s recognition of the importance of analyzing the effects of its action on 
climate change.  Global climate change is now acknowledged to be a major consideration for 

 6

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
O-58-4



effects of major federal actions.  The Supreme Court has concluded that “[t]he harms associated 
with climate change are serious and well recognized.”  Massachusetts v. E.P.A., 127 S.Ct. 1438, 
1455 (2007).  Further, the Supreme Court has held that while agency action may not completely 
reverse the effects of climate change, it does not relieve the agencies of the responsibility to take 
action to reduce it.  Id. at 1458.  In fact, an order issued by the Secretary of the Interior requires 
that: 
 

Each bureau and office of the Department will consider and analyze potential 
climate change impacts when undertaking long-range planning exercises, when 
setting priorities for scientific research and investigations, when developing multi-
year management plans, and/or when making major decisions regarding the 
potential utilization of resources under the Department’s purview. 

 
U.S. Dept. of the Int., Sec. Order No. 3226 (Jan. 19, 2001), Section 3.   
 
While there are many anticipated benefits to geothermal energy production over fossil fuels, in 
order to maximize these benefits, the PEIS must also address the potential for geothermal energy 
development to have adverse impacts on climate change or to increase negative impacts to 
resources that are affected by climate change.  For example, many western landscapes are 
already becoming increasingly fragile due to global climate change and development of 
geothermal energy could inflict further damage on undeveloped lands.  These landscapes may 
very well have important value as carbon “sinks,” which could be lost if they are developed.1  
Further, undeveloped land has value as potential habitat as wildlife migrates to respond to 
climate changes.  Damage to these lands for geothermal energy production, although more 
limited than other forms of energy development, could thus contribute to the negative impacts of 
climate change.  Moreover, when analyzing individual projects, the net benefit for reducing the 
impacts of climate change may be affected by such factors as the location of the project in 
relation to workforce, due to the combustion engines used in construction and operation by 
personnel. 
 
Though the Draft PEIS does address impacts to air quality and climate from geothermal 
development, it does so only in the context of comparisons between geothermal development and 
fossil fuels development.  The PEIS should further analyze negative impacts to climate change 
from geothermal development on lands that are undeveloped and have values as carbon “sinks” 
and/or potential habitat.  The PEIS should also seek to avoid or mitigate negative impacts on 
climate change from geothermal development by designating only appropriate lands for 
geothermal energy development and incorporating lease stipulations and BMPs to protect these 
lands.   

 
Recommendations:  The agencies should manage geothermal development on the public lands in 
a manner that will result in a net benefit for reducing the impacts of climate change and 
maximize these benefits.  The PEIS should analyze climate impacts of geothermal development 
in the context of both the negative impacts to carbon-sinks and wildlife habitat and migration 
corridors, as well as the positive impacts in displacing fossil fuels electricity production.  
                                                 
1 See, e.g., Have Desert Researchers Discovered a Hidden Loop in the Carbon Cycle?, Science, Vol. 320, pp. 1094-
140 (June 13, 2008) (attached). 
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Further, the PEIS should require similar analyses of proposed leasing and projects at a site-
specific level, taking into account need for water, use of geothermal resources, and impacts from 
traffic to and from the site. Fully considering the net benefits from geothermal development will 
enable the agencies to best manage development of energy on the public lands and national 
forests to maximize the potential to reduce contributions to global warming. 
 
II. The Proposed Action Is Not Sufficient to Protect the Resources which the Agencies 

Are Charged with Managing. 
 

A. The agencies must consider a more protective range of alternatives. 
 
NEPA mandates consideration of a full range of alternatives.  The range of alternatives is “the 
heart of the environmental impact statement.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.14.  NEPA requires BLM to 
“rigorously explore and objectively evaluate” a range of alternatives to proposed federal actions. 
See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14(a), 1508.25(c).  
 

NEPA’s requirement that alternatives be studied, developed, and described both guides 
the substance of environmental decision-making and provides evidence that the mandated 
decision-making process has actually taken place. Informed and meaningful 
consideration of alternatives -- including the no action alternative -- is thus an integral 
part of the statutory scheme. 

 
Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1228 (9th Cir. 1988), cert. denied, 489 
U.S. 1066 (1989) (citations and emphasis omitted). 
 
 “An agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by the nature and 
scope of the proposed action.”  Nw. Envtl. Defense Center v. Bonneville Power Admin., 117 F.3d 
1520, 1538 (9th Cir. 1997).  An agency violates NEPA by failing to “rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” to the proposed action.  City of Tenakee Springs 
v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1310 (9th Cir. 1990) (quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14).  This evaluation 
extends to considering more environmentally protective alternatives and mitigation measures.  
See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Veneman, 313 F.3d 1094,1122–23 (9th Cir. 2002) (and 
cases cited therein).   
 
NEPA requires that an actual “range” of alternatives is considered, such that the Act will 
“preclude agencies from defining the objectives of their actions in terms so unreasonably narrow 
that they can be accomplished by only one alternative (i.e. the applicant’s proposed project).”  
Col. Envtl. Coal. v. Dombeck, 185 F.3d 1162, 1174 (10th Cir. 1999), citing Simmons v. U.S. 
Corps of Engineers, 120 F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 1997).  This requirement prevents the 
environmental impact statement (EIS) from becoming “a foreordained formality.”  City of New 
York v. Dep’t of Transp., 715 F.2d 732, 743 (2nd Cir. 1983).  See also Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 
1104 (10th Cir. 2002). 
 
For this PEIS, the broad scope of the proposed action requires a broad range of alternatives.  
However, the Draft PEIS currently considers only two actual alternatives: the proposed 
alternative, Alternative B, for leasing on a broad scale and another, Alternative C, for more 
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limited leasing based on existing transmission lines.  The Draft PEIS itself states that Alternative 
A is not an alternative but rather a baseline against which to compare the two action alternatives.  
Draft PEIS, p. 2-30.  This range is insufficient. 
 
Recommendations:  The PEIS should incorporate aspects of both alternatives into a broader 
range and expand the conservation emphasis in the range of alternatives; many additional 
conservation measures that are within the range between “no leasing” (Alternative A) and 
making the majority of lands available for leasing (Alternative B) are discussed below and 
should be included for consideration and in the selected alternative.   For example, the agencies 
could prioritize projects in proximity to existing transmission lines without necessarily 
precluding projects that are outside of energy corridors.  Also, instead of simply evaluating lease 
applications as received, the agencies could give priority to projects that are in non-controversial 
locations, have already completed a robust environmental analysis and mitigation plan, and/or 
sited near existing or planned corridors.  The agencies could also phase leasing based on the 
most well-documented geothermal resources and limit the amount of leasing based on protecting 
wildlife habitat and other uses.  Buffers around existing geothermal resources on lands that are 
protected from leasing should also be incorporated.  A research and development component 
should also be considered, such that a portion of lands could be leased for experimental 
technologies, but only on a limited basis in the planning area.   
 

B. The proposed action, Alternative B should not be adopted, because it formally 
makes the majority lands available for leasing and development without sufficient 
analysis or protections. 

 
Alternative B would make 117 million acres of BLM land and 75 million acres of Forest Service 
land open to geothermal leasing for direct and indirect use, a total of 192 million acres 
comprising approximately 77% of the planning area.  Draft PEIS, p. 2-7.  The Draft PEIS refers 
to the agencies’ discretion in deciding whether to issue leases, but Alternative B does not provide 
a reasoned approach for exercising this discretion to ensure the best use of our public lands.  The 
decision would be made without sufficient protection for other natural values, such as wilderness 
characteristics and other recreational or scientific use of geothermal resources.  Further, 
Alternative B would only provide a limited buffer around the geothermal resources in 
Yellowstone National Park, based on areas that are already protected by a non-discretionary 
closure (as opposed to the 15 miles in Alternative C). Draft PEIS, p. ES-6.  Alternative B also 
does not encompass practical considerations, such as the availability of transmission, existing or 
planned, for development.  
 
The Draft PEIS analogizes to the structure of oil and gas leasing.  See, e.g., Draft PEIS, pp. 2-6 – 
2-7.  In the context of oil and gas leasing, issuance of a lease is considered an irretrievable and 
irreversible commitment of federal resources and, unless issued with a “no surface occupancy” 
stipulation, cannot be presumed to allow the agencies to retain control to prohibit damage to the 
environment.  See, e.g., Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223, 1227 (9th Cir. 1988); 
Pennaco Energy v. U.S. Dept. of Interior, 377 F.3d 1147, 1160 (10th Cir. 2004).   Accordingly, it 
is important that allocations of land as open to leasing be based on thorough environmental 
review, in addition to providing for sufficient site-specific analysis to occur prior to leasing. 
Because the Draft PEIS specifically states that projects can be tiered to the PEIS and not all 
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development will warrant additional environmental analysis, the PEIS must critically analyze the 
lands that it designates as open to leasing, which requires inventorying the area for wilderness 
and roadless characteristics and protecting those places with valuable and vulnerable resources.  
Alternative B does not include sufficient commitments to inventory or to apply protective 
measures. 
 
Recommendation:  The PEIS should not adopt Alternative B.   
 

C. Additional elements required for an approach to be adopted in the PEIS. 
 
Alternative C includes significant improvements from Alternative B.  This alternative would still 
make approximately 92 million acres of land available for leasing for commercial transmission.  
Draft PEIS, p. ES-6.  However, there would be a protective 15-mile buffer around the boundary 
of Yellowstone National Park and leasing would be confined to a 20-mile corridor (10 miles 
from centerline) from existing transmission lines and those under development, with protective 
management prescriptions.  Id.  Nonetheless, Alternative C fails to protect additional valuable 
places and resources that are at risk of damage or destruction if leased for geothermal 
development.   
 
In order to protect these values, the PEIS must: 
 

1. Expand categories of lands that are closed to leasing. 
 
We agree with the agencies’ assessment of categories of certain lands as closed to geothermal 
leasing, including Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas, National Conservation Areas, 
Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Recreation Areas, and other special management areas. 
However, there are other important areas that must be excluded from geothermal leasing and 
development. 
 

a) Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas 
 
The Roadless Area Conservation Rule mandates no new road construction or reconstruction in 
inventoried roadless areas.  See, 66 Fed. Reg. 3243, 3270 (January 12, 2001).  Further, the Draft 
PEIS acknowledges that the need for road construction and maintenance for exploration, drilling 
and utilization phases of geothermal energy development.   See, generally, Draft PEIS, pp. 2-40 - 
2-46. Accordingly, since these lands cannot be developed in accordance with the Roadless Rule, 
they should not be made available for leasing.   
 

b) Lands with wilderness characteristics  
 
The Draft PEIS states: 
 

BLM has the authority to address lands with wilderness characteristics and 
describe protective management prescriptions in RMPs. In keeping with the 
public involvement process that is part of all land use planning efforts, the BLM 
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will consider public input regarding lands to be managed to maintain wilderness 
characteristics.  
 

Draft PEIS, 1-25.  We appreciate the BLM’s acknowledgment of its authority and 
commitment to public participation in managing lands to protect wilderness 
characteristics.  Since the PEIS will amend as many as 122 land use plans and many 
RMPs will not be revised for years after the PEIS is finalized, the inventory and 
protective management of lands with wilderness characteristics should occur as part of 
this planning process. 
 
Pursuant to FLPMA, “The Secretary shall prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an 
inventory of all public lands and their resource and other values (including, but not limited to, 
outdoor recreation and scenic values), giving priority to areas of critical environmental concern.  
This inventory shall be kept current so as to reflect changes in conditions and to identify new and 
emerging resource and other values.”  43 U.S.C. §1711(a).  Wilderness character is a resource 
for which BLM must keep a current inventory.  As the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth 
Circuit recently held: “wilderness characteristics are among the ‘resource and other values’ of 
the public lands to be inventoried under § 1711.  BLM’s land use plans, which provide for the 
management of these resources and values, are, again, to ‘rely, to the extent it is available, on the 
inventory of the public lands, their resources, and other values.’  43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(4).”  
Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Bureau of Land Management, 531 F.3d 1114, 1119 (9th Cir. 
2008).  Therefore, BLM is required to consider “whether, and to what extent, wilderness values 
are now present in the planning area outside of existing WSAs and, if so, how the Plan should 
treat land with such values.”  Id. at 1143. 
 
BLM has defined “wilderness characteristics” to include naturalness and providing opportunities 
for solitude or primitive recreation.  See Instruction Memoranda 2003-274, 2003-275, Change 1.  
These values are to be identified and protected in the land use planning process.  See BLM Land 
Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1, 2005); Oregon Natural Desert Ass’n v. Bureau of Land 
Management, supra.  Further, BLM’s national guidance provides for management that 
emphasizes “the protection of some or all of the wilderness characteristics as a priority” over 
other multiple uses.  (emphasis added).  This guidance does not limit its application to lands 
suitable for designation of Wilderness Study Areas; for instance, the guidance does not include a 
requirement for the lands at issue to generally comprise 5,000-acre parcels or a requirement that 
the lands have all of the potential wilderness characteristics in order to merit protection. 
 
During the scoping process, we provided GIS data regarding lands with wilderness 
characteristics, which not only constitutes significant new information but also facilitates the 
agency’s review and consideration of protection.  In Oregon Natural Desert Association v. 
Rasmussen, CV 05-1616-AS, Findings and Recommendations (D. Or. April 20, 2006); Order 
(D.Or. Dec. 12, 2006), the court found that BLM’s failure to re-inventory lands for wilderness 
values and to consider the potential impact of decisions regarding management of a grazing 
allotment violated its obligations under NEPA and FLPMA, then enjoined any implementation 
of the decision until the agency re-inventoried the lands at issue and prepared an environmental 
document taking into account the impacts of its decisions on wilderness values.  In Oregon 
Natural Desert Association v. Rasumussen, the district court found that BLM had violated NEPA 
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by failing to consider significant new information on wilderness values and potential impacts on 
wilderness values, and had also failed to meet its obligations under FLPMA by failing to engage 
in a continuing inventory of wilderness values.  It concluded:   
 

The court finds BLM did not meet its obligation under NEPA simply by 
reviewing and critiquing [a local environmental group’s] work product.  It was 
obligated under NEPA to consider whether there were changes in or additions to 
the wilderness values within the East-West Gulch, and whether the proposed 
action in that area might negatively impact those wilderness values, if they exist.  
The court finds BLM did not meet that obligation by relying on the one-time 
inventory review conducted in 1992.  Such reliance is not consistent with 
its statutory obligation to engage in a continuing inventory so as to be current on 
changing conditions and wilderness values.  43 U.S.C. § 1711(a). 
 
BLM’s issuance of the East-West Gulch Projects [environmental analysis] and the 
accompanying Finding of No Substantial Impact (FONSI) in the absence of 
current information on wilderness values was arbitrary and capricious, 
and, therefore, was in violation of NEPA and the [Administrative Procedure Act]. 
   

Id. (emphasis added). 
 
The Geothermal PEIS presents an opportunity for the BLM to consider information that has 
previously been submitted regarding lands with wilderness characteristics in the lands at issue in 
the PEIS and to inventory these lands, which contain numerous areas proposed for wilderness 
designation in citizen’s wilderness inventories and/or found to have wilderness characteristics.  
Prior to identifying lands open to geothermal leasing and development, we recommend that the 
agencies assess information received regarding wilderness characteristics, including inventorying 
lands identified, and exclude lands with wilderness characteristics, citizen-proposed wilderness, 
and wilderness inventory units from the lands available for consideration of siting geothermal 
energy projects. 
 

c) Important habitat and migration corridors  
 
The WGA - consistent with state wildlife action plans - has recently produced the Wildlife 
Corridors Initiative Report (available at http://www.westgov.org/wga/publicat/wildlife08.pdf), 
which identifies important wildlife corridors and habitats in the western states and makes 
recommendations for best protecting these crucial areas. The agencies should consult this report 
for information on the areas identified and/or confer with the WGA Western Wildlife Habitat 
Council before completing the PEIS, in order to incorporate this data into decisions regarding 
which lands will be available for leasing.  The agencies should also ensure that additional 
analysis is conducted, in the PEIS and/or prior to leasing and development, to accurately 
determine the present of important habitat, including vegetation and migration corridors, and to 
take appropriate measures to avoid or otherwise mitigate potential damage, as discussed in 
further detail in the following section of these comments.   
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d) Places that would be excluded from development under bills 
pending in Congress 

 
All areas that would be closed to geothermal development under bills currently pending in 
Congress should be excluded from leasing in the PEIS. This should include lands that are 
included in pending legislation for designation in one of the categories listed as closed to leasing 
in the Draft PEIS or would otherwise include provisions that prohibit geothermal energy 
development 
 

e) Appendix with other specific places of concern 
 

Appendix A details specific places that are inappropriate for geothermal energy development 
and/or require special analysis of potential damage to natural and cultural resources prior to 
leasing and development, including areas around national parks, citizens’ inventories or other 
valuable resources.  These areas should be closed to geothermal leasing in the PEIS or upon 
confirmation of potential damage to the identified values and resources.  
 

2. Designate buffers to protect geothermal resources already prioritized 
for recreational/scenic values 
 

a) Research shows that drilling for geothermal energy in proximity 
to other known geothermal features can disturb and damage these 
features. 

 
The National Park Service’s web page on Yellowstone’s geothermal resources states, “In Iceland 
and New Zealand, geothermal drill holes and wells 2.5 - 6.2 miles distant have reduced geyser 
activity and hot spring discharge.” 
(http://www.nps.gov/yell/naturescience/geothermalresources.htm ) This confirms the necessity 
of creating buffer zones around geothermal resources with surface features that are part of 
protected areas, such as national parks, or have been identified for the recreational and scenic 
values.  Disturbances to these features would have major economic and environmental impacts 
on our national parks and other areas with geothermal resources. Tourism would decrease as a 
result of loss of thermal features, and endemic species that depend on the geothermal resources 
of the area would likely suffer. 
 
The New Zealand Geothermal Association provides evidence of damage caused to thermal 
features as a result of geothermal development that is not well-planned. Some environmental 
effects that have been documented in New Zealand include loss of active geysers, unsustainable 
draw down, and subsidence. According to the association, “Of more than 200 geysers active in 
the central North Island in the 1950s, only about 40 remain.” 
(http://www.nzgeothermal.org.nz/environmental/surface_effects.asp ) These potential impacts 
are unique to geothermal resources, and therefore must be analyzed thoroughly.  
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b) Additional protections around Yellowstone National Park. 

 
The PEIS must include a buffer around Yellowstone National Park in order to protect the thermal 
features found there. According to the National Park Service, 75% of the world’s geysers are 
located in Yellowstone. The NPS warns that “research is needed to determine the extent to which 
YNP's geothermal systems connect with areas of lease application west and north of the 
boundary.” (http://www.nps.gov/yell/naturescience/geothermalresources.htm ) Clearly, the 
necessary scientific research substantiating the effects that geothermal development could have 
on the park’s features is not yet adequate. While Alternative C would provide a 15 mile buffer 
and close the Island Park Geothermal Area to leasing, further analysis and protections are 
needed.  
 

(1) Background 
The geothermal features in Yellowstone National Park were largely responsible for its 
designation as this country’s first national park in 1872.  These features are a global treasure.  
Nowhere else in the world can you find the array or number of geysers, hot springs, mud pots, 
and fumaroles found in Yellowstone. More than 75% of the world's geysers, including the 
world's largest are in Yellowstone’s seven major basins. 
 
As stated above, in almost every other geyser area in the world, including those in New Zealand, 
Iceland, China and the United States, development has seriously affected or permanently 
destroyed the thermal features of those areas.  The park's thermal features lie in the only 
essentially undisturbed geyser basin left worldwide. Ten miles north of Yellowstone, research 
has demonstrated that the LaDuke Hot Springs are connected to geothermal features within 
Yellowstone. 
 

(2) Montana & U.S. Water Compact, Yellowstone Controlled 
Groundwater Area 

As a national park, the lands within Yellowstone’s boundary are protected by statute from 
geothermal leasing.  Other existing statutes are in existence to protect Yellowstone’s geothermal 
features such as the Island Park Known Geothermal Resource Area and wilderness designations 
and given necessary deference within the Draft PEIS.  However, a significant agreement ratified 
in 1993 by the State of Montana and the U.S. Government has not been acknowledged or 
considered within the Draft PEIS.  That agreement is the Water Rights Compact between the 
State of Montana and United States of America, National Park Service 
(http://data.opi.state.mt.us/bills/mca/85/20/85-20-401.htm). 
The State of Montana and the National Park Service entered into a Water Rights Compact on 
May 12, 1993 that committed the two entities to protecting the geothermal integrity of 
Yellowstone National Park.  This agreement designated and provided protections for the 
Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area in Montana.  The statement of intent for the 
Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area is as follows: 

Yellowstone National Park was reserved for the express purpose of "preservation, from 
injury or spoliation, of all timber, mineral deposits, natural curiosities, or wonders within 
said park, and their retention in their natural condition." (17 Stat. 32.) The parties agree 
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that Congress reserved water necessary to preserve the hydrothermal features within the 
reserved land of YNP. These reserved water rights have priorities as of the date on which 
the land was reserved.  

The parties understand that knowledge of the interrelationship of hydrothermal features 
within YNP, the hydrothermal system that supports those features, and groundwater in 
surrounding areas of Montana will benefit from increased study. The parties agree that 
the hydrothermal features of YNP are a unique and irreplaceable resource and represent 
one of the few undisturbed hydrothermal systems in the United States. 

This Compact does not recognize a reserved water right to groundwater outside the 
boundaries of the reserved land of YNP. However, the parties agree that restrictions shall 
be placed on the development of groundwater adjacent to YNP to the extent necessary to 
prevent adverse effect on the reserved water right to groundwater within YNP. The 
parties agree that the goal of establishment and administration of the Yellowstone 
Controlled Groundwater Area shall be to allow no impact to the hydrothermal system 
within the reserved land of YNP. 

Water Rights Compact between the State of Montana and United States of America, 
National Park Service, Article IV “Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area”, Section 
A (emphasis added) 

Article IV went on to indicate that research was limited at the time of signing, and more was 
necessary to fully understand the interconnectedness of Yellowstone National Park and adjacent 
lands.  A provisional Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area was established in 1993, but a 
commissioned Technical Oversight Committee established a scientifically-based boundary for 
the Area which is provided in the enclosed map. in Article IV went on to indicate that research 
was limited at the time of signing, and more was necessary to fully understand the 
interconnectedness of Yellowstone National Park and adjacent lands.  A provisional Yellowstone 
Controlled Groundwater Area was established in 1993, but a commissioned Technical Oversight 
Committee established a scientifically-based boundary for the Area inwhich is provided in the 
enclosed map. 
 
Given the State of Montana’s and the U.S. Government’s commitment to protecting the integrity 
of Yellowstone’s geothermal resources through the designation of the Yellowstone Controlled 
Groundwater Area through the Water Rights Compact, the Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater 
Area must be withdrawn from any consideration for geothermal leasing under this programmatic 
EIS. 
 
Recommendation: Geothermal leasing is prohibited within the Yellowstone Controlled 
Groundwater Area established through the 1993 Water Rights Compact between the State of 
Montana and United States of America, National Park Service.   
 

(3) Areas not covered by the Island Park Known Geothermal Area 
and the Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area  

Outside the Island Park Known Geothermal Resource Area and the Yellowstone Controlled 
Groundwater Area, existing research on areas adjacent to Yellowstone is for the most part 
lacking or inadequate. Moreover, it is likely that other important aquifers with hydrologic links 
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to Yellowstone National Park exist but have yet to be designated as Known Geothermal 
Resource Areas.  
 
Alternative C in the Draft PEIS recognizes the importance of Yellowstone’s geothermal 
resources by prohibiting geothermal leasing within fifteen miles adjacent to the Park in addition 
to the protections provided by statute to the Island Park Known Geothermal Resource Area.  As 
discussed above, a prohibition of geothermal leasing adjacent to Yellowstone will provide 
inadequate protection unless it includes the entire Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area in 
the State of Montana. 
 
It must be recognized in the Final PEIS that in some instances fifteen miles may not provide 
adequate protection of Yellowstone’s geothermal resources. For any geothermal leasing 
proposals outside the Island Park and Yellowstone controlled areas and up to fifty miles from the 
park boundary, the Park Service should be given the opportunity to consult as to whether or not 
the proposed activity might interfere with the natural function of any geothermal feature or 
hydraulically linked aquifer in Yellowstone Park. When current science and technology cannot 
provide absolute assurance regarding the effect of a proposed action on geothermal resources in 
Yellowstone Park, then that activity should be prohibited on federal land and private lands with 
federal mineral rights. 
 
Recommendation: Use of geothermal resources as an energy source should not be pursued in 
areas where a hydrologic link with Yellowstone National Park geothermal features is possible.  
A permanent ban should be placed on all geothermal development on federal lands within a 15-
mile radius of Yellowstone Park.  The protected area should be expanded to fully incorporate the 
Island Park Geothermal Area (a minimum of 32 miles outside Yellowstone Park) and, in 
Montana, the Yellowstone Controlled Groundwater Area.  In addition, the National Park Service 
should be provided a formal consultation role in any proposal beyond the protected buffer, up to 
fifty miles from the park boundary. 
 

c) Identify other areas where buffers are necessary due to protected 
geothermal resources (including other national parks or national 
monuments that exist due to presence of geothermal resources  

 
The agencies must work with the National Park Service (NPS) and other agencies and 
organizations to determine where geothermal features exist that could potentially be impacted by 
development. Although national parks and monuments are not open to leasing in the PEIS, buffer 
zones around these sites must also be identified and closed to leasing where necessary to protect 
the resources.  
 
The Draft PEIS makes no reference to the Geothermal Steam Act Amendments of 1988, which 
require the Secretary of the Interior to maintain a list of  NPS units with significant thermal 
features, monitor the features (with priority to those in proximity to current, proposed or 
potential geothermal development), deny lease applications that would result in a significant 
adverse effect to the thermal features and ensure that all leases and permits include stipulations 
to protect the significant thermal features.  30 U.S.C. § 1026.  As discussed above, geothermal 
development can affect geothermal features at a distance of miles.  Geothermal leases that have 
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the potential to impact a significant thermal feature must either be denied or granted with 
compulsory stipulations to protect the resource. The 1988 amendments require that impacts to 
thermal features within the National Park System are considered in geothermal leasing and 
development.  The testimony submitted by the National Parks Conservation Association (NPCA) 
in connection with the 1988 amendments highlights the potential risk to geothermal features that 
propelled this legislation.  See, Statement of Destry Jarvis, Vice President for Conservation 
Policy, NPCA - attached to these comments.   NPCA’s testimony also provides important 
information on other NPS lands that could be negatively impacted by geothermal energy 
development, listing lands with volcanic and thermal activity or features and those that, at the 
time of the testimony, were already identified as having high potential for development.  Id.  
These lands, due to their features, remain at risk and due special consideration; they are also set 
out in Appendix A to these comments. 
 
Recommendation: The Final PEIS must incorporate the list of significant thermal features within 
the NPS and ensure that the formal consultation with the NPS occurs for any leasing and/or 
development activities with the potential to impact these features. 
 

3. Identify and prioritize for leasing places that would be more appropriate 
for geothermal  

 
In addition to avoiding ecologically-sensitive lands, the PEIS can identify areas that are more 
likely to be suitable for development and non-controversial; and leasing could be prioritized in 
these areas.  Factors that should be considered are set out below. 
 

a) Impaired or degraded lands 
 
The PEIS should require that lands that are already impaired be considered first for proposed 
geothermal development.  Abandoned mines, developed oil and gas fields, and other 
brownfields, which are not being restored to ecological function, provide opportunities for 
geothermal energy development without loss of other uses and values.  Such sites are often close 
to existing infrastructure, which is another important consideration, both in conjunction with 
degraded sites and as a separate factor.  
  

b) Proximity to existing infrastructure 
 

Proximity to existing infrastructure will minimize new road construction or major roadway 
improvements (such as paving and widening), avoiding another set of impacts on the public 
lands.  Further, proximity to the load that will be served by the project will limit the amount of 
new transmission needed and reduce related income. 
 

c) Co-siting with solar energy projects 
 
Federal land agencies are currently in the process of completing a PEIS for solar energy 
development as well. Both solar and geothermal energy are long-term, industrial uses of public 
lands. While we support the development of renewable, clean energy sources, we encourage the 
agencies to mitigate the impacts of all energy development to the extent possible. One mitigation 
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measure that could prove greatly beneficial is the possibility of co-siting geothermal and solar 
energy projects, thereby reducing environmental impacts. The agencies should explore this 
possibility in the PEIS, and create terms to encourage this type of development. 
 

d) Siting to maximize use of transmission for renewable energy  
 
 The federal agencies are involved in designation of transmission corridors on public lands and 
national forests, including the West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS.  Individual states are engaged 
in designation of zones to prioritize development and transmission of renewable energy, such as 
California’s Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative and Nevada’s Renewable Energy Zones.  
The Western Governors Association (WGA) is undertaking an initiative to designate Renewable 
Energy Zones.  Prioritizing lands for lease and development that are within these zones or in 
proximity to other approved renewable energy development projects will maximize access to 
transmission.  This approach should also be incorporated into the PEIS. 
  

e) Possibility of land exchange 
 
The agencies should consider land exchange as a mitigation measure for geothermal 
development due to the industrial and long-term use of public lands. 
 

4. Conduct strategic leasing or use conditional development stipulations 
 
Because the current BLM geothermal program is very small in scale when compared to the 
reasonably foreseeable development scenario laid out in the Draft PEIS, the agencies should 
conduct strategic leasing to prioritize areas that are not controversial and have proven 
technology, to limit leasing on unknown technologies until they are proven successful both in the 
utilization phase and in the reclamation phase. 
 
We also reiterate our scoping comment that the PEIS should analyze the use of conditional-
development lease stipulations. As it is often difficult at the time of leasing to have the best data 
on site-specific impacts for future geothermal full-field development within an area, a leasing 
stipulation that conditions the right of development on the results of future and more-detailed 
studies provides an opportunity to clarify that development may ultimately be limited.  This type 
of stipulation could also be used to support a research and development program, as discussed 
below. 
 

5. Restrict development initially to traditional geothermal resources and/or 
established technology; commit to an R&D leasing program to develop 
additional technologies 
 

a) Only technologies analyzed in this PEIS can be approved by 
tiering to the PEIS and important to use R&D leasing 

 
It is essential that the PEIS clearly states that only geothermal technologies described and 
analyzed for impacts in the PEIS can be tiered to this document. These are specifically dry 
steam, flash steam, and binary-cycle power plants. 
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b) The agencies should support a program for developing new 
technologies, using R&D leasing 

 
While we support research and development (R&D) of new geothermal technologies, especially 
those that reduce impacts on public lands by utilizing heat differential technology and thus do 
not require use of limited water sources, R&D activities require new NEPA analysis. 
Applications for R&D, including “enhanced geothermal systems,” cannot be tiered to this PEIS 
because their impacts are not analyzed in the document. However, the PEIS could describe and 
commit the agencies to develop and support a R&D leasing program for new technologies, 
which could be facilitated through the use of conditional development leases. 
 
Recommendation:  The management alternative to be selected for the PEIS should include the 
protective and proactive measures described above. 
 
III. The PEIS Does Not Adequately Assess Environmental Consequences to Key 

Resources. 
 
NEPA requires that the scope of environmental analysis be commensurate with the proposed 
action.  Kern v. United States Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1072 (9th Cir. 2002).  
In light of the multistate range of lands and millions of acres that would be affected by the 
decisions in the PEIS, a more thorough analysis of potential impacts to other resources and 
values is necessary, as detailed below. 
 

A. The agencies are required to assess the planning projects of other federal agencies 
and local governments in order to provide adequate cumulative impact analysis. 

 
NEPA requires the agencies to consider the cumulative impacts of and related to the PEIS.   
NEPA regulations define “cumulative impact” as:  
 

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the 
action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes 
such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 

 
40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (emphasis added).   
 
To satisfy NEPA’s hard look requirement, the cumulative impacts assessment must do two 
things.  First, BLM must catalogue the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the 
area that might impact the environment.  Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. U.S. Forest Service, 177 
F.3d 800, 809–10 (9th Cir. 1999).  Second, BLM must analyze these impacts in light of the 
proposed action.  Id.  If BLM determines that certain actions are not relevant to the cumulative 
impacts analysis, it must “demonstrat[e] the scientific basis for this assertion.”  Sierra Club v. 
Bosworth, 199 F.Supp.2d 971, 983 (N.D. Ca. 2002).  A failure to include a cumulative impact 
analysis of actions within a larger region will render NEPA analysis insufficient.  See, e.g., Kern 
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v. U.S. Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1078 (9th Cir. 2002) (analysis of root 
fungus on cedar timber sales was necessary for an entire area). 
 
This definition clearly encompasses the other large-scale energy development being planned for 
the same lands under analysis in this PEIS, which will inevitably compound the effects of leasing 
and development of geothermal energy on the natural resources of our public lands, such as 
wildlife habitat, wilderness character and roadlessness, water, scenic beauty, and cultural 
resources.   
 
Further, NEPA, as explained by the Council on Environmental Quality, also directs agencies to 
consider potential conflicts with the objectives of other plans, policies or controls, which requires 
an assessment of possibilities for resolving conflicts and a thorough consideration of how not 
resolving the conflict could “impair the effectiveness of land use control mechanisms for the 
area.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.16(c); Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 23a.  Similarly, FLPMA requires that the BLM’s 
guidance and management policies shall “be consistent with officially approved and adopted 
resource related policies and programs of other Federal agencies, State and local governments 
and Indian tribes.” 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9); 43 C.F.R. § 1610.3-2.   
 
There are currently several major planning processes underway in the Western United States that 
we want to highlight for the BLM to address in the Geothermal PEIS because of the potential 
overlap in goals.  California’s Renewable Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI), the Western 
Governors Association’s Western Renewable Energy Zones (WREZ), and the West-wide Energy 
Corridors PEIS are all transmission initiatives in the project area.  The states of Colorado, New 
Mexico, and Nevada also have initiatives to identify locations and provide incentives for 
renewable energy development and transmission. 
 
The West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS is of particular relevance to the Geothermal PEIS. These 
two processes should be viewed as an opportunity for synergy and as an opportunity to bring 
more renewable energy into the American electricity grid while minimizing environmental 
degradation.  If both energy corridors and geothermal energy development projects are properly 
sited and renewable technologies such as solar, wind, and geothermal energy are given 
preference in new transmission rights-of-way within the corridors, these efforts together can help 
America reduce its reliance on the fossil fuels responsible for global climate change.  Currently, 
the West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS is the subject of significant controversy, due to the failure 
to assess the need for corridors to support renewable energy, as well as the failure to avoid 
ecologically important areas. Although the Draft PEIS makes note of this initiative, it fails to 
provide analysis of the cumulative impacts that will result from both of these programs being 
established in the same project area.  
 
In addition, BLM is preparing a solar energy program and oil shale/tar sands program and has 
recently completed a wind energy program. All of these planning processes impact lands in the 
western states and will utilize transmission corridors, and in combination have the potential to 
disturb a majority of public and Forest Service lands in the West.  
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Chapter 5 of the Draft PEIS states that geothermal development would have a minor cumulative 
impact on resources such as vegetation and soil due to its comparatively small footprint: “The 
contribution to cumulative impacts of geothermal projects on public and FS lands would be small 
or negligible unless a significant permanent, uncompensated loss of the current productive use of 
a site occurred, or if future uses were precluded” Draft PEIS at 5-18. However, in context of a 
small area cleared for geothermal, and other areas all over the West cleared for solar, wind, oil 
shale, and transmission for all of these energy sources, the cumulative impacts can actually be 
expected to be quite large, with geothermal development making a significant contribution.  In 
addition, because transmission will be necessary for indirect use geothermal projects, it is 
imperative that the agencies analyze transmission initiatives in the project area and provide 
cumulative impact analysis.  Disregard of these processes may lead to duplicative corridors and 
unnecessary lands, wildlife and natural resource impacts.   
 
Before preparing the Final PEIS, the agencies must go back and analyze not just the small 
impacts from geothermal plants, but the cumulative impacts of geothermal plants and 
transmission in context with solar plants, wind turbines, oil shale and tar sands mines, and the 
many other planning processes in the project area. 
 
Recommendation: Because leasing of land for geothermal development is a commitment of the 
resource for future exploration and development, the agencies must conduct cumulative impact 
analysis of reasonably foreseeable future actions in context of other energy development and 
transmission projects in the western states. 

 
B. Socioeconomic analysis. 

 
There are several areas where the Draft PEIS for Geothermal Leasing in the Western US (Draft 
PEIS) falls short in the analysis of the potential socioeconomic impacts associated with leasing 
public lands for the development of geothermal energy. These are described briefly below and 
discussed in greater detail in the sections which follow. 
 

1) The socioeconomic analysis in the Draft PEIS is superficial and is based heavily 
on documents that were produced by the geothermal energy industry itself. 

 
2) The analysis of the socioeconomic impacts is one-sided, focusing only on the 

potential benefits of geothermal energy development without assessing the 
potential costs of such development on public lands. 

 
a. The Draft PEIS fails to address the potential impacts to rural economies 
from potential impacts to public lands. Many economies benefit from 
undeveloped public lands and this potential impact should be analyzed in the 
Final EIS. 
 
b. The Draft PEIS does not account for the non-market values, including the 
impacts on local quality of life, which are associated with the undeveloped 
public lands that may be impacted by geothermal energy development. 

These specific concerns are discussed in detail in the sections below. 
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1. The socioeconomic analysis in the Draft PEIS is superficial and is based 

heavily on documents that were produced by the geothermal energy industry 
itself. 

 
The Draft PEIS presents only the most general estimates of the potential jobs and royalties (and 
these are based only on industry references), without any in-depth analysis or even a qualitative 
discussion of the overall potential socioeconomic impacts associated with large scale 
developments on public lands in rural areas. 
 
The socioeconomic analysis in the Draft PEIS refers frequently to several documents which were 
produced by or for geothermal industry advocacy groups. One of these documents is a two-page 
promotional document touting only the potential beneficial economic impacts of the industry. 
They are clearly self-serving for this specific industry and while potentially a valuable source of 
information, they should not be the only source of information about the socioeconomic impacts 
of large-scale geothermal energy development on public lands. 
 
In preparing the Final EIS the BLM and FS should do a review of the economic literature on 
modern rural economies and include analysis of a broader range of impacts. The agencies should 
also include input and research from a more broad range or sources, rather then relying solely on 
industry analyses. 
 

2. The analysis of the socioeconomic impacts is one-sided, focusing only on the 
potential benefits of geothermal energy development without assessing the 
potential costs of such development on public lands. 

 
While it is certainly possible that the benefits to local communities from geothermal energy 
development may be substantial, it is also quite likely that such development will have certain 
costs as well. The Draft PEIS does not analyze the potential costs associated with leasing 
millions of acres of BLM and FS lands for geothermal energy. The Draft PEIS merely assumes 
that mitigation, stipulations and BMPs will result in minimal impacts. 
 
Western communities often face the need to balance extractive development and other industrial 
uses of the region's abundant public lands with the economic and aesthetic benefits that are 
derived from these lands in their undeveloped state. The economy of the western United States 
has long been viewed as one dependent upon the extraction of natural resources. However, recent 
research has shown that this assumption is no longer valid. Commercial geothermal development 
would be yet another such industrial use, with many of the attendant pitfalls and issues. Yet the 
Geothermal DPIES does not assess the impacts associated with continued reliance on extraction 
industries in the context of the changing economy of the region. 
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a) The Draft PEIS fails to address the potential impacts to rural economies 

which benefit from undeveloped public lands – lands which will be 
impacted by the development of geothermal energy projects and related 
transmission corridors. 

 
The omission of the potential costs to the western economies affected is reflected in the list (on 
page 4-139 of the Draft PEIS) detailing the conditions under which potential impacts on 
socioeconomics and environmental justice could occur. This list focuses very narrowly on 
commodity impacts, jobs and income in the geothermal industry, and revenues from royalties 
and taxes that might accrue. The list mentions the potential for increases in population and the 
potential for these increases to strain local resources; however, the analysis does not treat this 
potential impact with any depth. Missing from the list are the potential impacts on businesses and 
individuals who may rely on the presence of protected public lands to attract employees, to 
attract customers or for their own quality of life. 
 
In the last 30 years, the West has evolved beyond being a region whose economy was largely 
focused on extractive industries, into a more diverse economy (Bennett and McBeth, 1998; 
Johnson, 2001). As the economies of rural communities in the West evolve, the impact of public 
land management on these economies also evolves, and the management of our public lands 
must as well.  Sociological and economic research conducted over the last two-plus decades 
indicates that the environmental amenities provided by public lands are an important economic 
driver in the rural West. For several examples see: Rudzitis and Johansen, 1989; Johnson and 
Rasker, 1993, 1995; Rasker 1994; Power, 1995, 1996; Duffy-Deno, 1998; Rudzitis, 1999; 
Rasker,et al. 2004; Holmes and Hecox, 2004; Whitelaw, et al. 2003. 
 
These indicators include the growing importance of non-labor income from investments and 
retirement, increasing employment in high technology, knowledge-based, and service industries, 
the important role that recreation and tourism plays in providing jobs and income, and the rise of 
small businesses and other entrepreneurial endeavors.  The Draft PEIS fails to analyze or account 
for negative impacts on these segments of the economy. Large scale geothermal energy 
development is likely to have negative impacts such as habitat fragmentations, loss of quality of 
life, loss of quality recreation, and reduced quality of hunting and fishing.  These impacts can, in 
turn, have detrimental consequences for non-traditional sectors of the economy which have come 
into prominence in the West. These non-traditional sectors have been shown to rely upon 
protected, undeveloped public lands. Such lands enhance the attractiveness of rural western 
communities for businesses, workers and retirees who are not tied to specific locations for 
income or employment. These sectors have for decades been the largest portion of almost every 
county in the U.S. 
 
The recreation opportunities alone provided by wilderness quality and other undeveloped public 
lands yield direct economic benefits to local communities. The Draft PEIS socio-economic 
analysis does not include an analysis of the income and jobs associated with recreation, hunting 
and fishing from each alternative. In our scooping comments, we included a document entitled 
“Socio-Economic Framework for Public Land Management Planning: Indicators for the West's 
Economy,” which details our expectations for the baseline analysis of the region's economy as 
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well as the analysis of the potential impacts of this program.  We request that you re-review the 
document and that your analysis for the Final EIS follow the approach set out in this document. 
 

b) The Draft PEIS does not account for the non-market values, including 
the impacts on local quality of life, which are associated with the 
undeveloped public lands that may be impacted by geothermal energy 
development. 

 
Public lands provide numerous values, some of which are realized when natural resources are 
extracted, and others which require that the natural ecosystems remain intact. The benefits of 
these various values often flow to different groups or individuals. Some of the benefits from 
public lands are more likely to flow to individuals or companies (market benefits), and others are 
available for the entire population (non-market benefits).  
 
Any time that unique or irreplaceable resources or values are at risk, there is a strong component 
of non-market value which must be assessed. One of the primary purposes of the public lands 
system is the provision of public goods such as the protection of unique landscapes, ecological 
diversity, wildlife habitat, wilderness, and cultural and archeological resources. Large-scale 
geothermal energy development may put these resources at risk.  
 
To facilitate informed decisions about publicly owned wildlands, economic analysis must take 
into consideration both market and nonmarket benefits and costs (Loomis 1993). It is important 
that the FS and BLM examine both market and non-market benefits and costs of large-scale 
geothermal energy development. Non-market benefits must be measured and compared with the 
market benefits that accrue to companies and individuals when undeveloped public lands are 
developed.  
 
In analyzing the socioeconomic impacts of geothermal energy leasing and development, the 
agencies must complete a full accounting of the costs and benefits associated with this 
development including non-market costs and benefits.  The agencies’ accounting should 
recognize the multiple use aspects and the full extent and value of existing wilderness character 
and wildlands as a resource within and near new geothermal energy development, which include 
formally designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas, as well as other areas with 
wilderness and special characteristics identified by citizens and proposed for protective 
management.  The multiple benefits that derive from protecting wilderness quality and other 
undeveloped lands include positive economic impacts to local communities.  In developing the 
Final EIS, the agencies should analyze the benefits of protecting all existing wilderness character 
and wildlands against impairment from large-scale geothermal energy development, and should 
also consider how managing these lands will affect wildlands and wildlife in other locations and 
in turn the economies in local communities. 
 
Recommendations: In preparing the Final EIS for geothermal leasing, the BLM and FS must: 

• consider the increasing importance of industries and economic sectors that rely on public 
lands for environmental amenities; 

• examine the potential impacts that large-scale geothermal development on public lands 
may have on key indicators which characterize the modern western economy; and 
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• estimate the potential non-market benefits and costs associated with large-scale 
geothermal energy. 

 
C. Visual resources 

 
NEPA requires the agencies to “assure for all Americans . . . aesthetically . . . pleasing 
surroundings.”  42 U.S.C. § 4331(b)(2).  FLPMA specifically directs the BLM to prepare and 
maintain inventories of the visual values of all public lands, 43 U.S.C. § 1711(a), and manage 
public lands “in a manner that will protect the quality of . . . scenic . . . values,” §1701(a)(8).  
BLM has interpreted these mandates as a “stewardship responsibility” to “protect visual values 
on public lands” by managing all BLM-administered lands “in a manner which will protect the 
quality of the scenic (visual) values.”  BLM Manual 8400 – Visual Resource Management .02, 
.06(A).  BLM utilizes visual resource inventories during its land use planning process to 
establish management objectives, organized into four classes.  These objectives are as binding as 
any other resource objectives contained in the RMP.  See Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 
144 IBLA 70, 84 (1998).   
 
These statutory and regulatory responsibilities are especially important because of the scenic 
values associated with use and enjoyment of the public lands and national forests, and also with 
the use and enjoyment of geothermal areas, specifically.  The agencies should ensure that natural 
settings are protected – these settings are often vital to local and regional economies and for 
cultural resources.  Viewsheds and scenic values should be considered as a factor for establishing 
buffers of protection from surface disturbance.  
 

D. Wildlife habitat and fragmentation analysis 
 

1) Endemic species 
 
There are numerous species that rely on the geothermal characteristics of their habitat for 
survival.  The PEIS should clearly identify these species, their range, and appropriate 
protections. 
 

2) Habitat fragmentation analysis 
 
Significant portions of the land that will be considered for geothermal energy development in the 
PEIS contain core habitat areas and migration linkages between those core areas, all of which 
need to be preserved in order for the regional ecosystems to continue to function. Fragmentation 
of wildlife habitat affects the ecological composition, structure, and functions of a landscape.  
Habitat fragmentation has been defined as the “creation of a complex mosaic of spatial and 
successional habitats from formerly contiguous habitat” (Lehmkuhl and Ruggiero 1991).  
Although fragmentation can be difficult to measure, there are a variety of metrics that can 
be used to assess the degree of existing habitat fragmentation and the condition of the 
landscape, then applied to available data regarding distribution of wildlife and habitat, and 
ultimately used to make decisions regarding appropriate locations for geothermal energy 
projects.  We recommend that the agencies complete such an analysis as part of the PEIS.   
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Existing road density can be calculated by measuring the length of linear features in a given sub-
area at regular intervals and then reported as miles of route per square mile (mi/mi2).  The degree 
of habitat fragmentation, the distribution of unroaded areas, or core areas, can also be measured 
and calculated based on the amount of land beyond a given distance or effect zone, from 
transportation routes (Forman, 1999).  Wildlife species respond to disturbances related to this 
type of network at varying distances, so determining the size distribution of core areas for a 
range of effect zones (i.e., of 100ft, 250ft, 500ft and 1320ft) from all routes is also important.  
Wildlife literature will yield information on the effect zones for different species.  For instance,  
an ongoing study by Sawyer et al. (2005, 2004, 2001) of GPS collared deer on the Pinedale 
Anticline observed that deer utilized habitat progressively further from roads and well pads over 
three years of increasing gas development and showed no evidence of acclimating to energy-
related infrastructure.  Birds are also impacted by roads and management practices associated 
with energy development, due to fragmentation, changes in vegetation and noise (Mabey and 
Paul, 2007; Robel, et al., 2004). 
 
In addition to geothermal projects themselves, habitat fragmentation can be caused by 
transmission corridors, which will be necessary to transmit geothermal energy to electricity 
grids. Wildlife habitat fragmentation caused by transmission lines, pipelines, and roads generally 
fall into three broad categories: 
    

1. Construction impacts (access, right-of-way clearing, construction of towers, stringing of 
cables); 

2. Line maintenance impacts (inspection and repair); and 
3. Impacts related to the physical presence and operation of the transmission line. 

 
As such, wildlife habitat must be examined on an individual project and site-specific basis.  The 
only way to accomplish this requirement is to ensure that each individual geothermal project is 
spatially evaluated for direct, indirect and cumulative impacts.  
 
Specific activities that negatively impact wildlife and cause destruction of core habitat or habitat 
fragmentation include the construction of facilities, disturbance of soil by the use of heavy 
machinery, site clearing and grading, noisy machinery during construction and maintenance, 
removal of vegetation, use of herbicides, well drilling, and accidental release of hazardous 
materials. 
 
The effects of these activities on wildlife can be severe and include removal of habitat, 
fragmentation of habitat, and the creation of edge effect vegetation and habitat (changes in 
composition, structure, microclimate, etc. of area adjacent to facility and transmission corridor).  
Species shown to avoid edges include red-backed vole, snowshoe hair, pine marten and red 
squirrels.  In addition, it is logical to suspect that construction of facilities and transmission in 
previously undisturbed areas will lead to a direct loss of life to wildlife during construction, 
operation and service of transmission lines.  
 
We have included The Wilderness Society’s most recent Science and Policy Brief, “Habitat 
Fragmentation from Roads:  Travel Planning Methods to Safeguard BLM Lands”. This report 
provides a summary of available scholarly and government reports and studies on the impact of 
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habitat fragmentation on wildlife, provides methods for calculating habitat fragmentation, and 
provides recommendations on how to integrate fragmentation analysis into management. BLM 
should use the information provided in this brief (as well as related information from State 
Wildlife Action Plans, Audubon Important Bird Areas, and the Wildlands Network) to identify 
core areas, measure habitat fragmentation, conduct a thorough fragmentation analysis, and 
inform decisions regarding designation of lands as available for geothermal energy in the PEIS, 
as well as incorporating these requirements into the PEIS to guide analysis of specific projects.  
 

E. Wilderness and/or roadless characteristics 
 
As mentioned above, because the PEIS will be used to amend land use plans and tiered to in 
analyzing specific projects, the agencies must inventory the project area for lands with 
wilderness and/or roadless characteristics and exclude these areas from leasing and development, 
in order to prevent destruction of these values. 
 

F. Cultural resources  
 
Native and prehistoric cultures also prize geothermal resources, such that there is a significant 
overlap between geothermal resources and sacred sites.  The National Historic Preservation Act 
affords heightened protection to these resources, establishing a cooperative federal-state program 
for the protection of historic and cultural resources.  In particular, the review process set out in 
Section 106 (16 U.S.C. § 470f) obligates the agencies to consider the effects of management 
actions on historic and cultural resources listed or eligible for inclusion under NHPA.  Further, 
Section 110 of the NHPA requires the BLM to assume responsibility for the preservation of 
historic properties it owns or controls (16 U.S.C. § 470h-2(a)(1)), and to manage and maintain 
those resources in a way that gives “special consideration” to preserving their historic, 
archaeological, and cultural values.  Section 110 also requires the BLM to ensure that all historic 
properties within the National Monument are identified, evaluated, and nominated to the 
National Register of Historic Places. Id. § 470h-2(a)(2)(A).   
 
The agencies must place special importance on consultation with Tribes and the PEIS should 
comment to a specific plan for ensuring identification, evaluation, nomination and protection of 
cultural resources prior to issuing leases.  Further, places where Tribes have already raised 
concerns and those where there is known to be a significant concentration or high potential for 
such a concentration of cultural resources should be excluded or avoided from those lands 
prioritized for leasing and development. 
 

G. GIS Data 
 
As stated in our scoping comments, geographic information systems (GIS) data is critical for 
ensuring that existing resources can be mapped and considered in this PEIS and subsequent 
decisions.  The agencies should not only obtain and analyze this data, they should also make it 
available to the public for use in understanding and commenting on impacts, as was done with 
the West-wide Energy Corridors Draft PEIS. 
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1) Lands with wilderness characteristics and proposed wilderness: GIS 
layers needed to complete the PEIS. 

 
Prior to identifying areas appropriate for geothermal energy development as part of the PEIS, it 
is imperative that the agencies gather the necessary information to ensure that wilderness quality 
lands are not disturbed.  The agencies have before them a unique opportunity to act as stewards 
of the public domain on a west-wide scale.  By collecting and using appropriate GIS data layers 
before considering appropriate places for geothermal leasing and development, the agencies can 
ensure that they avoid disturbing our nation’s wild places.  We recommend that the agencies 
collect and use the following GIS data layers to map areas that are unacceptable for siting 
geothermal projects and in siting projects to avoid impacting the identified areas: 
 

State Contact Information 
Alaska  

Address: The Wilderness Society, Alaska 
                 705 Christensen Drive  
                 Anchorage, AK  99501 
 
Website: www.wilderness.org  
 

 
Phone: (907) 272-9453 
 
Email: ak_office@tws.org  

Arizona   
Address: Arizona Wilderness Coalition 
                PO Box 529 
                Alpine, AZ 85920 
 
Website: www.azwild.org   
 

 
Phone: (928) 339-4426 
 
Email: azwild@azwild.org   
 

California   
Address:  California Wilderness Coalition 
                 1212 Broadway, Suite 1700  
                 Oakland, CA 94612  
 
Website: www.calwild.org       
 

 
Phone: (510) 451-1450 
 
Email:  info@calwild.org    
 

Colorado   
Address:  Colorado Environmental Coalition 
                 1536 Wynkoop Street #5C 
                 Denver, CO 80202 
 
Website: www.ourcolorado.org 
 

 
Phone:  (303) 534-7066   
 
Email:  info@cecenviro.org 
 

Idaho   
Address:  The Wilderness Society, Idaho  
                 950 W. Bannock Street Suite 605 
                 Boise, ID 83702 
 
Website:  www.wilderness.org    
 

 
Phone:  (208) 343-8153 
 
Email:  brad_brooks@tws.org  
 

Montana   
Address:  Montana Wilderness Association 
                 PO Box 635 
                 Helena, MT 59624 
 

 
Phone:  (406) 443-7350 
 
Email:  mwa@wildmontana.org      
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Website:  www.wildmontana.org  
 

Nevada   
Address:  Nevada Wilderness Project 
                 8550 White Fir Street  
                 Reno, NV 89523 
                 
Website:  http://www.wildnevada.org   
 

 
Phone:  (202) 266-0465 
 
Email:    
 
 

New Mexico   
A
                 202 Central SE Suite 101 
                 Albuquerque, NM 87102 
Website:  www.nmwild.org

ddress:  New Mexico Wilderness Alliance             

  
 

 
Phone:  (505) 843-8696   
 
Email:  Emailnmwa@nmwild.org  
 

Oregon  ddress:  Oregon Wild  
                  5825 North Greeley 

7217-4145 

 
A
  
                 Portland, OR 9
Website:  www.oregonwild.org  
 

 
hone:  (503) 283-6343  

mail:  info@oregonwild.org

P
 
E     
 

Utah  t 
             68 South Main Street, Suite 400 

 

 
ddress:  The Wild Utah ProjecA

    
                 Salt Lake City, UT 84101
Website:  http://www.wildutahproject.org  
 

 
Phone:  (801) 328-3550    
 
Email:   wup@xmission.com     
 

Washington   

              Seattle, WA 98104                                   

 
Address:  The Wilderness Society, Seattle
                720 3rd Avenue, Suite 1800   

    
Website:  www.wilderness.org   
 

 
Phone:  (206) 624-6430  

mail:  bob_freimark@tws.org
 
E   
 

Wyoming  

ramie, WY 82073 
ebsite:  www.biodiversityassociates.org

 
Address:  Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 
                 P.O. Box 1512 
               La  

W   

hone:  (307) 742-7978 
 

erik@voiceforthewild.org

 

  
P

Email:   
 

 
 
Attached with  of GIS data for all available citizen-
proposed wilderness areas for Colorado, Idaho, New Mexico, Utah, and Wyoming, current as of 

eptember 2008.  The offices above can always be contacted for the most current versions of 
ese data; GIS data for Citizen Proposed Wilderness Areas for Alaska, Arizona, California, 

M 
ould use GIS mapping to identify exclusion areas, and the agency should make these data 

the hard copy of these comments is a CD

S
th
Montana, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington can be obtained by contacting the offices above. 
 
Many lands with wilderness characteristics have been inventoried and mapped by BLM field 
offices as part of RMP revisions.  BLM should use this data to identify exclusion areas for 
geothermal leasing.  Further, in identifying additional lands with wilderness characteristics, BL
sh
layers available to the public as part of their PEIS.   
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2) Other GIS layers needed to complete the PEIS 
 
As stated above, because the siting of geothermal projects will have significant and long lasting 

pacts on public lands, it is critical that the agency gather, analyze, and make available to the 
public  addition to the lands with 

ilderness characteristics, citizen proposed wilderness, and wilderness inventories discussed 

3. National Monuments; 

ational Scenic Trails; 

reational Rivers, study rivers and segments, and eligible 

and Research Natural Areas; 

ed and sensitive species habitat (available from USFWS2, state 
linkages for 

and state wildlife agencies, including in State 
dlands Project and its affiliated regional 

 Controlled Groundwater Area (available from Montana’s Department of 

im
 any GIS layers which describe sensitive or protected areas.  In

w
above, we recommend that the agencies collect and use the following GIS data layers to map 
areas that are unacceptable for siting geothermal projects and in siting projects to avoid 
impacting the identified areas: 
 

1. Designated Wilderness Areas; 

2. Wilderness Study Areas; 

4. National Conservation Areas; 

5. Other lands within BLM’s NLCS; 

6. National Historic and N

7. National Wild, Scenic, and Rec
rivers and segments; 

8. ACECs, including Outstanding Natural Areas 

9. Forest Service Research Natural Areas; 

10. Threatened, endanger
wildlife agencies and, for BLM lands, from NatureServe3; critical cores and 
wildlife habitat (available from USFWS 
Wildlife Action Plans, as well as the Wil
organizations4) important bird areas (available from BLM and the National Audubon 
Society5);   

11. Riparian areas (available from SWReGAP6, except for California, which is available 
from the UCSB Biogeography Lab7); and 

12. Yellowstone
Natural Resources and Conservation, 406-586-5243), 

Recommendations:  The agencies should complete the additional collection of data and analysis 

                                                

of impacts outlined above, then revise the PEIS to incorporate the results into the selected 
alternative. 

 
2 http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/newmexico/ES_home.cfm  
3 NatureServe was contracted to identify and map locations of threatened and endangered species habitat  that exist 
only on BLM lands – making these areas even more critical to the survival of the species.  This data can be found at 
www.natureserve.org  
4 http://www.twp.org/cms/page1158.cfm 
5 http://www.audubon.org/bird/IBA/ 
6 http://ftp.nr.usu.edu/swgap/  
7 http://www.biogeog.ucsb.edu/projects/gap/gap_home.html  

 30

http://www.fws.gov/southwest/es/newmexico/ES_home.cfm
http://www.natureserve.org/
http://www.twp.org/cms/page1158.cfm
http://www.audubon.org/bird/IBA/
http://ftp.nr.usu.edu/swgap/
http://www.biogeog.ucsb.edu/projects/gap/gap_home.html
EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
O-58-39



  
IV. Additional Analysis Is Required Prior to Leasing and Development. 
 
The agencies have stated that this PEIS will be used to “develop a comprehensive list of 

idance for 
ture geothermal leasing and development on public and NFS lands” and to “amend the BLM 

73 
to 

of 
ion 

ith subsequent decision-making processes, the analysis conducted under NEPA must be 
t.  
 of 

(such 

stipulations, best management practices, and procedures to serve as consistent gu
fu
Resource Management Plans (RMPs) to adopt the resource allocations and procedures.”  
Fed.Reg. 33803.  These uses require that the PEIS include sufficient environmental analysis 
justify decisions and also commit the agencies to further analysis prior to approval of leasing. 
 

A. Tiering to the PEIS must be limited and unequivocal commitments to site-
specific NEPA analysis included in the PEIS and land use plan amendments. 

 
The PEIS will identify lands that are available for leasing.  In order to support amendment 
BLM land use plans and for the Forest Service and the BLM to tier to the PEIS in connect
w
sufficiently robust to support the determination that specific lands are suitable for developmen
NEPA requires the agencies to take a “hard look” at the potential environmental consequences
this proposed action, so that they must assess impacts and effects that include: “ecological 
as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected 
ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or 
cumulative.”  40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.  In the context of a programmatic EIS, “the overview or area-
wide EIS would serve as a valuable and necessary analysis of the affected environment and the 
potential cumulative impacts of the reasonably foreseeable actions under that program or within 
that geographical area.”  Council on Environmental Quality, Forty Most Asked Questions 
Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, Question 24b, available at 
http://ceq.hss.doe.gov/nepa/regs/40/40p3.htm. For future projects, the agencies can tier to the 
environmental analysis in the PEIS, but this incorporation “would be followed by site-spec
project-specific EISs,” which “would make each EIS of greater use and meaning to the public as
the plan or program develops.”  Id., Question 24c. 
 
In addition, NEPA requires the consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives as part of 
evaluation of a proposed action.  NEPA requires the

ific or 
 

 agencies to “rigorously explore and 
bjectively evaluate” a range of alternatives to proposed federal actions.  See 40 C.F.R. §§ 

e 

 by 

) 

eman, 
g 

o
1502.14(a), 1508.25(c).  “An agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the rang
dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed action.”  Nw. Envtl. Defense Center v. 
Bonneville Power Admin., 117 F.3d 1520, 1538 (9th Cir. 1997).  An agency violates NEPA
failing to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives” to the 
proposed action.  City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 1308, 1310 (9th Cir. 1990
(quoting 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14).  This evaluation extends to considering more environmentally 
protective alternatives and mitigation measures.  See, e.g., Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Ven
313 F.3d 1094,1122–23 (9th Cir. 2002) (and cases cited therein).  In the context of analyzin
specific leases, the range of alternatives should also include an alternative not to lease at all.  
 
The PEIS acknowledges the need for additional environmental analysis, although it defers the 
level of review for individual permits to be determined at the BLM field office or FS unit and 
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provides for that analysis to be either an EIS or a “tiered environmental assessment (EA),” 
depending on the extent to which “this PEIS anticipates issues and concerns associated with 
individual projects, including potential cumulative impacts.” Draft PEIS, p. 2-22.  This statement 
properly acknowledges the need for site-specific analysis, but is too general.  
 
Recommendation:  Based on the general level of analysis included in the Draft PEIS, the PEIS 
and the subsequent amendments to BLM land use plans should specifically and unequivocally 

quire site-specific environmental review prior to approval of projects, including opportunities 

 

he Draft PEIS acknowledges that the RFD, which forms the basis for the cumulative impact 

ermal potential across the western US (Western Governors’ 
Association 2006; DOE and BLM 2003; NREL 2006; BLM 2007a; Geothermal Energy 

le, and 

wn 
cal 

 
Draft P  are 
proposed, their environmental consequences have not been thoroughly discussed, requiring a 
ew assessment.  Similarly, where leases are proposed in areas that were not identified in the 

er 

re
for public comment and addressing direct, indirect and cumulative impacts.  Both of these 
documents should state that an EIS will be presumed to be required unless the Forest Service or
BLM determines that all site-specific concerns have been addressed in this PEIS and the 
cumulative impact analysis has not substantively changed.  There should also be a specific 
commitment to considering a range of alternatives, including an alternative not to issue a lease 
for geothermal development.  
 

B. Additional limitations on tiering. 
 
T
analysis, is limited, stating: 
 

The RFD was based on a review of recent government and industry reports providing 
assessments of geoth

Association 2007a) and the typical impacts associated with geothermal development 
(GeothermEx 2007). Few quantitative evaluations have been conducted at this sca
those that exist are considered largely speculative due to the wide array of variables 
around future geothermal development. These variables include the speculative 
estimation of unexplored geothermal resources, the development of geothermal 
technologies that may allow for extraction of resources currently unusable, the unkno
nature of future energy markets, and the unknown future of regulatory and politi
climates. 

EIS, p. 2-33.  Accordingly, where technologies not specifically addressed in the PEIS

n
PEIS, new analysis is required.  Further, if new technologies, geographic areas or economic, 
regulatory or other conditions change, the cumulative impact analysis in the PEIS will no long
by accurate. 
 
Recommendations:  The PEIS should clearly state the limitations of the issues analyzed, the 
limitations on tiering to the PEIS for environmental analysis, and the need to update the 
umulative impacts analysis if relevant factors change. 

rmits 
 or modification. 

c
 

C. Best management practices must be mandated for incorporation in all pe
and should not be subject to waiver, exception
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The Draft PEIS sets out important protective terms and conditions that should be incorporated 
into permits.  See, Draft PEIS, pp. 2-16 – 2-17.  However, different portions of the Draft PEIS 

fer to these terms and conditions as those that “will” or “may” apply, giving the impression 
n 

ese practices cannot be 
lied upon to reduce environmental consequences.  See, e.g., Council on Environmental Quality, 

tions, 

re
that some of these terms are required to be incorporated into permits and others may not be, eve
when they are applicable to a proposed location.  Further, since the BLM routinely permits 
waiver, exception and modification of stipulations and conditions in the context of oil and gas 
development, there is not guarantee that these measures will be applied. 
 
Best management practices are an important vehicle for mitigating impacts of geothermal 
development.  However, without a definitive commitment to their use, th
re
Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ’s National Environmental Policy Act Regula
Question 19, Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104, 1125 (10th Cir. 2002). 
  
Recommendation:  The PEIS must clearly state that all best management practices, stipulations 
and conditions are required to be incorporated into permits where the resources that they are 

signed to protect are present.  Further, these provisions should not be subject to waiver, 

e Draft PEIS states that consultation under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
ional 

onsultation will occur as needed for specific projects.  Draft PEIS, p. 2-21. 

de
exception or modification unless very narrow, specific qualifications are met and should not be 
available at all in the context of no surface occupancy stipulations. 
  

D. Compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and Section 7 of the ESA. 
 
Th
Act and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will occur prior to leasing and addit
c
 
Recommendation:  The PEIS should maintain a specific commitment to engaging in consul
prior to leasing and as needed throughout evaluation of a project. 

tation 

 
V. The Pending Applications Should Be Assessed in Accordance with the 

Recommendations Set Out for New Leasing. 
 

A. Pending lease applications should be subject to the screens listed in S
prior to approval 

ection II 

 
The 19
pending lease applications which conflict with the screens in Section II should either be required 
to alter their boundaries to avoid citizen-proposed wilderness, inventoried roadless areas, lands 

adless 
ACA 043745, 043744, 042989 - Modoc National Forest; NVN 074289 - Humboldt-

oiyabe National Forest/Battle Mountain District; OROR 017049, 017327 - Mt. Hood National 

 pending lease applications should be subject to the screens listed in Section II.  Any 

with wilderness characteristics and other lands with special values, or the leases should be 
denied. 
 
The following lease applications encompass lands that are in Forest Service Inventoried Ro
Areas:  C
T
Forest; OROR 054587 - Willamette National Forest; WAOR 056025, 056058, 052069 - Mt. 
Baker National Forest. 
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The following lease applications encompass lands that are in citizen-proposed wilderness area
CACA 043745, 043744

s:  
, 042989 – Modoc National Forest/BLM Surprise Field Office; OROR 

17149, 017503 – Mt. Hood National Forest/BLM Prineville Field Office. 

s, 

 

0
 
Specific comments on individual lease applications are set out in Appendix B to these comment
attached and incorporated by reference. 

Recommendation:  If pending applications conflict with the screens in Section II, the agencies 
should either alter the lease boundaries to avoid the conflict or deny the application. 

, 
d have 

well-documented resources, and consider use of conditional development leases until 

 
As disc
propose ications has not been thoroughly tested, the 
proposed development requires a careful, measured approach to minimize potential impacts.   

 
B.  Because the pending lease applications anticipate the use of binary cycle systems
the agencies should prioritize leases in areas that are not controversial an

the technology is proven to be successful 

ussed in previous sections of the comments, because the binary cycle technology 
d for development in the pending lease appl

 
Recommendation: The agencies should consider prioritizing approval of applications and use of
conditional development leases until technology is proven to be successful.  

 

the opportunity to 
eet with you to present and discuss these comments in person.  

r 
enior Counsel, Public Lands Campaign 
LM Action Center 

8 Ext. 117 

 

ector 
os Padres ForestWatch 
st Office Box 831 

 

We look forward to continuing to participate in this process.  Please feel free to contact us if you 
ave any questions or need additional information.  We would also welcome h

m
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Nada Culve
S
B
(303) 650-581
Nada_culver@tws.org 
 
AND ON BEHALF OF:
 
  
Jeff Kuyper, Executive Dir
L
Po
Santa Barbara, CA  93102 
 
Amy Harwood 
Bark 
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Appendix B: Comments on Specific Pending Lease Applications 
 

 
El Centro Field Office (Draft PEIS, Chapter 12) 
 
Recommendation: Subject to the screens listed in Section II and all of the other 
recommendations included in these comments, this lease should be approved.  This will protect 
the other resources of this area while still allowing development of the geothermal resource and 
the benefits to climate change from renewable energy development. 
 
Modoc National Forest/Surprise Field Office (Draft PEIS, Chapter 13) 
 
The pending lease applications have significant conflicts, overlapping nearly entirely with FS 
Inventoried Roadless Areas (IRAs) and Citizen Wilderness Inventory Areas (CWIAs).  The 
pending lease applications overlap with the Powley and Soldier IRAs and the Powley Creek and 
Cedar Mountain CWIAs.  However, the DPEIS states that development would result in two 
binary power plants outside of these conflict areas – one on the private lands of pending lease 
site CACA 043745 and one in the northwestern portion of pending lease application site CACA 
043745 (DPEIS 13-8). 
The PEIS also acknowledges that there are known cultural resources in the area of the leases 
(and even within one of the leases), which would be “considered significant cultural resources to 
the local Native Americans and tribes.”  (PEIS, p. 13-39) 
 
The PEIS further states that areas of potential affect such as access roads, power plants, well 
pads, etc., would be analyzed at the project specific level and require inventories, evaluations, 
and appropriate treatments as outlined in the BMPs.  As detailed in Appendix D of the PEIS, this 
would include: 

- Unexpected discovery of cultural resources stops development work and requires 
notice of the responsible BLM officer for evaluation and development of appropriate 
mitigation measures; 

- Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act compliance before any specific 
permitting under the leases; and Development of a Cultural Resources Management 
Plan if cultural resources are identified at the site, or if areas with high potential to 
contain cultural materials have been identified. 

Under these BMPs, BLM would also conduct Section 106 consultation with the SHPO, Native 
American tribes with historic ties to the area, and local historic preservation groups.  Project 
specific impacts after leasing would be reduced by implementing these BMPs. 
 
Recommendation: The boundaries of these pending lease applications should be redrawn to 
exclude the IRAs and CWIAs, or the applications should be denied.  Due to the presence of 
significant cultural resources in the area and even within one lease boundary, it is critical that the 
agencies follow the BMPs set out in the PEIS to protect these resources.  If the lease boundaries 
are redrawn to exclude IRAs and CWIAs, and subject to the screens listed in Section II and all of 
the other recommendations included in these comments, this lease should be approved.  This will 
protect the other resources of this area while still allowing development of the geothermal 
resource and the benefits to climate change from renewable energy development. 
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O-58-1 

DOE and others are actively funding research to better understand the viability of recovering the heat 
from hot fluids from oil and gas wells (e.g., Rocky Mountain Oilfield Testing Center near Casper, 
Wyoming and research symposia and research at Southern Methodist University). It has been a very 
slow process, taking almost five years for both to get off the ground. In addition, with the publication of 
The Future of Geothermal Energy: Impact of Enhanced Geothermal System (EGS) in the United States 
by MIT in 2006, followed two years later by both the Department of Energy’s recent RFP regarding 
further R&D on EGS, and Google Foundation’s 2008 announcement of its funding of further EGS 
research and development, EGS development studies are ongoing. While neither BLM nor FS are 
research agencies, they pay very close attention to these studies. 

Site-specific analysis of leases and project applications will also be necessary to address the particular 
impacts of future leases and projects from various technologies.  

The PEIS also provides for mitigation and monitoring of leases, stipulations, and permit conditions, as 
discussed on page 2-20 of the Draft PEIS. 

O-58-2 

Please see response to comments I-2-4 and I-2-6 for a discussion of flash steam technology. 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1 BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

O-58-3 

As noted in the comment and in the PEIS, there are similarities in the leasing process and how 
geothermal resources are explored, drilled, and developed. The BLM and FS have appropriately applied 
many of the lessons of oil and gas to the development of the proposed action, including proactive 
stipulations. 

O-58-4 

The PEIS has been modified to include additional climate change discussion for affected resources. Please 
see the water, soil, vegetation, fish and wildlife, and other resource sections in the Final PEIS.  

O-58-5 

In accordance with 40 CFR Section 1502.13, the purpose of and need for the proposed action is used to 
define a range of reasonable alternatives (purpose of and need for action is defined in Sections 1.2 and 
1.3). The BLM is making an allocation decision here and adopting a list of stipulations, BMPs, and 
compliance procedures to be incorporated in the land use plans. The PEIS analyzes in detail the 
Proposed Action, a No Action alternative, and a Leasing Near Transmission lines alternative. The Final 
PEIS incorporates input from public comments on the Proposed Action. Another alternative considered 



but eliminated from detailed study included no leasing or development of geothermal resources on 
public or NFS lands (Section 2.4.1). As explained in Section 2.4.1, this alternative, which would have 
been the most protective (from a ground disturbance standpoint), was eliminated because it would 
violate the multiple use provisions of FLPMA and is inconsistent with the President’s National Energy 
Policy, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, and Executive Order 13212 and would not have fulfilled the 
purpose and need for the proposed action.  

The alternatives analyzed represent a range of acreages as potentially available for leasing. See CEQ’s 
Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, Question 1b (“When there are 
potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a reasonable number of examples, covering the full 
spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the EIS.”) In particular, the Leasing Near 
Transmission Lines alternative was developed based on public scoping comments to represent a limited 
development alternative. Instead of inventing a variety of alternatives that would lie between the 
alternatives presented, the BLM and FS elected to include protective measures (i.e., stipulations, BMPs, 
and compliance procedures) in each of the action alternatives. Further, those planning areas whose plans 
include more protective measures may elect to keep those measures in place, instead of the stipulations, 
BMPs, and compliance procedures presented in the Final PEIS. 

O-58-6 

The commentor’s concerns with Alternative B are noted. 

See the above responses in this letter for details on level of analysis and protections provided in the 
PEIS. 

O-58-7 

The commentor’s concerns with Alternative C are noted. 

O-58-8 

The existing case law regarding the roadless rule is inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming 
District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated NEPA and the Wilderness Act (State of Wyoming v. 
US Department of Agriculture, 07-CV-17-B, Wyoming District Court, Cheyenne, Wyoming [2008]). The 
District Court ordered the 2001 Roadless rule “set aside” and “permanently enjoined.” This order is 
subsequent to a 2006 California District Court ruling that set aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and 
reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. See California ex re. Lockyer v. US Department of Agriculture, 459 
F.Supp.2d 874 (N.D. Cal 2006). The United States Justice Department, on behalf of the Department of 
Agriculture, has filed motions with both the Wyoming and California courts seeking adjustments of 
those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither the Wyoming nor California District Court rulings bar 
the Department of Agriculture from promulgating other roadless area regulations. To address this 
inconsistency, the PEIS includes the following Department of Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If 
future legislation or regulation change the roadless area designation, the restriction would be revised 
along with any appropriate environmental review.” An appropriate NEPA review would be required 
prior to any changes to the Roadless Area Stipulation. 

O-58-9 



Decisions regarding the management of areas with wilderness characteristics are made at the field office 
level as part of the local land use planning process and not in this PEIS. This allows wilderness 
characteristics to be evaluated at a finer scale than afforded at a programmatic level. The management 
and level of protection of the wilderness characteristics on non-WSA lands is discretionary and not 
bound by requirements of the Wilderness Act of 1964 or the WSA Interim Management Policy (IMP, H-
8550-1; BLM 1995); thus, these areas have no official status that removes them from consideration for 
leasing. Nonetheless, the BLM must consider in its NEPA analyses possible impacts on wilderness 
characteristics, if present, and may manage the lands to protect and/or preserve some or all of those 
characteristics through the local land use planning process. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIS, before making any leasing decisions, the BLM will assess 
whether the existing NEPA is adequate (i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether there is new 
information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. For example, additional NEPA analysis 
may be required in light of new information, or from a potential change in management approach 
regarding resources identified for special management (e.g., travel management planning or areas under 
consideration by BLM for management for wilderness characteristics). 

O-58-10 

Decisions regarding the management of areas with wilderness characteristics are made at the field office 
level as part of the local land use planning process and not in this PEIS. This allows wilderness 
characteristics to be evaluated at a finer scale then can be afforded at a programmatic level. The 
management and level of protection of the wilderness characteristics on non-WSA lands is discretionary 
and not bound by requirements of the Wilderness Act of 1964 or the WSA Interim Management Policy 
(IMP, H-8550-1; BLM 1995); thus, these areas have no official status that removes them from 
consideration for leasing. Nonetheless, the BLM may manage the lands to protect and/or preserve some 
or all of those characteristics through the local land use planning process. 

O-58-11 

Thank you for your comment. The PEIS does provide BMPs and stipulations that protect important 
migration corridors. Language has been revised in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing to state: 

 The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife; and 

 The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would review the lands for any other sensitive resources 

(e.g., paleontological, BLM sensitive status species, and FS species of local concern) and provide 

for the necessary stipulations to protect these resources and ensure compliance with the land 

use plan. Assessment of the resource would include consulting with agency experts, 
coordinating with other appropriate agencies, and site surveys, if warranted.  

Prior to any geothermal development, site-specific NEPA would be conducted and migration corridors 
and important wildlife habitats would be identified. Appropriate measures, including but not limited to 
those provided in the list of BMPs, would be applied to protect these areas.  



O-58-12 

The BLM and operators would work with agencies and local stakeholders to identify areas requiring 
protection and mitigate impacts to special designation areas. See Section 4.2.8 for discussion of areas 
closed to leasing by Congressional designation. 

O-58-13 

The purpose of Appendix A is to provide a factual overview of the current status of geothermal 
resources and the permitting requirements in each state. It is educational, not a proposal. Chapter 2 of 
the PEIS details the lands proposed for closure and the proposed stipulations for lands with sensitive 
resources.  

O-58-14 

Given that impact on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for Yellowstone under the proposed action. See 
response to comment O-58-18 for a discussion of protection of NPS lands. 

O-58-15 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for Yellowstone under the proposed action. See 
response to comment O-58-18 for a discussion of protection of NPS lands. 

O-58-16 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for Yellowstone under the proposed action. See 
response to comment O-58-18 for a discussion of protection of NPS lands. 

O-58-17 

Given that impacts on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for Yellowstone under the proposed action. See 
response to comment O-58-18 for a discussion of protection of NPS lands. 

O-58-18 

The BLM and FS are committed to working with the NPS to avoid adverse impacts to thermal features 
within NPS units. The language in Section 1.5.4 Environmental Review Requirements Prior to Leasing has 
been revised to clarify further that the BLM is prohibited from geothermal leasing on NPS lands as well 
as on lands where the Secretary has determined that geothermal operations are reasonably likely to 
result in a “significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature” in a unit of the NPS. In addition, a 
list of the 12 units of the NPS with significant thermal features that occur in the study areas is now 
included. 



Prior to inclusion of any specific parcels in a lease sale, the BLM and FS would coordinate with the 
National Park Service to determine if there would be any impacts to thermal or hydrological features 
within NPS units in proximity to a proposed lease. Language has been added to Section 2.2.2 Procedures 
Prior to Leasing to reiterate this point. 

In addition, should development be determined to be reasonably likely to have an “adverse effect” on a 
significant thermal feature, the BLM would include appropriate lease stipulations to protect the park 
unit.  

If it is determined in advance of leasing that exploration, development, or utilization of the lease parcel 
would “reasonably likely result in a significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature of a National 
Park System unit,” then the lease would not be issued (30 USC Section 1026[c]). While preexisting 
leases and permits are beyond the scope of this PEIS, the statute also provides that, if it is determined 
that use of an existing lease or permit would be “reasonably likely to adversely affect” any significant 
thermal feature within a National Park System unit, then stipulations are included on leases and permits 
to protect the thermal features (30 USC Section 1026 [d]). 

O-58-19 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to address sensitive issues and 
conditions.  

O-58-20 

Please see response to comment O-58-19, above. 

O-58-21 

Please see response to comment O-58-19 above. 

O-58-22 

Please see response to comment O-58-19 above. 

O-58-23 

Please see response to comment O-58-19 above. 

O-58-24 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site. This document does predict a general 
level of anticipated future geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential and 
does discuss some of the available technologies, but it is not intended to provide full analysis of all 



phases of development. All development and utilization, including impacts of the specific technology used 
at plants, would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

O-58-25 

As stated in the above response, issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify what 
kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site. This document does predict a general level of 
anticipated future geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential and does 
discuss some of the available technologies, but it is not intended to provide full analysis of all phases of 
development. All development and utilization, including impacts of the specific technology used at plants, 
would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

O-58-26 

Please see the above response. 

O-58-27 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis, including discussion on various 
ongoing transmission line projects and reasonably foreseeable transmission efforts. As noted in Chapter 
5, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal 
lands, are documented and analyzed. 

O-58-28 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-58-29 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-58-30 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-58-31 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-58-32 

The comment is noted. No surface use stipulations for important viewsheds and BMPs for the 
protection of visual resources (see Appendix B) would be applied, as appropriate to land use plan 
revisions. 



 

O-58-33 

The BLM is proposing to include a Sensitive Species Stipulation for leases in areas that have agency-
designated sensitive species. The stipulation could be a NSO, CSU, or TL in order to meet resource 
objectives (Page 2-19 of the Draft PEIS). This approach provides the flexibility to respond to the dynamic 
national and regional planning and protection efforts for these species. During the permitting process for 
any subsequent drilling or development applications, the BLM would conduct the appropriate analysis on 
siting locations, as noted in the comment.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will impose an 
Endangered Species Act stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases.  

O-58-34 

Thank you for your comment. Unfortunately, this level of data analysis is beyond the scope of the PEIS. 
The analysis in Chapter 4 is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action for the PEIS.  

O-58-35 

Decisions regarding the management of areas with wilderness characteristics are made at the field office 
level as part of the local land use planning process and not in this PEIS. This allows wilderness 
characteristics to be evaluated at a finer scale than afforded at a programmatic level. The management 
and level of protection of the wilderness characteristics on non-WSA lands is discretionary and not 
bound by requirements of the Wilderness Act of 1964 or the WSA Interim Management Policy (IMP, H-
8550-1; BLM 1995); thus, these areas have no official status that removes them from consideration for 
leasing. Nonetheless, the BLM must consider in its NEPA analyses possible impacts on wilderness 
characteristics, if present, and may manage the lands to protect and/or preserve some or all of those 
characteristics through the local land use planning process. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIS, before making any leasing decisions, the BLM will assess 
whether the existing NEPA documentation is adequate (i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether 
there is new information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. For example, additional 
NEPA analysis may be required in light of new information, or from a potential change in management 
approach regarding resources identified for special management (e.g., travel management planning or 
areas under consideration by BLM for management for wilderness characteristics). 

Please see the response to comment O-58-8 regarding roadless area regulations.  

O-58-36 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 



The programmatic EIS does not change existing closures, avoidance or protective measures developed 
for cultural resources, or tribal concerns. It does not constrain local FS or BLM offices from determining 
new restrictions or closures in land use plans or through special designations. It does describe a process 
to ensure that these concerns are addressed through tribal consultation at each phase of leasing and 
development. 

O-58-37 

The PEIS was based on the best available GIS data available and appropriate for the analysis, including 
from data sets used in the West-wide Energy Corridors Draft PEIS. The scope of the GIS data is 
discussed in Section 1.9.3 Scope of GIS Data and Graphics of the Draft PEIS.  

While the BLM used the GIS data for programmatic level analysis, it is not necessarily appropriate for 
site-specific analysis. Maps from the Final PEIS will be provided on the public project website. 

O-58-38 

Available GIS data for the criteria listed in the Proposed Action (Section 2.1.1 Identify Lands for Leasing) 
were used for analysis, data calculations, and graphics.  

O-58-39 

Figures and acre calculations were developed using GIS for the criteria outlined in the Proposed Action 
(Section 2.1.1 Identify Lands for Leasing). As noted in this section, it included many of the layers listed in 
the comment. Other layers, including habitat data, watersheds, and soils, were used in preparing the 
affected environment sections and for the impact analysis. 

O-58-40 

Prior to making leasing decisions, BLM will assess whether the existing NEPA documentation is adequate 
(i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether there is new information or new circumstances that 
warrant further analysis. As stated in the above responses, all development, utilization, and reclamation 
activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. This document 
does predict a general level of anticipated future geothermal development in BLM areas that have 
geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide full analysis of all phases of development. There 
are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource 
development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, including public involvement, 
as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 

O-58-41 

Because it is difficult or even impossible to foresee all future permutations of possible geothermal 
development, the BLM could not create an exhaustive list of the limitations on the future use of this 
PEIS. Rather, as stated in the Draft PEIS, prior to making leasing decisions the BLM would asses whether 
the existing NEPA documentation is adequate (through completion of a DNA) or whether there is new 
information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis (see Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to 
Leasing). 



O-58-42 

It is important to clarify that stipulations are applied to leases, while BMPs are optional actions that can 
be applied to subsequent development permits based on local site conditions. As noted in Chapter 2 of 
the Draft PEIS, the stipulations provided in the PEIS would serve as the minimal level of protection and 
would be adopted into local land use plans upon signing of the ROD. If existing land use plans offer 
more protective measures or have resource-specific commitments, those more protective measures 
would apply instead. Section 2.2.2, subsection Lease Exceptions, Waivers, and Modifications discusses the 
limited circumstances under which lease stipulations can be excepted, waived, or modified. 

O-58-43 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

O-58-44 

The comment for suggested revision of lease boundaries has been noted. 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or lease 
parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

Stipulations have also been identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing 
any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible 
with the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied 
to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  

Please see response to comment O-58-8 above for discussion of roadless area regulations. 

O-58-45 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1 BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting ). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

O-58-46 

The conditional support for issuance of the El Centro leases has been noted. 

 



O-58-47 

The comment for suggested revision of lease boundaries has been noted and will be considered by the 
FS and BLM prior to leasing decisions. 
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Our comments are below: 
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ACEe's (Areas of Critical Environment Concern) and non-WSA (Wildemess Study Areas) lands with 
wilderness characteristics or unavailable for leasing, which would prevent geothermal leasing, should bc re
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A-59-1 

The geothermal RMP amendments would amend the Book Cliffs and Diamond Mountain plans. Once 
the ROD is signed for the Vernal RMP revision, it will become the guiding management document. The 
potential for geothermal development in Vernal is limited enough so that future site-specific analysis is 
anticipated to be sufficient to support the development. 
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For Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States 

The Idaho Wildlife Federation has reviewed the Bureau of Land Management, and 
U.S. Forest Service, Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for 
Geothermat Leasing in the Westem United States, inctuding Alaska. This draft 
PElS has set forth three alternatives with respect to future action taken regarding 
the development of BLM and U.S. Forest Service lands to geothermal leasing. 
Upon review of the draft PElS, the Idaho Wildlife Federation is going on record in 
support of Alternative A, which is the No Action A~ernative. 

Sincerely, 

#e./gd~ 
Rob Fraser 
Director - Idaho Wildlife Federalion 

PO 130x 6426, Boise, ID 83707 I'hone: 208-342-7055 Fax: 208-342-2366 
idahowildlife@gmail .com www.idnhowildlifc .org 
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The commentor’s support for Alternative A is noted. 
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Pit River Tribe Environmental Department  
37118 Main Street • Burney, CA 96013 

phone 530.335.5062 • fax 530.335.5069 • email shastamedicine@snowcrest.net  
 
 
 
         September 18, 2008 
 
 
via electronic mail (geothermal_EIS@blm.gov) 
 
Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi 
82 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, California 94105 
 
Re: Comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for 

Geothermal Energy Leasing 
 
Dear Sir or Madam: 
 
The Pit River Tribe Environmental Department submits the following comments 
containing grave concerns about the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact 
Statement for Geothermal Energy Leasing (PEIS), affecting sacred lands that are vital 
to the Tribe’s spiritual, cultural, and physical wellbeing. 
 
The Pit River Tribe is a federally recognized sovereign Indian Tribe consisting of 
eleven autonomous bands. Members of the Pit River Tribe have used, and continue to 
use, Mount Shasta, the Medicine Lake and the Highlands, and the Warner Mountains 
for religious and cultural purposes. These areas, and possibly others within the PEIS 
boundaries, are vital to the spiritual and cultural continuity of the Pit River Nation. 
 
The Tribe’s federally approved Tribal Constitution grants the Tribe the authority to 
“exercise its jurisdiction to the fullest extent permitted by Federal Law, including but 
not limited to, lands, waters, properties, air space, fish and wildlife and other 
resources” on its ancestral lands.1 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 PIT RIVER TRIBE CONSTITUTION. 

mailto:shastamedicine@snowcrest.net
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Request to submit additional comments 
 
The Tribe requests an extension of the comment deadline pending complete 
consultations regarding the PEIS. While initial consultations were recently held, the 
Tribe does not consider that it has been given a full picture of the implications of the 
PEIS for its interests. The Tribe may wish to add concerns other than those stated in 
this letter, based on information newly made available to the Tribe at a recent 
quarterly meeting with the Modoc National Forest and during further consultations. 
 
 
Areas of critical spiritual, cultural and physical importance to the Pit River Tribe 
 
We are aware that three areas, included in Table 2-7 [page 2-35 of the PEIS] and in the 
Lease Applications, are of vital significance to the Tribe. These areas are the Medicine 
Lake Highlands in the Modoc and Klamath National Forests, Mount Shasta in the 
Shasta-Trinity National Forests, and areas in the Warner Mountains within the 
Modoc National Forest.  
 
Table 2-7 [PEIS at 2-35] shows that the Medicine Lake/Glass Mountain area has a projected 
capacity of 480 megawatts, and that Mount Shasta could produce up to 240 megawatts. 
These figures are totally unsubstantiated by any exploration projects, which were either a 
total failure or, at best, marginal. We believe these highly exaggerated figures to be a 
fabrication of geothermal companies (Calpine and Vulcan) who are seeking to mislead the 
agencies in order to prioritize these areas for geothermal leasing.  
 
The projected 480 megawatts adds up to ten power plants in the Medicine Lake Highlands, 
for a total of at least 60-80 square miles. This would essentially mean full industrialization 
of the Highlands, which is wholly unacceptable to the Tribe.  
 
For Mount Shasta, the projected 240 megawatts would mean 5 power plants, which is 
equally inconceivable from a Tribal point of view.  
 
 
Medicine Lake Highlands 
 
The Medicine Lake volcanic caldera and surrounding forested Highlands form a 
unique, visually stunning landscape that has been revered by the region’s Indian 
Tribes and used in Native American cultural and religious ceremonies “since time 
immemorial,” or for at least 10,000 years by the archaeologist’s count. The Tribe has 
long used, and continues to use the Medicine Lake Highlands for religious and 
cultural purposes, including vision quests, religious prayers and teaching, traditional 
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shaman/doctoring practices, life cycle ceremonies, the collection of traditional foods, 
medicines and materials, quiet contemplation, and spiritual renewal.2 The Medicine 
Lake Caldera and Highlands have been designated as eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places based on the area’s value to the Pit River, Modoc 
and other Tribes near and far. The Traditional Cultural District comprises an area of 
113 square miles, encompassing the area above the 6,000 foot elevation. 
 
Pit River people continue to depend upon the physical, environmental and visual 
integrity of these lands and their quietude, for carrying out these traditional practices. 
“This area is of utmost importance to the cultural survival of the Pit River Tribe, 
because it is still being utilized and still has spiritual integrity …. Whatever happens 
to the Medicine Lake Highlands affects our spiritual and physical existence.”3 
 
The Highland’s enduring role in Pit River religious life is rooted in its sacred 
geography: 
 

Among all the places lying within the traditional territory of the Pit River people, 
few are of such enduring cultural significance as the Highlands . . . [it] is referred to 
as ‘where all the water comes from,’ . . . it is viewed as an integral part of Mount 
Shasta, called Yet, or ‘sacred mountain[,]’ . . . one of the primary peaks from which 
the world was said to have been created in Pit River oral tradition.4 

 
Heritage use of the Medicine Lake Highlands continues to this day. In a decision 
resulting in the invalidation of Calpine’s geothermal leases at Fourmile Hill within 
the Highlands, the Ninth Circuit Court of Appeals summed up the Pit River Tribe’s 
continuing relationship with the Highlands: 
  

Medicine Lake and the highlands surrounding it are of great spiritual significance 
to the Pit River Tribe and to the other Native American tribes in the region . . . the 
highlands are within the Pit River Tribe’s ancestral homelands . . . Tribe members 
[] consider the region sacred and continue to use numerous important spiritual 
and cultural sites within the Highlands.5 

                                                 
2 See generally, FOURMILE HILL GEOTHERMAL DEVELOPMENT PROJECT, VOLUME I: FINAL EIS/EIR, 3-69 – 3-71 
(Sept. 1998) [hereinafter FINAL EIS/EIR] (noting that the Pit River people “were intimately and spiritually involved 
in their physical environment, and the landscape of their territory played an intricate role in their history, 
mythology, cultural patterns, and social system to the present”)).  
3 Theodore Ruben Martinez & Floyd J. Buckskin, Individual Declarations Regarding the Medicine Lake Highlands and 
Impacts of Proposed Geothermal Developments at 1 (Feb. 2, 1999) [hereinafter Martinez and Buckskin Declarations]. 
4 HISTORIC PROPERTIES MANAGEMENT PLAN FOR THE MEDICINE LAKE HIGHLANDS, at 20 (emphasis added). 
5 Pit River Tribe v. U.S. Forest Serv., 469 F.3d 768, 772 (9th Cir. 2006). 
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In summary, the Highlands’ religious and cultural significance derives from and depends 
fundamentally upon the physical, environmental, and visual integrity of the landscape as 
a whole, and upon its quietude.6 This is acknowledged by the Modoc Forest Plan, which 
states that: 
 

The certainty and uncertainty of maintaining the group’s way of life and their 
traditional uses of the land is directly related to the amount of environmental 
disturbance caused by Forest activities: the greater the disturbance, the more likely 
an area of religious or cultural significance will be changed.7 

 
 
The need for protective action in the Medicine Lake Highlands is, therefore, readily 
apparent.  
 
 
Mount Shasta 
 
We have gone into detail to describe the importance of the Medicine Lake Highlands, 
and Mount Shasta is no less significant. Indeed, the two landscapes are linked in the 
Tribe’s creation stories, as well as in its spiritual and cultural practices. Mount Shasta 
is a pinnacle of sacredness to all five Tribes of the region, as shown by an extensive 
ethnographic study done in conjunction with a ski resort proposal, which was denied 
in 1998 after a ten-year administrative and legal challenge. 
 
The Forest Service has decided not to consent to geothermal leasing on Mount Shasta, 
after consultations with the Pit River Tribe and other affected Tribes. The Forest 
Supervisor determined that leasing would be inconsistent with the Forest Plan 
because of “the risk of adverse impacts to cultural and historic values” on Mount 
Shasta, an “iconic landmark known world-wide for its beauty and spiritual 
significance.” The Forest Plan directed in 1995 that Mount Shasta would be managed 
for “cultural and historic values, recreation and visual quality.” The decision 
concluded that “geothermal development…would in fact be a significant degradation 
of a pace held sacred by many Native American peoples.” 
 
The Forest Service report emphasized that “the entire Mountain, from the peak to the 
surrounding flatlands, is of significance…. Repeated communications over the years document 
the interconnected nature of features on Mount Shasta. Tribal consultations clearly demonstrate 
that Mount Shasta, in its entirety, continues to be held as a sacred entity …. As was found with 
the geothermal developments at Medicine Lake, I believe there is no way to proceed with 

                                                 
6 See, e.g., FINAL EIS/EIR at 3 – 73-76. 
7 USDA FOREST SERVICE, MODOC NATIONAL FOREST, LAND AND RESOURCES MANAGEMENT PLAN, 3-4 (1991) 
(emphasis added) [hereinafter MODOC FOREST PLAN].  
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geothermal development on Mount Shasta in a manner that does not damage fundamental 
cultural values.” 
 
The Regional Forester agreed with the Shasta-Trinity Supervisor, citing authorities 
under Sacred Sites Executive Order 13007 that directs agencies to "avoid adversely 
affecting the physical integrity" of Indian Sacred Sites. 
  
Warner Mountains 
 
The Tribe was recently made aware of the inclusion of an area of the Warner 
Mountains for leasing through the PEIS. This area is significant to several Tribal 
bands and to the Tribe as a whole. Before such an area can be considered for leasing, 
ethnographic and archaeological studies must be done. No irretrievable commitments 
can take place unless full evaluations under Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act are carried out.  
 
 
Other areas 
 
Other areas of significance may exist about which the Tribe was not consulted. The 
Tribe requests such consultations before any area within its Traditional Ancestral 
Lands is included in the PEIS or any other proposal. 
 
Industrial geothermal development is incompatible with sacred areas 
 
Based on our experience in the Medicine Lake Highlands, we know geothermal 
development to consist of a sprawling industrial production complex dominated by 
towering emission plumes, continuous industrial noise and lighting, and hundreds of 
miles of electrical lines, piping, fencing, and roads.  
 
Ground disturbance and landscape fragmentation is vastly understated in the PEIS 
[at 2-12]. The project proposals with which we are familiar would cover areas of 6 to 8 
square miles each, with the impacts described above.  
 
Excavation of potential wells often require a process known as Enhanced Geothermal 
Systems (EGS), which entails injecting large quantities of toxic acids into the ground 
in order to produce a pooling of the geothermal resource.  
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From a Tribal cultural preservation standpoint, geothermal development is one of the 
most harmful forms of development.8  Geothermal plant operations are noisy and 
well-lit, attributes that are “fundamentally incompatible with the solace and isolation 
required for the vision quest.9   
 
Concerns about hydrology and water quality 
 
One of the Tribe’s most valuable and important Tribal resources is water, and 
Medicine Lake and its surrounding springs are “a vital traditional resource for the 
health and well-being of the people.”10 The waters of the Medicine Lake Highlands 
are a key component of religious and ceremonial life for the Pit River Tribe. “Water 
quality is of critical concern because it impacts so many areas of life. To the Pit River 
Tribe, water fulfills an essential role beyond daily use.” 11 The Tribe developed formal 
Water Quality Standards to be used as guidance supplements to the Historic 
Properties Management Plan for the Medicine Lake Highlands.  
 
The waters of the Medicine Lake Highlands also play an important role as a regional 
reservoir of fresh water “through recharge of snowmelt on the slopes of the Medicine 
Lake Volcano. 12 Due to the porous geologic environment of the Highlands, which 
includes a network of underground ice caves “and other cavities that are open to 
winter cold air,” a water reservoir is collected by means of underground ice, which 
“may contain as much as 30 to 40 years of accumulated snowmelt in a shallow surface 
‘aquifer.’” 13 This reservoir steadily feeds the Fall River Springs, the Pit River, and 
ultimately the Sacramento River, and “supports an important sustainable fish and 
wildlife resource.” 14 
 

                                                 
8 Deur Ethnographic Study at 94 (“The sights and sounds of geothermal plant operations . . . were fundamentally 
incompatible with the solace and isolation required for the vision quest.  The impacts of geothermal development 
are therefore said to be greater than other types of development that already exist in the Highlands, and even 
limited geothermal development has the potential to adversely affect the broadly distributed ceremonial sites of the 
Highlands”). 
9 Ibid. 
10 PIT RIVER TRIBE, Tribal Water Quality Standards at 6 [hereinafter Water Standards], which were incorporated into 
the Historic Properties Management Plan for the Medicine Lake Highlands. The Water Quality Standards were 
prepared with the assistance of Dr. Robert Curry, Ph.D., P.G. of Watershed Systems. 
11 Theodoratus Ethnographic Report at 30.   
12 Water Standards at 6. 
13 Id. 
14 Id. 
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The Tribal Standards seek “to protect and maintain the existing physical, biological, 
and chemical integrity” of local waters through an “anti-degradation policy” 
expressly akin to that which underlies the Clean Water Act. 15  The Tribal Standards 
provide “action limits” for evaluating water quality on the basis of a) general water 
quality indicators, including, inter alia, temperature, dissolved oxygen, pH, and 
turbidity, and b) chemical constituents including, inter alia, nitrates, sulfites, and 
heavy metals.16  
 
Geothermal excavation and development may result in the seepage of sulfur and 
other pollutants into lakes, springs, and fresh water reservoirs in the Highlands.  In 
addition to impacting the continuation of tribal rituals using Medicine Lake, Pit River 
Tribal members reasonably believe these areas of seepage “could ruin habitat [,] affect 
groundwater and kill plant life.”17 
 
 
 
Geothermal energy production would also likely result in over-consumption of 
Highland waters; this effect threatens tribal rituals and the surrounding ecosystem.  A 
goal of the Tribe is to insure that precipitation in the Highlands continues to recharge 
groundwater, and to feed lakes, rivers, and springs such that there are “no changes in 
static groundwater levels or volumes of flow in aquifer units.”18  Changes in water 
flow of this sort would harm the soil moisture levels necessary to support traditional 
vegetation and animals, and would “occur to the detriment of traditional uses.”19 
 
 
Air quality 
 
The value of a “pure, untainted airshed” is stated by the Tribe to be a basic “[t]ribal 
cultural value.” 20  Effective air quality management directives should include 
“measurable criteria, quantifiable thresholds, and clear implementation and 
monitoring procedures” for both a) ambient air quality and b) emissions.21   
 

                                                 
15 Water Standards at 1; Clean Water Act of 1977, 33 U.S.C. §1313 (d)(4)(B) (“… any water quality standard … or any 
other permitting standard may be revised only if such revision is subject to and consistent with the antidegradation 
policy established under this section.”). 
16 Water Standards at 4. 
17 Theodoratus Ethnographic Report at 30.  
18 Water Standards at 8 
19 Id.  Of particular concern to tribal members is reduced water flow from Schonchin Spring and Paynes Spring. 
20 PIT RIVER TRIBE, Tribal Air Quality Standards for the Medicine Lake Highlands, 1 [hereinafter Air Standards].  See 
Appendix C. 
21 Id. at 3 (stating that the Cultural Plan noticeably lacks these essential elements). 
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To these ends, the Tribe recommends: 1) applying federal Class I Airshed criteria to 
the Medicine Lake Highlands as a whole, 2) pursuing EPA Class I Airshed 
designation and expanding the Lava Beds Class I Airshed into the Highlands, 3) 
avoiding siting industrial activities within the Traditional Cultural District or Buffer 
Area, and 4) rerouting industrial traffic outside of the Traditional Cultural District.22 
 
 
The visual environment 
 
Many Pit River rituals, such as vision quests, depend upon a viewshed undisrupted 
by “intrusive objects” foreign to the natural environment, in order for the practioner 
to attain goals such as power achievement. 23   
 
A successful vision quest is “dependent on an individual’s ability to ‘see the land the 
way the Creator created it.’ The ‘natural’ landscape must therefore be experienced 
without noticeable evidence of human encroachment or modification.”24  Particularly 
in ceremonial areas, “there should be no visible scars.”25  
 
 
The ability to maintain an unimpeded view of certain landscape features, including 
Mount Shasta, Tule Lake, Lassen Peak, and the major butte “alignments,” is of 
particular concern for certain rituals.26  These landscape features “must be in clear 
view if tribal members are going to engage, or draw from the power of those distant 
places, or if the powers and moral lessons associated with those places are going to be 
accessible.”27  
 
 
Noise 
 
Noise pollution is also deeply problematic for the Tribe. The continuation of cultural 
practices such as prayer, healing, and vision quests “depend[s] upon preserving 
natural quiet in [the Medicine Lake Highlands] area that is being threatened with 
increased recreational use and industrial projects.”28  
 

                                                 
22 Id. at 4. 
23 Id. at 34. 
24 Deur Ethnograhic Study at 87. 
25 Id. 
26 Id. at 89. 
27 Id.  
28 PIT RIVER TRIBE, Tribal Auditory Standards for the Medicine Lake Highlands, 1 (Aug. 3, 2007) [hereinafter Auditory 
Standards].  See Appendix D.  
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Of particular concern to the Tribe is the finding that “noise-producing projects would 
be more intrusive than previously suspected,” due to significant inaccuracies in noise 
measurements disclosed in geothermal development environmental documents.29 
These documents show noise levels in the Highlands that are far higher—by at least 
ten decibels—than is actually the case, erroneously minimizing the auditory impacts 
of geothermal operations.30 Furthermore, noise simulation testing conducted by the 
Tribes has demonstrated that “existing noise standards provide inadequate protection 
for cultural practices even if agencies were to enforce those standards.”31 
 
Therefore, the Tribal Standards recommend quieter noise limits than existing agency 
standards provide, specifically limiting “non-natural noise” to “at most 5 dBA Leq 
above baseline levels in the Highlands with an upper limit of 40 dBA Leq.”32 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Conclusion  
 
In summary, the Pit River Tribe requests additional consultations regarding the PEIS 
and its effects on lands within the Tribe’s Ancestral Territory. Based on these 
consultations, the Tribe may wish to submit additional comments.  
 
At the very least, the Medicine Lake Highlands, Mount Shasta, and the Warner 
Mountains must be pronounced off-limits to geothermal leasing. Any leasing within 
these areas would be highly controversial, as Medicine Lake has already been 
(resulting in a 10-year legal battle). Such leasing would have unacceptable adverse 
effects on Tribal spiritual and cultural values and would threaten the very continuity 
of traditional Tribal identity.  
 

                                                 
29 Id. 
30 Id. 
31 Id. 
32 Id. 

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
A-61-13

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
A-61-14

EMPS-SF5
Line



 

 
PIT RIVER TRIBE Comments on the Draft Programmatic EIS for Geothermal Development 

September 18, 2008 

 

10 

For other areas, the PEIS should, where appropriate, facilitate geothermal leases on a 
provisional level, until full site-specific studies (cultural, hydrologic, air, noise, wildlife 
and botanical, etc.) are accomplished, so as not to commit resources irretrievably 
before the full NEPA and NHPA processes are completed. This would avoid a 
situation that occurred in connection with the Telephone Flat project in the Medicine 
Lake Highlands. The Forest Service and BLM originally denied this project based on 
the new information it had obtained about the extent and significance of Tribal 
cultural resources and adverse impacts on these values. However, Calpine 
Corporation threatened a $100 million takings claim because of the rights it had been 
given in the leases. The original decision to deny the project was subsequently 
reversed, and the situation is currently in the courts.  
 
In other words, the agencies should reserve a way out of the lease in the event that 
significant resources and/or adverse effects are discovered. The environmental 
analysis in the PEIS is far too brief and general to take the place of full NEPA/NHPA 
processes, and only after these are completed on a site-specific basis would decision 
makers have the sound understanding to make valid decisions. 
 
Further, the PEIS should expand the criteria for places that are off-limits to 
geothermal leasing. These exclusions should include Indian Sacred Sites, lands with 
significant water resources, and other controversial areas. 
 
And finally, the scope of the PEIS is far too broad in opening 192 million acres to 
geothermal leasing, which represents 77% of the Forest Service and BLM lands in the 
12 states it covers. It is a mistake to prioritize geothermal development at the expense 
of other values, and it would be wiser to consider a phased approach, starting on a 
smaller scale with lands that are not controversial.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments, and for your response in 
addressing these concerns. 
 

      Very truly yours, 
 
 
       
      Michelle Berditschevsky 
      Environmental Coordinator 
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cc: Pit River Tribal Council 
 Klamath Tribes 
 Deborah Sivas, Esq., Stanford Environmental Law Clinic 
 Native Coalition for Medicine Lake Highlands Defense 
 Mount Shasta Bioregional Ecology Center 
 Save Medicine Lake Coalition 
  
  
 
 

 



A-61-1 

The government will continue to consult with the Pit River Tribe and will address any comments. 

A-61-2 

The RFD scenario was developed based on the Western Governors Association 2006 report and BLM 
data. The potential development scenario is based on the current best available information and may 
change if new information becomes available. Development at any site will require additional NEPA 
evaluation to address site-specific resource values and analyze potential impacts. 

A-61-3 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide 
the necessary stipulations to protect these resources. This review would include consultation with 
appropriate Native American Tribal Governments as necessary. 

A-61-4 

The Forest Service is engaged in consultation with the Pit River Tribe, and these points will be 
addressed in consultation prior to a decision being made.  

A-61-5 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

A-61-6 

As stated above, the BLM or FS will consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, 
and State Historic Preservation Officers prior to leasing. 

A-61-7 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 

 



A-61-8 

Appendix D provides BMPs to address methods to minimize groundwater contamination. Federal, state, 
and local regulations ensure that operators will conduct drilling in a prudent manner. Potential for 
contamination based on local soil types and groundwater conditions would be assessed prior to issuance 
of permits for development. 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments prior to leasing. Through consultation, the agencies 
would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural resources or properties that may be affected by 
the federal leases. 

A-61-9 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife. Consultation with local tribal agencies is also required prior to leasing. Site-
specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater and water importation, would be addressed 
as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process. All development, utilization, and 
reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, 
including public involvement, as appropriate. The BLM and FS would work with interested and affected 
parties to identify and resolve resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be 
developed as necessary. 

A-61-10 

The Tribe’s cultural value for pure, untainted airshed has been added to the Tribal Interests affected 
environment section. As noted in the impact analysis, any subsequent development could have this type 
of impact. The FS has ongoing consultation with the tribe to discuss this and all tribal concerns. 

A-61-11 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments. Through consultation, the agencies would identify 
tribal interests, such as the specific visual resource concerns discussed in this comment. 

A-61-12 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments. Through consultation, the agencies would identify 
tribal interests, such as the tribal noise standards discussed in this comment. 

A-61-13 

The government will continue to consult with the Pit River Tribe and address any comments. 

 



A-61-14 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide 
the necessary stipulations to protect these resources. This review would include consultation with 
appropriate Native American Tribal Governments, as necessary. 

A-61-15 

As noted in Chapter 2, Procedures Prior to Leasing, the BLM or FS would consult with the appropriate 
Native American Tribes and SHPO in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historical 
Preservation Act prior to issuing any leases in order to address cultural concerns. Since the case study 
cited in the comment, the BLM has adopted two new stipulations that are applied to all leases notifying 
lease holders that the BLM may not approve ground-disturbing activities that may affect resources 
protected by cultural resource laws, statutes, or orders. These stipulations are included in the Proposed 
Action in Chapter 2. 

A-61-16 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and 
conditions.  

A-61-17 

By opening lands to geothermal leasing, the BLM and FS are not giving geothermal development a higher 
priority than other land values. The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal 
lease applications or lease parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific 
permitting and environmental analysis. This document does predict a general level of anticipated future 
geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide 
full analysis of all phases of development. There are several subsequent stages of decision making 
necessary to approve geothermal resource development, each with its own environmental compliance 
requirements, including public involvement, as applicable. This document covers only the land use 
planning and lease issuance stages. 
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             Carolyn Jones                                              To 
             Weinberger                Geothermal PEIS                     
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             PM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
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To BLM 
Re: Comments on proposed geothermal PEIS 
 
 
The proposed PEIS is a disaster for the American Public.  It vitiates 
the protections of NEPA & CEQA by granting a blanket ok for 
geothermal leasing projects  without considering site specific 
detriments.  Nowhere are the REAL impacts of geothermal development 
considered under the PEIS!!  Issuance of leases before REAL impacts 
are considered is a giveaway of lands with recreational, cultural, 
scenic, wildlife habitat value without even evaluating these factors 
let alone the impacts on air, and water quality, ESPECIALLY SINCE 
ONCE THE LEASE IS ISSUED IT CANNOT BE CHALLENGED.  At least that is 
the position of the government and companies granted leases under 
similar conditions a decade or more ago. 
 
Geothermal is not per se "green' energy.  Rather it is like 
extracting oil in its impact on the environment.  Huge power plant/ 
cooling tower complex, many clear cut well pads, decades of 24 hour 
lighting and noisy diesel-powered drill rigs as well as pipelines, 
and transmission corridors are among the well documented impacts on 
water, air and other landscape-fragmenting, habitat destroying 
consequences. 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Fri 9/19/2008 8:59 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 
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The PEIS doesn't disclose the immense problems encountered through a 
similar leasing process in areas such as the Medicine Lake Highland, 
Newberry Crater and Cosco Hot Springs.  It fails to adequately 
analyze 19  lease applications pending prior to 2005.  To meet NEPA 
requirements the PEIS must contain language that allows a project to 
be denied based on site specific conditions  disclosed through the 
NEPA and CEQA processes.   Also, the criteria for closing land to 
geothermal development are too restrictive.  They must include 
headwater sources, sensitive Native American cultural areas, scenic 
lands used primarily for recreation and lands containing fragile 
environment resources and wildlife habitat.    In particular re 
California-the Medicine Lake Highlands and Mount Shasta must be 
excluded from geothermal leasing. 
 
It's high time the BLM acted in the interests of all the people who 
value and want our public lands protected rather than the despoiling 
corporate interests!! 
 
Sincerely, 
  Carolyn Weinberger 
2844 Garber Street 
Berkeley CA 94705 
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C-62-1 

The Proposed Action and alternatives do not specifically propose development of a resource. 
Therefore, the analysis relies on predictions of future development in the RFD scenario. Appropriate 
lease stipulations would be applied to protect resources, and site-specific analysis would be conducted 
prior to development and utilization. 

C-62-2 

The comment is noted. 

C-62-3 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and 
conditions.  
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             "Diane Shockey"                                            To 
             <shockeyd@comcast         <geothermal_EIS@BLM.gov>            
             .net>                                                      cc 
                                                                           
             09/19/2008 01:29                                          bcc 
             PM                                                            
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Comments-Geothermal PEIS            
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
 
 
 
 
 
 
I am a Medicine Lake homeowner in the Medicine  Lake Highlands.  I grew up 
in the area and spend as much time there as  can be allowed during the 
summer. 
 
I ask the BLM and the Forest Service to take no  action on 
geothermal leasing decisions until individual Environmental  Impact 
Statements are completed for each of the 
 
public land areas that are under  review. 
 
The Medicine Lake Highlands and Mount Shasta should  be completely 
excluded.  I have seen the environmental damage the  previous 
company, Calpines, has done to 
 
the areas surrounding Medicine  Lake.  It is shamefully clear that adequate 
assessments,  planning, and oversite were NOT done by any of the government 
 
agencies charged with the public trust. 
 
I am skeptical that anything has  changed and could well become worse 
unless appropriate impact studies are done before  any leasing 
consideration begins. 
 

From:  Mary_Christensen@blm.gov [Mary_Christensen@blm.gov] Sent: Fri 9/19/2008 12:31 PM

To:  geothermal_eis

Cc:  
Subject:  Mail forwarded from geothermal_eis@blm.gov 

Attachments: 
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Please consider my remarks and make a decision  based on what is good for 
the public land involved. 
 
From:  Diane Shockey 
           517 Sandy  Creek Road 
           Loganville,  GA   30052 
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I-63-1 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide 
the necessary stipulations to protect these resources. 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or lease 
parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

It is also important to note that lands allocated as open to geothermal leasing are subject to existing 
laws, regulations, and formal orders, which could prohibit some lands from leasing.  



ARIZONA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3550 N Central Ave. 

Geothermal Proh'Tammatic EIS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

Phoenix, AZ 85012 
602-771-8500 Ph. 

602-771-8681 Fax 

September 15, 2008 

JANET NAPOLITANO 
Governor 

HERBERT R. GUENTHER 
Director 

Re: "Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing in the 
Western United States" 

Dear Sir/Madam: 

The Arizona Department of Water Resources (Department) has reviewed the "Draft Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing in the Western United States" dated May 
2008 and we submit the following comments. 

Under Arizona law: 

"The director [Department of Water Resources] has general control and supervision 
of surface water, its appropriation and distribution, and of groundwater to the extent 
provided by this title, except distribution of water reserved to special otlicers 
appointed by courts under existing judgments or decrees." 

Arizona Revised Statutes 45-103 

The Department of Water Resources is thus the appropriate state authority for the Bureau of 
Land Management, Forest Service, other agencies and applicants to work with regarding 
water resources associated with geothermal energy deVelopment. In additional to roles 
associated with well permits and water rights identified on page A-8 of the draft PElS, the 
Department is involved with administration of Active Management Areas and Safety of 
Dams rules at the state level. The State's Active Management Areas were established to 
provide long-term management and conservation of their limited groundwater supplies. In 
order to accomplish this the Active Management Area staffs administer state laws, explore 
ways of augmenting water supplies to meet future nceds, and routinely work to develop 
public policy in order to promote efficient use and an equitable allocation of available water 
supplies. Maps and descriptions of Active Management Areas can be found at 
http://www.azwater.gov/dwr. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review this dran document. If you have any questions, please 
contact Mr. Bill Werner at 602-771-8412. 

Sincerely, 

'/iMb!/'" I. ~ 
Herbert R. Guenther c. 
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A-64-1 

Thank you for your comment. The BLM and FS recognize the Arizona Department of Water Resources 
as the state authority for applicants on water resources associated with geothermal development in 
Arizona. 
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I-65-1 

Leasing geothermal resources vests with the lessee a non-exclusive right to future exploration and an 
exclusive right to produce and use the geothermal resources within the lease area subject to existing 
laws, regulations, formal orders, and the terms, conditions, and stipulations in or attached to the lease 
form or included as conditions of approval to permits. Permitting requires additional, site-specific NEPA 
analysis. Lease issuance alone does not authorize any ground-disturbing activities to explore for or 
develop geothermal resources without site-specific approval for the intended operation. 

I-65-2 

The purpose of the PEIS is to facilitate future geothermal leasing in an environmentally responsible 
manner. It is outside the scope of this PEIS to discuss the details of past leasing processes. 

I-65-3 

The comment is noted. The individual Forest Supervisors and BLM Field Office Managers will determine 
if the analysis contained in the PEIS is sufficient for their decision making. 

I-65-4 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and 
conditions.  

I-65-5 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, including any leases in Mount Shasta or the Medicine Lake Highlands, the BLM or FS 
would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide the necessary stipulations to 
protect these resources. This review would include consultation with appropriate Native American 
Tribal Governments, as necessary. 

I-65-6 

The comment is noted. 
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I-66-1 

Leasing geothermal resources vests with the lessee a non-exclusive right to future exploration and an 
exclusive right to produce and use the geothermal resources within the lease area subject to existing 
laws, regulations, formal orders, and the terms, conditions, and stipulations in or attached to the lease 
form or included as conditions of approval to permits. Permitting requires additional, site-specific NEPA 
analysis. Lease issuance alone does not authorize any ground-disturbing activities to explore for or 
develop geothermal resources without site-specific approval for the intended operation. 

I-66-2 

The purpose of the PEIS is to facilitate future geothermal leasing in an environmentally responsible 
manner. It is outside the scope of this PEIS to discuss the details of past leasing processes. 

I-66-3 

The comment is noted. The individual Forest Supervisors and BLM Field Office Managers will determine 
if the analysis contained in the PEIS is sufficient for their decision making. 

I-66-4 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and 
conditions.  

I-66-5 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, including any leases in Mount Shasta or the Medicine Lake Highlands, the BLM or FS 
would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide the necessary stipulations to 
protect these resources. This review would include consultation with appropriate Native American 
Tribal Governments, as necessary. 

I-66-6 

The comment is noted. 
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I-67-1 

Leasing geothermal resources vests with the lessee a non-exclusive right to future exploration and an 
exclusive right to produce and use the geothermal resources within the lease area subject to existing 
laws, regulations, formal orders, and the terms, conditions, and stipulations in or attached to the lease 
form or included as conditions of approval to permits. Permitting requires additional, site-specific NEPA 
analysis. Lease issuance alone does not authorize any ground-disturbing activities to explore for or 
develop geothermal resources without site-specific approval for the intended operation. 

I-67-2 

The purpose of the PEIS is to facilitate future geothermal leasing in an environmentally responsible 
manner. It is outside the scope of this PEIS to discuss the details of past leasing processes. 

I-67-3 

The comment is noted. The individual Forest Supervisors and BLM Field Office Managers will determine 
if the analysis contained in the PEIS is sufficient for their decision making. 

I-67-4 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and 
conditions.  

I-67-5 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a competitive 
bidding process, including any leases in Mount Shasta or the Medicine Lake Highlands, the BLM or FS 
would review the lease area for sensitive resources and would provide the necessary stipulations to 
protect these resources. This review would include consultation with appropriate Native American 
Tribal Governments, as necessary. 

I-67-6 

The comment is noted. 

 



September 12, 2008 

Geothermal Programmatic EIS 
c/o EMPS Inc. 
182 Howard Street 
Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 

My name is Olivia ForrestDavis. I am a member of the Hewise Band of the Pit River 
Tribe. Our ancestral territory includes the North Warner Mountains area of northeastern 
California. 

I am writing this letter in opposition to leasing oflands in the greater North Warner 
Mountains area for geothermal development. This area contains multiple, significant 
ceremonial sites for our people, and especially, my family. We continue to use this area 
for our spiritual needs. 

I oppose development on the pending lease application sites identified in Chapter 13 of 
the draft PElS; especially CACA 043744 and CACA 043745. Although some scholars 
claim these sites are in historic Northern Paiute territory, this is also the ancestral land of 
our Band. In the old days, there were no definitive tribal boundaries and we shared 
resources and sacred sites. Our tribal territories overlapped. Therefore, these lease 
application sites for geothermal development are of great concern to me. 

Any geothermal development would interfere with our present-day traditional ceremonial· 
practices and alter the spiritual energy of the area at the application sites and surrounding 
mountains. I ask that no lease applications be approved here. 

Sincerely, 

Olivia M. ForrestDavis 

cc: Michelle Berditschevsky, Coordinator, Pit River Tribe Environmental Dept. 
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I-68-1 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or 
FS will consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic 
Preservation Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and 
traditional cultural resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and by 
potential geothermal energy development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic 
properties per Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. 
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I-69-1 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also 
been identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, 
the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with 
the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be 
applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  

I-69-2 

Additional handwritten comments are not legible. 



Medicine Lake Citizens for Quality Environment, Inc. 

September 17, 2008 

Geothennal Programmatic EIS 
C/o EMPSI 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA. 94105 

PO Box 34 
Mt. Shasta, CA. 96067 
530-926.5514, phone 

530-926-1598, fax 

Re: Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PElS) 

The PElS violates the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the California 
Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) by proposing a process to issue leases granting 
exclusive rights to explore, produce and sell geothennal energy without requiring a site
specific analysis of impacts on public lands before the leases are granted. There are no 
provisions for denying a project once geothermal leases are issued. The PElS must 
contain language that gives leasing agencies the right to deny a project based on site
specific conditions gathered through the NEPA and CEQA process. 

The issuance and renewal of geothermal leases at Medicine Lake has involved over ten 
years of numerous hearings, public comments, legal appeals, and lawsuits, yet the federal 
agencies are again considering the same faulty process in the PElS. 

The criteria for closing lands to geothermal leasing must be expanded to include 
headwater sources, sensitive Native American cultural areas, scenic lands used primarily 
for recreation, and lands containing fragile environmental resources and wildlife habitat. 
Medicine Lake Highlands and Mount Shasta must be excluded from geothermal leasing. 

A board member for the Medicine Lake Citizens for Quality Environment attended the 
public hearing in Sacramento, and was told that cultural areas and recreational areas 
would be given serious consideration for closing lands for geothennalleasing. This 
should be considered on the top of the list in the PElS. This should be considered top 
priority for the damage that will be done to the Native American cultural area and the 
recreation area. The ~age would be irreversible. 
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r 
, 

Geothermal development industrializes an area and has adverse impacts on air, water, 
wildlife habitat recreational areas and Native American cultural values. 

Thank you for considering my comment. 

Jl:~·/z.JZ 
Medicine Lake Citizens for Qua1ity Environment 
605 Glen Mar Drive 
Mt. Shasta, CA. 96067 
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O-70-1 

Leasing geothermal resources vests with the lessee a non-exclusive right to future exploration 
and an exclusive right to produce and use the geothermal resources within the lease area 
subject to existing laws, regulations, formal orders, and the terms, conditions, and stipulations in 
or attached to the lease form or included as conditions of approval to permits. Permitting 
requires additional, site-specific NEPA analysis. Lease issuance alone does not authorize any 
ground-disturbing activities to explore for or develop geothermal resources without site-specific 
approval for the intended operation. 

O-70-2 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a 
competitive bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources 
and would provide the necessary stipulations to protect these resources. This review would 
include consultation with appropriate Native American Tribal Governments, as necessary. 

O-70-3 

Before issuing any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing 
would be compatible with the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, 
state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations 
and BMPs that could be applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  
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I-71-1 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a 
competitive bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources 
and provide the necessary stipulations to protect these resources. This review would include 
consultation with appropriate Native American Tribal Governments, as necessary. 

I-71-2 

The purpose of the PEIS is to facilitate future geothermal leasing in an environmentally 
responsible manner. 

It is outside the scope of this PEIS to discuss the details of past leasing processes. 

I-71-3 

The comment is noted. The individual Forest Supervisors and BLM Field Office Managers will 
determine if the analysis contained in the PEIS is sufficient for their decision making. 

I-71-4 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also 
been identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, 
the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with 
the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be 
applied to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  
 

I-71-5 

As described in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, prior to inclusion of a lease in a 
competitive bidding process, the BLM or FS would review the lease area for sensitive resources 
and would provide the necessary stipulations to protect these resources. 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or 
lease parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 

It is also important to note that lands allocated as open are subject to existing laws, regulations, 
and formal orders, which could prohibit some lands from leasing.  
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September 18, 2008 
 
Jack G. Peterson 
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
 
Electronic Correspondence 
 
Reference: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing in the 
Western United States 
 
Dear Mr. Peterson: 
 
The Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe is a federally recognized Indian Tribe and a signatory to the 
Treaty of Point Elliot of 1855. This letter serves as the Sauk-Suiattle Tribe’s comments on the 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) and the four pending lease applications 
in the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest. 
 
Draft Programmatic EIS  
 
The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) proposes to programmatically open federal lands in 12 
western states to geothermal leasing. The geographic scale of this proposed action and the varied 
environmental conditions are too great to deal with programmatically.  The appropriate decision 
level for evaluating geothermal development as an appropriate land use activity is the BLM 
District Office and National Forest Service (NFS) Forest Office. At the BLM District or NFS 
Forest level appropriate detail of analysis and local environmental knowledge can best determine 
if geothermal development is appropriate on the district or forest. The environmental analysis in 
the PEIS is too broad to support the proposed action to open 192 million acres of federal land to 
geothermal leasing. The Sauk-Suiattle Tribe supports the No Action Alternative which leaves the 
decision to amend land use plans to include geothermal leasing at a local level. 
 
Pending Lease Applications in the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest  
 
All four lease areas lie within the core area of the Nooksack Elk Herd. The Nooksack Elk Herd 
population has been depressed for a number of years with a low population estimate of 300 in 
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2001.  Despite intensive efforts by the Tribes and the Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife (WDFW) the current population estimate of 700 elk remains approximately 40 percent 
below the WDFW and Tribal population goal. Geothermal development in the core area of the 
Nooksack Herd may retard the recovery the Tribes are working so hard to achieve. Elk are 
sensitive to disruption by human activity including noise levels that would be associated with 
geothermal production. Geothermal development may disrupt migratory pathways and may drive 
the Nooksack herd off a portion of its range. There is not sufficient analysis in the Analysis of 
Pending Lease Applications of the effect of geothermal development on the Nooksack Elk Herd 
to justify granting leases. 
 
In addition, there are several important salmon bearing tributaries to Baker Lake in the proposed 
lease areas. Survival of salmon may be reduced by runoff of geothermal fluids or industrial 
pollutants. Geothermal development in the Baker River Basin may reduce the Tribe’s ability to 
harvest salmon.  
 
Geothermal development in the Baker River basin may adversely impact fish and wildlife 
resource that are essential to the Sauk-Suiattle Tribe’s way of life.  There is not sufficient detail 
in the environmental analysis to evaluate the potential of that impact. This level of analysis does 
not meet BLM’s or NFS’s trust responsibility to the Sauk-Suiattle Tribe for the protection of 
tribal resources. 
 
If the BLM and NFS intend to issue any of the four leases in the Baker River Basin the Sauk-
Suiattle Tribe requests direct government to government consultation before the final decision is 
made. 
 
The Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe appreciates the opportunity to comment on the Geothermal PEIS 
and proposed leases on the Mount Baker-Snoqualmie National Forest. If you have any questions 
about our comments or would like to set up a government to government consultation please 
contact Stan Walsh of the Skagit River System Cooperative at (360) 466-1512 or email 
swalsh@skagitcoop.org. 
 
 
      Sincerely, 

       
      for  
      Cynthia Harris, Chairperson 
      Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe  
 
 
 
cc Rob Iwamoto, Mount Baker-Snoqualmie Forest Supervisor 
 Jon Vanderheyden, Mount Baker District Ranger 
 Tracy Parker, U.S. Forest Service National Energy Mineral Program Director  

Stan Walsh, SRSC 
Richard Wolten, Sauk-Suiattle NR Director 

mailto:swalsh@skagitcoop.org
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 Regina Hovet, Sauk-Suiattle Office of Legal Counsel 
 Brian Cladoosby, Swinomish Indian Tribal Community 
 Scott Schuyler, Upper Skagit Indian Tribe 
 File 
 
 
 



A-72-1 

The Tribe’s support for the No Action alternative is noted. 

A-72-2 

Consultation will occur prior to site-specific development and utilization of the geothermal 
resource. 



( 

United States Department of the Interior 
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 

Washington, D.C. 20240 

In Reply Refer To: SEP 262008 
FWSIDHRCIBCPAlDCN-037587 

Memorandum 

To: Director, Bureau of Land Management 

From: DeE~~tor J~2t~ 
Subject: Comments on the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) Draft Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement for Leasing of Geothermal Resources in 11 
Western States and Alaska (EC08/0005) 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Bureau ofLand Management 
(BLM) and Forest Service (FS) Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PElS), 
and has prepared the enclosed detailed comments pursuant to the: (l) Fish and Wildlife 
Coordination Act; (2) Endangered Species Act; (3) Migratory Bird Treaty Act; (4) the Clean 
Water Act; (5) National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act of 1966; (6) Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 (EPAct), and other applicable Executive Orders, regulations and policies. 

We acknowledge the need for the development of renewable energy and we commend BLM for 
its comprehensive approach in the Draft PElS. We have provided General Comments in 
Attachment 1 and Specific Technical Comments in Attachment 2 to assist BLM in preparation of 
the Final PElS. Attachment 3 is an existing species conservation agreement with the Utah BLM 
office for oil and gas lease sales. Our comments focus on the need to consider habitat, prioritize 
development in areas with existing infrastructure, consider all effects ofdevelopment including 
groundwater, and to work cooperatively with the Service as specific development proposals are 
considered 

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments and recognize BLM for their efforts to 
coordinate with the Service. We look forward to continuing to work together with the BLM, FS 
and other agencies and stakeholders through this process. Please contact Mr. Gary Frazer, 
Assistant Director - Fisheries and Habitat Conservation, at (202) 208-6394 or Nancy Lee, Chief, 
Branch of Conservation Planning Assistance, at (703) 358-2440 if you have any questions. 

Attachments 
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cc: 3245/AFHC    840/DFHC     840/DHRC/BCPA  840/DHRC/BCPA Staff 
FWS/DHRC-BCPA/SStavrakas:lem:9-16-08/703-358-2161/S/DHRC/DTS ‘08/037587 



Attachment 1 
 

Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) General Comments on the Bureau of Land 
Management’s (BLM) Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Leasing 

of Geothermal Resources in 11 Western States and Alaska (EC08/0005) 
 

GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
1. Consideration for Siting of Geothermal Projects 
 
Large-scale, disjunct geothermal energy projects may compromise recovery of listed 
species and otherwise negatively impact numerous additional species, through habitat 
loss, population and habitat fragmentation, changes in water flow (both surface and 
groundwater), introduction of pollutants and non-native species, mortality by vehicle 
encounters, and alterations to natural predator-prey dynamics.  Alterations to 
conservation areas, defined as lands targeted for species conservation such as Desert 
Wildlife Management Areas, Wildlife Management Areas, Areas of Critical 
Environmental Concern, and designated critical habitat may be affected by geothermal 
development.  These land designations were assigned because these areas are considered 
environmentally sensitive and play an important role in the recovery and conservation of 
listed and sensitive species.  The Service recommends that these areas be removed from 
consideration for geothermal development and minimization of edge-effects to these 
areas.   
 
In addition to avoiding ecologically-sensitive lands, the Service recommends that the 
Draft PEIS prioritize geothermal development and first focus on lands already disturbed.  
Such sites are often close to existing infrastructure which would decrease potential 
habitat disturbance from new roads and transmission lines.  
 
2. Invasive Species 
 
As with all projects that require surface disturbance, there is a high potential for 
introduction and spread of non-native, invasive weeds.  The spread of invasive species is 
known to alter fire ecology and increased frequency of wildfire.  The Service 
recommends incorporating all possible measures to prevent the introduction or further 
proliferation of invasive species including standard stipulations specific to mitigation, 
revegetation, and restoration efforts for impacts to wildlife and plant habitats.  
Additionally, the Service recommends that BLM and FS require monitoring and 
performance standards to address invasives as an element of the leasing program.  
Finally, we recommend avoiding development in contiguous blocks of healthy sagebrush.     
 
3. Cumulative Impacts   
 
"Cumulative impact" is the impact on the environment which results from the 
incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person 
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 2

undertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but 
collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time. 
 
Because of the number of applications already received and an unknown number 
expected to be submitted, the cumulative impacts of renewable energy projects, including 
solar, wind, and geothermal energy on listed, sensitive, and other wildlife and plant 
species are likely to be substantial.  In particular, there is potential wide-spread loss, 
degradation, or fragmentation of habitats due to direct, indirect, or cumulative effects of 
numerous large-scale renewable energy projects on public lands.  As a result recovery of 
threatened and endangered species may be impeded and there may be an increased risk of 
extirpation or extinction.  In addition, other species may be affected to the point where 
listing may be warranted.  Although the Service is supportive and recognizes the need for 
development of renewable energy, we are concerned that the magnitude and severity of 
impacts from the many large-scale projects on Federal lands may have significant and 
unintended adverse consequences on our trust resources.   
 
The Service recommends addressing affects of geothermal energy development, taking 
into consideration other renewable development within each State, on the landscape.  
Factors to consider in these analyses include: 
 

1) Total acres affected by all proposed development and acreage of Service trust 
resources affected, e.g. acres of refuges, hatcheries, critical habitat, etc.; 

 
2) The geographic scope of the proposed action, in relationship to affected trust 

resources and their supporting habitat, in terms of habitat loss and degradation, 
population decline, water quality and quantity, and related impacts; 

 
3) The relevant timeframe in which the potential impacts will likely occur, e.g. over 

the next 50 years; and 
 

4) The collective impact of the proposed action on trust resources, when considered 
together with the existing policies or proposals of other jurisdictions, e.g. federal, 
state, regional, local, tribal. 

 
4. National Wildlife Refuges   
 
Based on the National Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (NWRSAA) of 1966 
(16 USC 668 [dd]), National Wildlife Refuges should be excluded from the planning 
area.  Any enterprise conducted on a refuge has to meet the compatibility standard.  The 
Service believes geothermal energy facility would not meet the compatibility standard. 
 
The Service recommends adding lands managed by the National Wildlife Refuge System 
to the list of areas excluded from the planning area based primarily on the National 
Wildlife Refuge System Administration Act (NWRSAA) of 1966 (16 USC 668 [dd]) and 
other existing laws. 
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Attachment 2 
 

Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) Specific Technical Comments on the 
Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM) Draft Programmatic Environmental  

Impact Statement for Leasing of Geothermal Resources in 11 Western  
States and Alaska (Draft PEIS) (EC08/0005) 

 
SPECIFIC TECHNICAL COMMENTS 
 
VOLUME I 
 
Chapter 1 
 
 On page 1-33, section 1.13.10. 
 
The first full paragraph states that the “Migratory Bird Conservation Act makes it 
unlawful….” The Migratory Bird Conservation Act allows for the “acquisition, including 
the location, examination, and survey, of suitable areas of land, water, or land and water, 
for use as migratory bird reservations….”   
 
The Service recommends amending the above passage to reference the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act, as amended (MBTA), which was implemented for the protection of migratory 
birds.  We also recommend including Executive Order 13186 in your discussion of the 
MBTA in section 1.13.10.  The MBTA makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, kill, capture, 
possess, buy, sell, purchase, or barter any migratory bird, including the feathers or other 
parts, nests, eggs, or migratory bird products.  Executive Order 13186, signed January 10, 
2001, sets forth the responsibilities of Federal agencies to further implement the 
provisions of the MBTA by integrating bird conservation principles and practices into 
agency activities by ensuring that Federal actions evaluate the effects of actions and 
agency plans on migratory birds.  

 
Chapter 2 
 
 Page 2-7, proposed areas closed for geothermal leasing:  Sensitive Habitats for 

Federally Listed Species and Sensitive Wildlife. 
 
Based on staff-level coordination between the Service and the BLM, we developed a 
Priority Special Management Areas map for the California Desert Conservation Area 
(CDCA) and presented it to BLM representatives at a meeting on June 27, 2008.  The 
map largely depicted lands with various levels of planned conservation per BLM’s 
bioregional management plans [Northern and Eastern Mojave Plan, Northern and Eastern 
Colorado Plan, Western and Eastern Colorado Plan, etc.] and serves as the basis for 
recommending areas that are environmentally sensitive and not suitable for extensive, 
surface disturbing uses.  The Service recommends the following special management 
areas within the CDCA be considered not suitable for development:  
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o Designated critical habitat for federally listed species,  
o Desert Wildlife Management Areas,  
o Wildlife Habitat Management Areas,  
o Core habitat and linkages for desert tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) and desert 

bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis),  
o Sand dunes and playa habitats,  
o Flat-tailed horned lizard (Phrynosoma mcallii) management areas, and  
o Other special management areas identified in the CDCA Plan.   

 
 Page 2-7, proposed areas closed for geothermal leasing:  Sensitive Habitats for 

Federally Listed Species and Sensitive Wildlife. 
 
We are currently evaluating the status of the greater sage-grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasianus) and pygmy rabbit (Brachylagus idahoensis) under the Endangered Species 
Act of 1973, as amended (ESA) through our 12-month status review process.  Both 
species are widely distributed throughout the western United States, occurring on much 
of the BLM and FS managed lands under evaluation for this Draft PEIS.  Although the 
specific elements of their respective habitats vary, sage-steppe ecosystems are a primary 
habiatat component for both species and would likely be similarly impacted from 
geothermal energy development.  Sage-grouse are sensitive to a variety of disturbances 
above and beyond the physical footprint of site development including noise, habitat 
fragmentation, and presence of tall structures such as transmission lines.  The Service 
recommends conducting a thorough analysis and comparison of siting locations to 
determine how they may affect seasonal habitats and movement patterns of the greater 
sage-grouse, similar to the approach currently recommended by the Service for the siting 
of wind turbines.  Additionally, we recommend curtailing development in these areas.         
 
 Page 2-7, proposed areas closed for geothermal leasing: Riparian Areas and 

Wetlands. 
 
Streams, seeps, springs, and isolated wetlands are important aquatic features in the arid 
west that provide habitat for many species of macroinvertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, 
fish, birds, mammals, and plants.  Many of the Service trust resource species occur within 
these habitats, and may be highly localized.  Upland buffers around these aquatic habitats 
provide a zone of protection from areas of development.  Upland buffers also provide 
corridors for wildlife movement, nesting habitat, and upland foraging habitat in 
conjunction with water quality protection.  The Service recommends avoiding impacts to 
these areas, and considering both aquatic habitats and the adjacent upland buffers in 
project-specific design.  Because of their importance and relative scarcity in the arid 
southwest, impacts to aquatic and riparian resources should be avoided and unavoidable 
impacts should be mitigated.  
 

 2

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
A-73-7

EMPS-SF5
Line

EMPS-SF5
Typewritten Text
A-73-8



 Page 2-7, proposed areas closed for geothermal leasing:  Additional Areas of 
Avoidance. 

 
The Amargosa toad (Bufo nelsoni), a toad species endemic to the Oasis Valley in Nevada 
and protected under Nevada State law, may be impacted by geothermal development.  A 
conservation agreement was completed in 2000, which identifies specific conservation 
measures that are expected to reduce or eliminate threats to the species, enhance habitat, 
and maintain a properly functioning ecosystem for the species of Oasis Valley.  This 
species is mostly at risk from depletion of the Amargosa River and groundwater 
resources within the hydrologic basin.  Geothermal development has the potential to 
reduce groundwater resources, and affect the quantity and quality of habitat for the toad 
in the Oasis Valley.  The Service is currently reviewing the Amargosa toad status. 
 
Development in Independence Valley and Clover Valley in Elko County may affect the 
presence of small endemic populations of fish associated with local systems.  The two 
species of speckled dace associated with these areas are listed under the ESA but do not 
currently have designated critical habitat.   
 
Geothermal development has the potential to directly and indirectly impact the Amargosa 
toad and small endemic fish populations and their habitats.  In addition, groundwater 
withdrawal that may be required to run the geothermal facilities may affect these habitats.  
We recommend that Oasis, Independence, and Clover Valleys be excluded from 
geothermal leasing by BLM and FS and added to the list of areas closed to geothermal 
lease.  
 
 Table 2-1 on page 2-9.  The City of Vernal is shown as occurring in Wyoming.  The 

City of Vernal is located in Utah.  Please update the table.  
 
Chapter 3 
 
 Page 3-11 land management plans. 
 
The Draft PEIS has identified Critical Biological Zones as part of FS Land Management 
Plans in the Angeles, Cleveland, Los Padres, and San Bernardino national forests.  
According to the Land Management Plans, “Activities and modification to existing 
infrastructure are allowed if they are beneficial or neutral to the species for which the 
zone was primarily designated” (USFS 20051, Part 2, page 9).  Critical Biological Zones 
are zoned as not being suitable for numerous activities including activities related to 
renewable energy resources (USFS 2005, Part 2, page 6).  The Service recommends 
designated critical habitat be considered as a Critical Biological Zone and be excluded on 
these national forests from geothermal leasing. 
 

                                                 
1  USFS (U. S. Forest Service).  2005.  Land management plan, Angeles National Forest, Cleveland 
National Forest, Los Padres National Forest, San Bernardino National Forest. 
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 Pages 3-136 – 3-140, Migratory Birds.   
 
To complete BLM and FS migratory bird analysis, the Service recommends including the 
following measures: 
 

o Land clearing, or other surface disturbance associated with proposed projects, 
should be conducted outside the avian breeding season to avoid potential 
destruction of bird nests or young, or birds that breed in the area.  If this is not 
feasible, a qualified biologist may survey the area prior to land clearing.  If nests 
are located, or if other evidence of nesting (i.e., mated pairs, territorial defense, 
carrying nesting material, transporting food) is observed, a protective buffer (the 
size depending on the habitat requirements of the species) should be delineated 
and the entire area avoided to prevent destruction or disturbance to nests until 
they are no longer active. 

 
o Incorporate the Guidelines into the Draft PEIS as voluntary guidelines for 

construction and operation of proposed transmission lines.  These guidelines may 
help prevent avian electrocution from use of transmission lines that may be 
associated with the geothermal energy development.  The APP Guidelines can be 
found at www.aplic.org.   

 
o Avoid occupied nests for the western burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia 

hypugea).  The western burrowing owl is a BLM sensitive species and identified 
by the Service as a bird of conservation concern.  The reduction of habitat in 
southern Nevada is a major threat to this species.  If avoidance is not possible, 
please incorporate our recommendations in the Service pamphlet, “Protecting 
Burrowing Owls at Construction Sites in Nevada’s Mojave Desert Region” 
(Attachment 1), into the Best Management Practices for geothermal energy 
development projects. 

 
o Refer to our raptor guidance for proposed facilities or structures during 

construction to prevent bird injury and/or entrapment in the Mojave Desert.   
 
Chapter 4 
 
 Page 4-93 habitat fragmentation. 
 
This section states that best management practices will effectively minimize impacts.  
The Draft PEIS does not describe impacts to wildlife.  Although best management 
practices will help to minimize the impacts to migratory birds and other wildlife, the 
Service recommends the Draft PEIS disclose and discuss the suite of impacts that would 
result from geothermal energy development including habitat fragmentation, habitat loss, 
and increased predation. 
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 Page 4-95, Section 4.11.2 potential effects of geothermal leasing on threatened and 
endangered species. 

 
The Service recommends amending the criteria used in the evaluation of threatened and 
endangered species as follows: 
 

o The first bullet should reflect that an adverse affect to a listed species would occur 
if the action resulted in impacts that violated the ESA, Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (BGEPA), MBTA; and   

o The second bullet should reflect that any impact to an individual of a federally 
listed species is an adverse impact.   

 
Chapter 6 
 
 Page 6-4, Endangered Species Act Consultation. 
 
Section 7 of ESA consultation process and procedures are not clearly depicted in this 
section.  The Service recommends BLM and FS clarify how they will comply with 
Section 7 consultation.  Additionally, please identify at what level consultation will be 
initiated.  
 
 Page 6-4, Endangered Species Act Consultation – Listed and Sensitive Species and 

Surface and Groundwater Withdrawal. 
 
Proposed geothermal energy projects may affect listed and sensitive species dependent on 
regional groundwater flow systems.  Desert fish species may be impacted by small 
changes in groundwater levels, water quality, or flow patterns, as many inhabit spring 
systems that are recharged by one of these systems.  Potential long-term hydrological 
effects and impacts to federally listed and sensitive species as they relate to geothermal 
energy projects should be carefully considered.  Water may be needed in significant 
amounts for power generation, depending on the technology used for the proposed 
geothermal energy projects.  Reductions in groundwater flows and the ability to recharge 
associated aquifers can result in surface hydrological changes on hundreds of thousands 
of acres.  
 
The Service recommends including in the NEPA review, as well as in the BLM and FS 
lease permits, quantification and analyses of expected surface and groundwater 
requirements to construct, operate, and maintain geothermal facilities and assessment of 
potential impacts to the aquatic resources, associated terrestrial resources, and wildlife 
species and plants.  The evaluation should also include both the use of groundwater by 
individual projects and the impacts to desert washes that feed dry lakes and aid the 
recharge of groundwater.  The Service is available to work with BLM and/or FS to best 
determine the scope and scale of this analysis.   
 
Additionally, the Service recommends the Draft PEIS include the best management 
measures or some other identification of measures that will be taken during project 
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planning, construction, and operation to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts to listed 
and sensitive species that are dependent on surface and groundwater resources.  The 
Service also recommends the BLM and FS include in their policy a requirement that 
project proponents must use technology that utilizes the least amount of water for power 
generation.   
 
 Page 6-4, Endangered Species Act Consultation – Habitat Loss, Degradation, and 

Fragmentation. 
 
Significant portions of land that will be considered for geothermal energy development in 
the Draft PEIS contain priority ecological areas (e.g. existing conservation lands, 
including Federal Wilderness Areas, Aquatic Preserves, National Estuarine Research 
Reserves, Wild & Scenic Rivers, roadless areas of native habitat or Category 1 lands) and 
migration linkages between these areas.  Habitat loss and fragmentation on such a large 
scale would affect the structure and function of the landscape for wildlife.  Activities 
adjacent to lands allocated for conservation (National Landscape Conservation System 
lands, Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACEC), Wildlife Habitat Management 
Areas, Desert Wildlife Management Areas, National Wildlife Refuge System lands, 
National Park Service lands, designated critical habitats, etc.) can affect animal and plant 
populations and the effectiveness of conservation and recovery actions occurring within 
these management area boundaries.  The Service believes that lands already designated 
for conservation should be the baseline for focus of recovery efforts.   
 
The Service recommends BLM and FS use the information in State Wildlife Plans, 
species recovery plans, designated critical habitat, Audubon important bird areas, and 
other sensitive habitats (as mentioned above), to conduct a thorough analysis of habitat 
loss and fragmentation on a landscape level.  This information should be used to make 
informed decisions regarding lands, as available, for geothermal energy development. 
 
VOLUME II – Case Specific 
 
Chapter 10 
 
 Proposed Action to Issue Leases in Nye County, Nevada (NVN 074289) and Modoc 

County, California (CACA 042989, CACA 043744, CACA 043745)  
 
The Service responded to a Species List request initiated by Environmental Management 
Associates on behalf of Lake City Geothermal, LLC on December 10, 2004.  Although 
the details of the proposed action are slightly different, it appears the original Species List 
request corresponds to the pending lease applications described in the Draft PEIS 
occurring in Modoc County, California.  Contained within our response was a list of 
species that may occur within the proposed project area and be affected by the proposed 
project.  This list included the Modoc sucker (Castostomus microps), Carson wandering 
skipper (Pseudocopaeodes eunus obscurus), bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), 
Warner sucker (Catostomus warnerensis), slender orcutt grass (Orcuttia tenuis), and 
Western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus americanus).  Since this time, the bald eagle has 
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been removed from the list of threatened and endangered species maintained by the Fish 
and Wildlife Service.  However, the species is still protected by the BGEPA and as such 
deserves continued consideration.   
 
The proposed action in Nye County, Nevada may occur in greater sage-grouse and 
pygmy rabbit habitat.  Additionally, there is an endemic fish species (Big Smoky Valley 
tui chub (Gila bicolor spp.)) that occurs in the area.  The Service recommends 
coordinating with the local U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Office for project specific 
details. 
 
Appendix A – State of States and State of Tribal Lands 
 
 Please describe the current status of the Blundell geothermal plant.  According to the 

first full paragraph on page A-38, the Blundell geothermal plant was expected to 
expand operations with additional binary units due to go online in November 2007. 

 
 Figure A-40 is not legible.  The Service recommends improving the quality of this 

figure. 
 
Appendix C – Preliminary List of Areas of ACEC Status 
 
 Appendix C lists areas with ACEC status throughout the project area, with the 

exception of ACECs occurring in the State of Utah.  The Service recommends 
amending this list to include ACECs in Utah.  The following web-site provides a list 
of current ACECs designated in Utah:  
http://www.blm.gov/ut/st/en/prog/blm_special_areas/acecs/utah_acecs.html. 

 
Appendix D – Best Management Practices (BMP) 
 
 The Service recommends that a separate section for threatened and endangered 

species be included in Appendix D. 
 
 Appendix D has the following BMPs repeated throughout all phases of geothermal 

exploration, development and restoration “Drip pans should be used under fuel pumps 
and valve mechanisms….”  The Service recommends any containers used to collect 
liquids be enclosed to prevent access to contaminants by wildlife and migratory birds. 

 
 Another BMP repeated is “Employees, contractors, and site visitors should be 

instructed to avoid harassment and disturbance of wildlife, especially during 
reproductive (e.g., courtship and nesting) seasons.  In addition, pets should be 
controlled to avoid harassment and disturbance of wildlife.”  In occupied habitat of 
certain federally listed species (i.e. desert tortoise), the Service recommends that pets 
not be allowed.  In addition, we recommend no disturbance on or around wildlife 
during reproductive seasons.  The Service recommends working with the local field 
office for appropriate time restrictions during nesting and breeding seasons for 
specific species. 
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 Two measures repeated throughout are, “The BLM, FS, and operators should contact 

appropriate agencies early in the planning process to identify potentially sensitive 
ecological resources that may be present in the area of proposed geothermal 
development” and “The operators should conduct surveys for federal- and state 
protected species and other species of concern within the project area.”  We 
recommend including BMPs that will commit to the identification of appropriate 
conservation measures based on survey results and consultation with the Service. 

 
 The Service’s Utah Field Office has worked with the Utah BLM to determine 

conservation measures for oil and gas development that provide protection to listed 
species.  These conservation measures are provided in an attachment to these 
comments.  Because the Draft PEIS describes the impacts of geothermal resource 
development as comparable to those of oil and gas resource development, the Service 
recommends that the conservation measures jointly prepared for oil and gas 
development also be incorporated into the Geothermal Energy Draft PEIS.   

 
 Some of the BMPs under phase 4, reclamation and abandonment, for vegetation and 

fish and wildlife do not appear to apply to this phase of geothermal resource 
development.  For instance, some of the measures discuss development of new access 
roads.  The Service recommends removing measures that do not actually apply to this 
phase of geothermal resource development and including BMPs for monitoring to 
ensure that desired conditions are met after final reclamation and abandonment of 
sites. 

 
Appendix H – Federally Listed Species 
 
 Appendix H contains all federally listed species.  Not all of the species listed would 

actually be impacted by geothermal resource development projects.  Additionally, 
some noted species and critical habitat areas are not accurately noted.  The Service 
recommends the following amendments to the species list: 

 
o Maguire daisy occurs from the San Rafael Swell in Emery County, Utah, south 

into Wayne and Garfield Counties, Utah, through the Waterpocket Fold in Capitol 
Reef National Park.  The range of the species does not occur within the planning 
area of your Draft PEIS (figure 2-1, page 2-2).   

 
o The Eskimo curlew does not occur in Utah; please see the species information at 

http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/SpeciesReport.do?spcode=B01A.   
 

o The grizzly bear has been extirpated from Utah; please see the species 
information at 
http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/SpeciesReport.do?spcode=A001.   

 
o The Mesa Verde cactus does not occur in Utah; please see the species information 

at http://ecos.fws.gov/speciesProfile/SpeciesReport.do?spcode=Q21J.   
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o Shrubby reed-mustard, Schoenocrambe suffrutescens, is listed as occurring in 

“Y”, it should be “UT”. 
 

o Munz’s onion (Allium munzii), Bear Valley sandwort (Arenaria ursina), Nevin’s 
barberry (Berberis nevinii), ash-gray paintbrush (Castilleja cinerea), Vail Lake 
ceanothus (Ceanothus ophiochilus), southern mountain buckwheat (Eriogonum 
kennedyi var. austromontanum), Mexican flannelbush (Fremontodendron 
mexicanum), willowy monardella (Monardella linoides ssp. viminea), and 
spreading navarretia (Navarretia fossalis) have designated critical habitats.  
Designated critical habitat becomes final for San Diego thornmint 
(Acanthomintha ilicifolia) on September 26, 2008.   

 
o In addition, critical habitat has been proposed for San Bernardino bluegrass (Poa 

atropurpurea) and California taraxacum (Taraxacum californicum).  Further, 
Quino checkerspot butterfly (Euphydryas editha quino), San Bernardino kangaroo 
rat (Dipodomys merriami parvus), and Peninsular bighorn sheep (Ovis 
canadensis) have both designated and proposed critical habitats.   

 
o Finally, for Coachella Valley milk-vetch (Astragalus lentiginosus var. coachellae) 

and San Jacinto Valley crownscale (Atriplex coronata var. notatior) our 
designation of critical habitat consisted of zero acres each, since all essential areas 
were excluded from critical habitat designation (71 FR 14538 and 70 FR 74111). 
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A-73-1 

By regulation, “Fish hatcheries or wildlife management areas administered by the Secretary” are 
closed to leasing (43 CFR 3201.11).  

On pages 2-6 and 2-7 of the Draft PEIS, there are a number of land types that may be closed to 
leasing. Specifically, under the proposed action, ACECs would be closed where the BLM 
determines that geothermal leasing and development would be incompatible with the purposes 
for which the ACEC was designed or that have management plans that expressly preclude new 
leasing or development.  

For other sensitive areas (e.g., riparian areas and sensitive species habitat), stipulations are 
proposed to avoid, minimize, and mitigate any potential impacts.  

This phased approach would not meet the stated purpose and need of facilitating geothermal 
leasing because the geothermal resource base for commercial development is concentrated, 
distinct, and localized. 

A-73-2 

The BLM supports the control of nonnative, invasive species. The Proposed Action provides a 
list of BMPs that could be applied as conditions of approval to subsequent permits to control 
invasive species for the particular site conditions.  

Mitigation measures, including lease stipulations, conditions of approval, and the general 
operation of geothermal developments, would be monitored by the lessee or the appropriate 
Federal agency to ensure their continued effectiveness throughout all phases of development. 
Using adaptive management strategies, where mitigation measures are determined to be 
ineffective at meeting the desired resource conditions, the BLM and FS would take steps to 
determine the cause and would require the operator to take corrective action. This information 
would also be used to inform future geothermal leasing and development. 

A-73-3 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in Chapter 5, 
past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and 
federal lands, are documented and analyzed. 

Based on the analysis in Chapter 5 Cumulative Impacts, about 17 million acres of public land have 
commercial uses. Based on the reasonable foreseeable development scenario for geothermal 
development, by 2025 up to about 90,000 acres of federal land would be impacted by 
geothermal development. A typical geothermal electrical generation plant can disturb between 
50 and 370 acres of land. Solar and wind facilities generally require 500 to 3,500 acres. 
Geothermal development will result in cumulative impacts to land, water, and other public lands 
uses, but the use is a fraction of the other uses on public lands and is relatively minor in scope 
compared to other uses. 



A-73-4 

Section 1.5.2 includes a list of areas statutorily unavailable for leasing and quotes from the 
regulations at 43 CFR 3201.11. Paragraph 3201.11 (e) excludes “…wildlife management areas 
administered by the Secretary.” Since national wildlife refuge system lands are included in the 
above description, text has been added to Chapters 1 and 2 clarifying that lands managed by the 
National Wildlife Refuge System are closed to new leasing.  

A-73-5 

The Final PEIS has been corrected and the text has been revised as suggested by the comment. 

A-73-6 

Lands designated as closed and open in the CDCA follow the criteria listed on pages 2-6 and 2-7 
of the Draft PEIS and the decisions within the management plans for the CDCA. The BLM is not 
proposing to amend the CDCA plans. 

Decisions on siting and mitigation for any subsequent development will be assessed during the 
permit application process and would address the management areas provided in the comment. 
Any revisions of the CDCA plans would also address these management areas and their 
suitability for all types of developments.  

A-73-7 

The BLM is proposing to include a Sensitive Species Stipulation for leases in areas that have 
agency-designated sensitive species, including sage-grouse. The stipulation could be a NSO, CSU, 
or TL in order to meet resource objectives (Page 2-19 of the Draft PEIS). This approach 
provides the flexibility to respond to the dynamic national and regional planning and protection 
efforts for these species. During the permitting process for any subsequent drilling or 
development applications, the BLM would conduct the appropriate analysis on siting locations, 
as noted in the comment.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will 
impose an Endangered Species Act stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases.  

A-73-8 

As noted on pages 2-16 and 2-17 of the PEIS, the Proposed Action includes NSO and CSU 
stipulations specific to water bodies, riparian areas, wetlands, playa, and floodplains in order to 
avoid any subsequent development in these fragile areas. In addition, there are a number of 
BMPs (Appendix D) that could be applied as conditions of approval to future development 
permits to avoid or mitigate any impacts to these resources. 

A-73-9 

Additional lands do not have to be closed to provide protection for the species discussed in the 
comment. 



Lands designated as open to leasing are subject to existing laws, regulations, and formal orders. 
In complying with these laws, regulations, and orders, some of the open lands may not be 
available for leasing. Chapter 2 explains, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, that the BLM and FS 
would comply with the requirements of the Endangered Species Act, including determining if any 
listed or proposed threatened or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on 
nominated lease parcels and may be affected by any decision to lease. Chapter 6 of the FPEIS, in 
turn, explains that the agencies have determined that the decision to lease has no effect on listed 
species or critical habitat.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will 
impose an Endangered Species Act stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases.  

A-73-10 

The suggested change has been made. 

A-73-11 

Under the proposed action considered in the PEIS, the FS is not proposing to make any 
administrative or discretionary closures or to amend any land use plans. Prior to any leasing on 
NFS lands, the FS would have to provide consent. Through this process, the FS must identify 
specific lands that are administratively available and closed for leasing and under what conditions. 
This process will require environmental review, including NEPA documentation. Designating 
Critical Biological Zones on Forest Service lands would take place in the consent or land use 
plan amendment process. Pages 1-26 and 1-27 discuss the FS decisions resulting from the PEIS 
and required subsequent NEPA analysis.  

A-73-12 

Thank you for your comments. The measures have been added to Appendix D, BMPs, where 
they do not already exist. For migratory birds (including burrowing owls), measures are already 
included. They are also present for raptors. 

A-73-13 

General impacts to wildlife resulting from habitat fragmentation are discussed on page 4-78. A 
complete discussion of the potential impacts on wildlife from all aspects of geothermal leasing 
and development are found on pages 4-74 through 4-92. 

A-73-14 

Thank you for your comment. The recommended change has been made. 

A-73-15 

Text has been added on the consultation process. 



In Chapter 2, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, it is noted that the BLM and FS would determine 
if any listed or proposed threatened or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on 
nominated lease parcels to comply with the Endangered Species Act. 

A-73-16 

In Chapter 2, under Procedures Prior to Leasing, it is noted that the BLM and FS would determine 
if any listed or proposed threatened or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on 
nominated lease parcels and would comply with the Endangered Species Act prior to issuing the 
lease. Any potential impacts to site-specific hydrology and species would be addressed as part of 
the ESA evaluation.  

A procedure prior to leasing has been added as follows: 

The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state 
agencies, especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically 
have regulatory authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife. During the 
environmental review for any subsequent permit applications for drilling or 
development, the BLM and FS would conduct the necessary environmental review and 
analysis based on the proposed site development and technology. Such location- and 
technology-specific information is critical to assess localized resources like hydrology 
and groundwater. BMPs are provided in Appendix D and could be applied as conditions 
of approval to permits. The list is not inclusive and could be expanded by the BLM and 
FS to address site-specific conditions. 

A-73-17 

The comment has been noted. The analysis in Chapter 4 is commensurate with the scope of the 
proposed action for the PEIS. Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with 
appropriate state agencies, especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states typically 
manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife.  

This document does predict a general level of anticipated future geothermal development in 
BLM areas that have geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide full analysis of all 
phases of development. All development, utilization, and reclamation activities would be subject 
to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

A-73-18 

These species have been added to the document as requested. Coordination with the USFWS 
would occur as part of the NEPA process prior to any exploration or development. 

A-73-19 

Appendix A has been revised. 

 



A-73-20 

Appendix A has been revised. 

A-73-21 

As described in Section 2.2.1 Lands Identified for Leasing, ACECs will be closed to leasing where 
the BLM determines that geothermal leasing and development would be incompatible with the 
purposes for which the ACEC was created, or where management plans preclude new leasing 
or development for oil and gas or geothermal resources. Data for ACECS closed or open to 
leasing presented in Appendix C was provided by BLM state offices and may not represent the 
comprehensive list. The ACECS list on the website provide by the commentor does not include 
stipulations or indicate if ACECs are closed or open to oil and gas and or geothermal leasing; 
therefore, these areas were not added to the appendix. 

A-73-22 

The comment is noted. A separate section for threatened and endangered species has been 
added to Appendix D. 

A-73-23 

The suggested change has been made. 

A-73-24 

Changes made to the BMPs include the control of pets. In regards to disruption of wildlife 
during breeding, it is not possible to avoid all disturbance of all wildlife during all reproductive 
seasons. Measures are already included to protect migratory birds, big game, and special status 
species during important reproductive, calving, and courting periods. 

A-73-25 

The recommended change has been made to the document. 

A-73-26 

Thank you for providing the list. The conservation measures are very helpful. Given the specific 
nature of the conservation measures, they have not been included specifically. In Chapter 2 
under Procedures Prior to Leasing, it is noted that the BLM and FS would determine if any listed or 
proposed threatened or endangered species, or critical habitat, is present on lease parcels and 
would comply with the Endangered Species Act prior to issuing the lease. In addition, at the 
time projects are proposed, additional measures may be developed through consultation, as 
appropriate. 

A-73-27 

Changes have been made to the document. The inappropriate BMPs have been removed, and 
measures for monitoring have been added. 



A-73-28 

Thank you, all changes have been made to the table.  
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Delivered via electronic mail to: geothermaC eis@blm.gov and hard copy U.S. post 

Draft Geothemlal Leasing PElS 
c/o EMPSi 
182 Howard Street, Suite 110 
San Francisco, CA 94105-1611 

September 19, 2008 

Re: Scoping Comments on the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement for Geothermal Leasing in 
the Western United States, May 2008. 

To Whom It May Concern: 

We appreciate the opportunity to respond to and offer input on the U.S. Forest Service and Bureau of Land Management 
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PElS) for agency~wide geothennal energy programs and policy. 
Enclosed are our scoping comments submitted jointly on behalf of the Citizens for San Luis Valley Water Protection 
Coalition and San Luis Valley Ecosystem COlmciL 

Our organizations serve the Upper Rio Grande River basin including the headwaters and greater San Luis Valley, co. 
The San Luis Valley (SLV) is the world's largest semi-alpine Valley. Roughly 122 miles long and 74 miles wide, the 
8,100 milez SL V contains six ruraJ Colorado counties; Saguache, Alamosa, Rio Grande, Conejos, Costilla and Mineral 
Counties. Over 71 % of the SLV is public land including much of the 1.86 million acre Rio Grande National Forest, San 
Luis District of the Bureau of Land Management, the Great Sand Dunes National Park and the Alamosa, Monte Vista 
and Baca National Wildlife Refhges. 

TIle Citizens for San Luis Valley Water Protection Coalition (WPC) is a grassroots organization representing a broad 
spectrum of interests. It's members are lUlited by the belief that the vital ecological, wildlife, cultural, agricultural and 
vvater resomces of the upper Rio Grande and Closed Basins of the SL V should not be jeopardized by destructive 
industrialization of any kind. By working with communities, local government and various stakeholder groups, "vpe is 
actively engaged in developing an SL V Citizens Energy Initiative that is responsive to the demands of climate change 
while protecting the vitalnatmal and cultw·al resources are the fOUlldation of ow· COllllllwlities. 

The mission of the San Luis Valley Ecosystem Council (SL VEe) is to protect and restore ~ through research, education 
and advocacy. the biological diversity, ecosystems, and natural resources of the upper Rio Grande bioregion, balancing 
ecological values and human needs. On behalf of more than 4,500 supporters, SLVEC has worked extensively with 
Ft'dt'ra1 agencit's (induding the US Fort'st Service and Bureau of Land Management) to identify prioritit's, make 
reconmlendations and develop prescriptions for travel management and vegetation, watershed, wetland, wildlife habitat 
and con-idors, and cultural and Natural Heritage Program sites using a GIS/landscape~level approach, 

TIle SLV is rapidly emerging as a major focal point for renewable energy generation development in the region. As 
tederal, state and regional energy policies evolve, we expect the lUlique biogeography of the SLV to place us squarely in 
the middle of the new energy economy. 

We support taking immediate action to limit and even reverse dangerous levels of carbon emissions and greenhouse 
gases. Our dependency on fossil fuels is lUldeniably jeopardizing global climate systems and the need to transfcnm our 
energy economy is urgent. Such an energy transformation offers a tremendous opportunity to start anew and avoid 
mistakes of past energy policies. With ecosystem processes being taxed to an extreme and biological diversity 
collapsing as a result of our Ullwise reSOlU'ce use, the relatively pristine, intact ecosystems still extant in the SLV are 
priceless and constitute vital life and economic sustaining resources for our region and beyond. We mge the USFS and 
BLlvl to work in partnership with public lands advocacy organizations such as OillS to ensure that issues of scale, siting 
and water demands of geothermal plants on or near public lands in the SLY are resolved efficiently and affectively. 

p.2 
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Colorado was assessed for its geothemlul energy potential in the late 19708 and early 19808. Many low and moderate 
tempemtme reSOlITces suitable for direct use applications were found, but no conclusive evidence of a high temperature 
resource that could be used tor electrical power generation was identified. The 2006 Westem Governors Association 
report mnked Colorado fourth among western states in the number of potential sites for geothennal power generation. 
New technologies and methods of assessing geothermal resources such as the use of velocity of seismic P-waves are 
currently being applied and indicate that high elevation geological active zones, such as those found in central and 
southern Colorado may emerge as some of the best geothennal sources in the West 

Colorado exhibits high heat flow, volcanism, recent faulting and continental rifting - geologic featmes considered 
indicative of geoiht::JmallesolUces wi til power generation potentiaL TIle Rio Gtande lift zone extends along bOtil sides 
of the SLV. According to the Colorado Geothermal Development Strategic Plan (2007), the San Luis Basin has '"large 
potential resources ranging from low temperature at intermediate depths (2,OOO~4,OOO ft) to above~boiling temperatures 
at deep depths (7,000-9,500 ft)", (see attachment A). A recent MIT study (2006) described the northern Rio Grande 
Rift extending into the SLV as having "probably the highest basement Enhanced Geothermal System (EGS) potential 
on a large scale." The Westem Govemors' Geothennal Task Force identified Colorado as having the potential for 
20MW of power generation within a decade and they are in the process of updating their geothennal database and 
evaluating potential geothermal energy SOlU'ces in response to the States renewable energy portfolio standard 
(Matthews, 2007). 

"\-'hile we support the development of geothermal energy production as a much more desirable and appropriate energy 
solution for the SLV than traditional fossil fuel development we are, concerned that intensified, industrial-scale 
development could jeopardize the broader environmental values, in particular the extensive but fragile aquHhs that 
underlie these values, that we, and the citizens of the SLV have \vorked long and hard to protect. 

The SL V is lllliquely suited to serve as a 'pilot study' area for balanced alternative energy development, where 
appropriate scale teclmologies enhance rather than overwhelm existing natural and cultural systems, and strengthen and 
diversifY rather than dominate local economies. Collectively, we have decades of experience promoting Valley-wide 
initiatives, public awareness and citizen action, problem solving and planning processes addressing a wide-range of 
issues of concern to the bioregion. The SLV was chosen for a US Environmental Protection Agency Pilot Study on 
regional sustainability (EPA Office of Research and Development, Cincinnati, Ohio). As a natural outgrowth of our 
work, we have initiated a SLV Citizens Energy Tnitiative (CEI) with the goal of establishing a regional model for 
renewable energy development. 

Stakeholder palticipation is impOltant at this early stage of development, alld will continue to be for years to come and 
the CEl will be a powerful vehicle for stakeholder input. As organizations with long-standing alld proven successes in 
comnnmity education and organizing arOlmd environmental issues, and extensive knowledge and involvement in 
imp01iant \-vater, public lands and resource use issues in the Valley, \ve invite USFS and BLM to collaborate \vith us in 
developing the CEI and the PElS as they move forward. 

We \velcome the opportunity to serve as an active stakeholder in creating a model for the fut1U'e that embraces both the 
need for new energy solutions and rigorous protection of om fragile ecosystems. We believe in a futme where energy 
production ann protection of OlIT fragile ecosystem processes go hann~in~hann. 

We are submitting these comments today via electronic mail and also forwarding a copy with attachments to you 
st-parately. Thank you for considering these scoping conmlt-nts and for your collt-ctive conmlitment to suppOliing 
responsible renewable energy development. We look fOlward to continuing to patiicipate with you in this process. 

Sincerely, 

San Luis Valley Ecosystem COllllcil 
P.O. Box 223 Alamosa, CO 81101 
(719) 589-1518 

256-4758 

slvec.org 

Citizens for San Luis Valley 
Water Protection Coalition 
Alamosa, CO 811 0 1 

256-5780 

slvwater,org 
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Scoping Comments on the Geothermal Energy Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement 
suhmittedjointly b)' the San Luis Valle)' Ecosystem Council and the 

Citizens for San Luis Valley 'Vater Protection Coalition 

I. Large-scale Geothermal Energy Leasing Requires Deyelgpment of a Thoughtfully Designed Approach 

A. The risks and unknowns specific to geothermal energy development require caution before rushing 
into a large-scale program 

According to the Energy InfuTIIlation Association, there ate clUTcnily roughly 2,400 megawatts (MvV) of installed 
geothermal electricity generation in the western United States, less than 1 % of total U B. generation capacity. The 
Reasonably Foreseeable Development Scenario (RFD) for the Draft PEIS forecasts that within the plaIllling area, 12,100 
:M\V of geothennal potential are considered viable for commercial electrical generation from 241 power plants by 2025; 
the RFD further estimates direct use applications of 4,200 thermal MW by 2025. Such massive development of 
geothemlal resources will no doubt have significant impacts to the public lands and their many resources. VI," e believe 
development predicted on this scale warrants careful studies of the impacts to public land, water (especially aquifers), 
wetlands, wildlife and other affected natural reSOlU"ces prior to finalizing the PElS and approval and issuing specific 
leases. 

"\-'bile significant development of ±lash steam pm.ver plants has allm.ved analysis of impacts from this indirect use of 
geothennal resources, most of the, geothennal powe.r plants planne,d for construction in the U.S. are binary-cycle,. 
Though impacts Irom binary-cycle plants do not appear to be radically difterent Irom flash steam plants, additional 
technologies are being developed that will require much greater analysis before their impacts can be understood. In 
particular, "co-produced geothennal fluids," also known as "produced water cut", and "enhanced geothemlal systems" 
are emerging teclmologies whose impacts are relatively unknown. Development of these resources should not be done 
without close examination of potential risks and impacts, and if development does occur it should be done slowly, in a 
phased manner, to ensure ongoing stndy can identify and tlx problems and issues that arise, 

For ne\v technologies such as enhanced geothennal systems, a cautious approach emphasizing monitoring and phased 
development is critical. Though the Draft PELS states that, "It is anticipated that there may be applications for research 
and development drilling on public and NFS lands in the future. \\'hile it is a viable and proven technology, it is 
unlikely that it will be applied at a large scale in the westel11 US within the next 20 years," (Draft PElS 1-9), this 
technology has not been thoroughly tested in the US and requires further investigation to ensure that unacceptable 
impacts are avoided, especially in geologically complex and poorly understood areas like the Rio Grande Rift complex 
in the San Luis Valley. 

'While Chapter 4 of the Draft PElS examines the general types of impacts expected from geothennal development, the 
inability to predict future development scenarios, including types of development, timing, location and risks will require 
additional site-specific analysis prior to leasing lands for project development. 

Recommendation5: Due to the projected scale of geothennal development and relative lack of knowledge of the 
impacts of such development, the agencies should approach geothennal development on public lands in a measured 
mamieI'. We recommend that a pilot project be developed and operated for a sufficient time period to yield a more 
complete understanding of unforeseen problems, impacts and best management pr'dctices unique to the Rio Grande Rift 
befort' pennitting private utility geothennal projt'cts in the SLV. Bt'yond this, we rt'conmit'nd phased development and 
monitoring to ensure that impacts are well studied and, where avoidable, effective mitigation measured developed. 
Avoidance of negative impacts should, of course, be a priority, 'Where new and developing tedmologies are being 
proposed, research and development should be undetiaken with caution and large-scale deployment of nevv technologies 
should only be done after thorough analysis. \Ve strongly recommend that BLM work closely with local government 
entities and citizen groups to carefully plan and implement projects in accordance with the 0LV Citizens Energy 
Initiative before consideration of large-scale or multi project leasing in the San Luis Valley. 

B. Geothermal development is not always renewable: water use of certain geothermal development 
systems demands in-depth analysis. 

Beca'Use of water 'Use, ce1iain types of geothemial development are not "renewable" in the way that other renewable 
energy sow"ces are. The Draft PEIS acknowledges that for Hash steam facilities, "about 15-20 percent of the Huid 
would be lost due to Hashing to steam and evaporation thmugh cooling towers and ponds." (p. 2-47). TIle Draft PEIS 
further addresses these impacts in Chapter 4, stating that potential impacts on water resources could occm if reasonably 
foreseeable actions \vere to result in "Substantially depleted grOlUld\vater supplies or interfered substantially \vith 
groundwater recharge s'Uch that there would be a net deticit in aqUifer volume or a lowering of the local groundwater 
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table level;" or "Resulted in changing conditions so that the geothennal resource itself was degraded." (p. 4~40). During 
drilling operations, 

Extracting geothermal fluids could result in drawdowns in connected shallower groundwater aquifers, 
with the resulting potential to affect streams or springs that are connected to the water table aquifer. 
The potential for these types of adverse impacts is reduced tlu·ough extensive aquiter testing, which is the basis 
for designing the geothemlal plant and for locating, designing, and operating the extraction and injection wells. 
Combined with the requirement to comply with state and federal regulations that protect water quality and with 
limitations imposed by water rights issued by the state engineer, the impacts on water quality and the potential 
fur depleting water resources is expected to be minllIllzed. There is a medium risk for moderate to high 
impacts on groundwater supplies from the use of groundwater for geothermal acthities (p. 4~43) 
(emphasis added). 

Dming utilization, 

Geothermal resource utilization could affect grolUldwater resources because of consumption of water by 
evaporation and the need to reinject water to replenish the geothenual reservoir. TIle magnitude of the effects 
would vary depending on grOlUldwater conditions and availability within the basin and on the type of 
geothermal plant. Availability of water resomces could be a limiting factor, affecting the expansion of 
geothermal resource development in a given area (p. 4~44). 

The Draft PElS further states that, "withdrawing shallow groundwater or surface water tor cooling pluposes could atIect 
nearby springs." (1'.4·45). 

Clearly, flash cycle plants have signitlcant potential tor depleting the water that is a critical component of the 
geothennal resource, limiting the "renewable" natme of this development. Further, all geothennal development has the 
potential for impacts to smt'ce and groundwater quality and quantity, and analysis and mitigation must focus on 
limiting these impacts. 

Recommendation: 'lne Closed Basin confined and unconfined aquifer system is one of the most complex and poorly 
understood aquifer systems in the state. Protracted water wars have led to a number of Federal, state and local water 
protection statutes that must be considered in light of geothennal development in the SLY. While we are l10t suggesting 
that geothermal be completely removed from consideration in the SLV, it should be in context to the relative value of 
renewable resources in the region. The SL V is rated as fifth nationally and first in the state for its solar energy 
generation potential. Given the considerable conflicts that geothernlal development presents with traditional 
agriculture and water users, agencies should prioritize renewable solar development over geothermal development, 
"vhere depletion is a cognizable risk. The BLM and Forest Service should also prioritize binary cycle geothermal 
development over flash steam development to reduce the risk of depleting geothemlal resources. The PElS should 
specifically require additional site-specinc analysis of potential impacts to geothermal and water resources of individual 
lease and project proposals and, in the SLV, require compatibility \vith the SLV Citizens Energy Initiative. 

The following specific concerns need to be considered before approval of geotherrnalleasing in the San Luis Valley: 

C. Ground Water Use and Protection of the Closed Basin Aquifer 

TIle MIT study concluded that "the major environmental issues for EGS are associated with ground~water use and 
contamination" (1-27\ Because of the presence of the confined and lUlconfined Closed Basin aquifer in District 3, 
these concerns are of paramont importance in the SLV. Belo,,'\! are some specific legal, political and enviromnental 
statutes and concerns that require serious considemtion before leasing Fedemllands for geotherrnal in the SLV: 

A. Colorado water rights, rules and stipulations; 
B. Cumulative affects on aquifer depletion; 
C Protection of significant aquiter recharge areas (stream nmoff areas, wetlands, artisan wells, etc.); 
D. Rio Grande Compact conflicts; 
E. Compliance with federal, state, and county water uSe statutes, regulations and 1\1 les, specifically, but not limited 

to; 
1. The Great Sand DlUles National Park and Preserve Act of 2000. A ullique aspect of this legislation, 

outlined i11 Section 6, is its adoption to specifically protect the unique hydrogeology which supports the 
Great Sand Dunes fOITIlation; 

2. Colorado 98~ 1011 authorizing the Rio Grande Decision Support System (RGDSS) Study. Among other 
things, the RGDSS created the scientific framework for Colorado State Law 04·222 by establishing the 
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geo~hydrological context for regulating water allocation in Water District 3 based on the finite nature of 
the Closed Basin aquifer system.) 

3. Colorado State Law 04-222, "Rules Governing New \Vithdrawals of Groundwater in Water Division 3 Effecting 
the Rate or Direction of Movement of Water in the Confined Aquifer System", Promulgated pursuant to the 
authority granted to the State Engineer in section 37-90-137 (12)(b )(1), CKS. (2003), and section 37-92-501, 
eKS. (2003) as amended by Senate Bill 04~222. "These rules have as their objective rhe optimum use afwater 
consistent with preservation afthe priority s}'stem a/water rights and protection of Colorado '$ ability to meet its 
interstate compact obligations ... allowingfluctuatiofls in the artesian pressures in the COf{fined Aqu{fer within the 
ranges thut occurred during the period of 19 78 through 2000, and allowing artesian pressures to increase in 
periods of greater water supply and to decline in periods of lower water SUPP(J! in rnuch the same manner and 
within the same ranges offluctuation as occurred during theperiod of 1978 through 2000, while rnaintaining 
average artesian pressure levels similar to those that occurred in 1978 through 2000, " 

4, The Land Use, Master Plruming and 1041 Codes and Regulations of the six counties comprising the San Luis 
Valley. In particular, Saguache County's Land Development Code, Article Av'III "Significant GromIDwater 
Recharge Zones"; adopted to '-.". regulate identified areas designated as Significant groundwater recharge zones, 
to prevent immediate or foreseeable degradation of quality to the ground water and/or connecting subsurface 
water, surface water, jlood plains, wet lands, or riparian areas. To prevent material impact to aquatic life, 
wildlife, agricultural, and the health, safety and welfare of Saguache County residents .. , to otherwise plan. for 
and regulate the use of [and overlying ground water recharge zones so as to provide for planned and order(y use 
of land and protection of the environment and health. and safety and welfare of Saguache residents in a manner 
consistent with Federal, State and County regulations "; 

5. Rene\vable energy regulations currently enacted or under consideration in any of the six counties of the San Luis 
Valley; 

6. Reinjection. Due to over appropriation of the conilned aquiter in the San Luis Valley, the Colorado Diyision of 
Water (CDW) the slUface disposal of geothemlal fluids augmentation is not allowed. Geothennal projects will 
have to include re-injection wells, even for shallow and warm direct use applications. Additional 
hydrogeological consultation with experts in the Closed Basin aquifer will be needed to establish the appropriate 
depth to which geothennal spent fluids should be re~injected in order to avoid disruption of essential hydrologic 
processes. DWR regulations for drilling Type A and Type B geothermal wells will require additional 
infonnation that will require an initial exploration well, in addition to the production and re~injection wells. 

7. Geohazards. TIle same attributes that make the SLV a prime area for geothem1al energy generation also bling high 
geohazard risks. The MIT study specifically sites concerns about induced seismicity or subsidence "as a result of 
water injection and production" (1-27). The geologically young Rio Grande Rift nnlS along both sides oflhe San 
Luis Valley. Its hydrogeological relationship with the aquifers of the Closed Basin is complex and not well 
lmderstood. The Rift resulted from a process of regional extension and mantle upwelling in Neogene times 
(beginning 29 million years ago), and continues to \'viden today. Ongoing geologic activity is evident through 
high heat flow, hot springs, continued seismicity, geodetic observations, and some of North America'~ most 
recent lava Hows (Veatch, 1998). Geothermal development employs the same fracturing techniques used for oil 
ruld gas development Additionally, the highest temperature geothermal resources occur at depths of up to 
10,000 meters. Given the volcanic ruld seismic histOlY of the area, there are concerns that significant 
underground explosions/disturbances could induce unintended seismic activity and result in large~scale damage 
to a wide an"aY of reSOlITces. Potential geohazards, in particular induced seismicity and subsidence need to be 
analyzed and thoroughly assessed, and in-depth, site-specific studies completed as part of any comprehensive 
gt'otht'mlal facility siting process. 

D. Geothermal leasing and development should not be implemented in the same way as oil and gas leasing and 
development 

The Draft PElS repeatedly mentions the perceived similarities behveen oil and gas drilling and geothennal development 
and the intent of the agencies to rely on their experience with oil and gas development for fashioning their approach to 
managIng geotheI1nal energy development. The Draft PEIS states: 

BLM and FS have had a great deal more experience managing lands for development of oil and gas resources, 
and many more management plans address these resources. Development of oil and gas resources result in 
many of the sanle kinds of impacts as development of geothermal reSOlU"(;es (e.g., surface disturbance resulting 
from the footprints of facilities, wells, pads and pipelines, as described in Section 2.5, Reasonably Foreseeable 
Development Scenario); therefore, ELl"! and FS have determined that it is appropriate to take an approach to 
development of geothermal resources similar to that taken to development of oil and gas reSOlITCes. Areas that 
reyuire protection from the effects of development of Iluid resources are more likely to require protection from 
the similar effects of development of geothennal resourCeS (p. 2-6). 
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Although similarities exist in the development and impacts of developing geothennal energy and oil and gas, there are 
also fundamental differences and opportunities. As discussed above and throughout these comments, the teclmologies 
used and still in development t'!;)r geothennal energy often require signif1cant amounts of water and can have different 
effects than oil and gas drilling. Also, while development of these energy sources can cause significant damage to other 
resources, such as vvilderness qualities, wildlife, water, vegetation, and recreation oppoliwlities, the agencies have 
already made major commitments to oil and gas leasing, and seen the devastating results to the public lands. 

TIle BLM and Forest Service should take the oppOltunity offered by this programmatic document and subsequent 
analysis to avoid the mistakes oft11e oil and gas program. Significant problems have beset tile oil and gas program, 
induding: inappropriate prioritization of leasing and drilling over all other resources and values; lack of adequate 
impacts analysis; failure to use the best available scientific research to inform management; insufficient momtoring and 
mitigation of impacts; inadequate leasing stipulations and Best Management Practices (BMPs) to protect other 
resomces; abuse of exceptions and vvaivers from stipulations and BMPs; failme to employ tme phased development; 
and inadequate bonding and reclamation. The failure to work with local govenmlent and conmllullties, carefully plan, 
consider impacts and avoid danlage to other resources and users of the public lands has resulted in serious conflict and 
devastating impacts to the public lands, as well as negative impacts to our economy and public health and considerable 
expense both to the federal govel11ment, ecological systems, biodiversity values and public health. 

Geothennal development oifers the opportunity to increase our national energy supplies \vhile limiting greenhouse gas 
emissions and subsequent impacts from climate change. However, i£1he agende,s do not learn from and avoid a repeat 
of the mistakes of the oil and gas program, any potential benefits could be outweighed by the recurrence of the problems 
listed above. BLM should instead adopt a cooperative measured approach that maximizes the benefits of geothennal 
development while limiting impacts to other resources and values, This PElS provides an important opportunity to 
design a thoughtful approach to geothermal leasing and development that avoids the mistakes of the past 

ReCommendation: BLM should adopt a cooperative measured approach to geothennal development, taking into 
consideration the unique aspects of geothermal development and avoiding the problems of the oil and gas program in 
order to maximize the benefits of geothennal development while minimizing conflicts with other stakeholders, 
communities and impacts to other resources and values. 

E. Geothermal development should be conducted to achieve a net decrease in greenhouse gas emissions 
and related impacts from climate change 

TIle development of renewable energy sources, including geothemlal, offers the oPPOlilUlity to limit damaging impacts 
from climate change by displacing electricity production from fossil fuels and thus reducing greenhouse gas enllssions. 
As stated in the DraJ\ PElS: 

"A study comparing greenhouse gas emissions from electrical generation using fossil fuels and geothermal 
fluids fOllim that geothermal produces an order of magnitude less in carbon dioxide, hydrogen sulfide, 
methane, and ammonia (Bloomfield et 01. 2003)" (p. 1-20). 

"Direct use of geothemlal resources, such as using geothennal to heat buildings, has the potential to displace 
18 million barrels of oil per year {WGA 2006). Increased geothennal energy utilization could help the US 
reduce greenhouse gas emissions and meet policy goals (Bloomfield et ai, 2003)." (p. 1~20). 

We support the BLM's recognition of the importance of analyzing the effects of its action on climate change, Global 
climate change is no\v acknowledged to be a major consideration for effects of major federal actions. The Supreme 
Court has concluded that "[tJhe harms associated with climate change are serious and well recognized!' A1assachusetts 
v. E.P.A., 127 S.Ct. 1438, 1455 (2007). Further, the Supreme Court has held that while agency action may not 
completely reverse the effects of climate change, it does not relieve the agencies of the responsibility to take action to 
reduce it. Td. at 1458. In fact, an order issued by the SecretalY of the Interior requires that: 

Each bureau and office of the Department Vi'iH consider and analyze potential climate change impacts 
when undertaking 10ng~range planning exercises, when setting priorities for scientific research and 
investigations, when developing multi~year management plans, and/or when making major decisions 
regarding the potential utilization of resources under the Department's pluview. 

u.s. Dept. of the Int., Sec. Order No. 3226 (Jan. 19,2001). Section 3. 
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\\,11ile there are many anticipated benefits to geothennal energy production over fossil fuels, the PElS must addTess the 
potential for geothennal energy to have adverse impacts on climate change. For example, many western landscapes are 
already becoming increasingly fragile due to global climate change. In addition, these landscapes have important value 
as carbon "sinks," which could be lost if they are developed. l Further, undeveloped land has value as potential habitat 
as wildlife migrates to respond to climate changes. The destruction of these lands for geothermal energy production 
would thus contribute to the negative impacts of climate change. 

1110Ugh the Draft PElS does address impacts to air quality and climate from geothennal development, it does so only in 
the context of comparisons betvireen geothennal development and fossil fuels development. The PElS should fw1:her 
analyze negative impacts to climate change from geothermal development and seek to mitigate negative impacts all 

climate change through the designation of appropriate lands open to geothermal energy development and lease 
stipulations and BMPs to limit negative impacts. An additional factor to consider is whether fossil fuels will be 
trdnsmitted on lines designated tbr geothennal energy. 

The agencies must analyze net impacts of geothenual energy development on climate change and include consideration 
of landscapes and wildlife tilat already are or have tile potential to be affected by clintate changes, The BMPs 
incorporated into this PElS should include practices to mitigate potential climate change impacts. 

Because geothermal development does result in some greenhouse gas emissions, the agencies should weigh also 
geothermal development against other forms of renewable energy development such as \-vind and solar. Though ",vind 
and solar development can also have negative, impacts on climate change, due to impacts to carbon sinks, vvildlife 
habitat, and migration corridors, they create almost no greenhouse gas emissions 
(b.1JJk":L\y~:l~~'iiililllr.\:QmL;w:k.l!~.£fr~jb1:!is.iliir::J1[jiJJ,dj)~till2.). The agencies should analyze climate change impacts of 
geothermal development in the context of these other renewable energy sources, particularly solar, and prioritize 
whichever type of development that results in the greatest net beneHt. 

Cumulative Impacls. Being the ntost northeasterly source of quality solar energy in the nation, the SLY has beconte a 
focal point for uti1ity~scale solar energy development. It is critical that geothennal development be assessed in this 
context and that cumulative impacts be analyzed for all renewable energy initiatives being considered now or in 
the foreseeable future for the entire SLV, including private and other non-federal lands. A cumulative impact 
assessment must include, at the least, effects on aquifer and sartace water resources, wetlands, essential ecological 
processes, wildlife habitat and corridors, sensitive species (including state listed), noise, economic, cultural resources, 
visual, pubic safety and land use. 

Recommendations: The agencies should manage geothemlal development on the public lands in a manner that will 
result in a net benefit to climate change. The PEIS should analyze climate impacts of geothennal development in the 
context of both the negative impacts to carbon~sil1ks and \vildlife habitat and migration corridors, as well as the positive 
impacts in displacing fossil ntels electricity production. The PEIS should also weigh geothermal development against 
other reneyvable energy development and prioritize whichever type of development that results in the greatest net 
benefit, taking into accOlUlt relative need for water or use of geothennal resom'ces. FU11l1er, the PEIS should require 
similar analyses of proposed leasing and projects at a site~specific level. 

II. The Prono~ed Action Is Not Sufficient to Protect the Resources which the Agencies Are Charged with 
Managing. 

A. The agencies must consider a more protective range of alternatives. 

NEPA mandates consideration of a full range of altematives. The range of altematives is "the heart of the 
environmental impact statement." 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. NEPA requires BLM to "rigorously explore and objectively 
evaluate" a range of alternatives to proposed federal actions. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14( a), 1508.25( c). 

NEPA's requirement that alteI11atives be studied, developed, and described both guides the substance of 
environmental decision~making and provides evidence that the mandated decision~making process has actually 
taken place. Informed and meaningful consideration of altematives ~~ including the no action alternative ~~ is 
thus an integral part of the statutory scheme. 

Bob Marshall Alliance >\ Hodel, 852 F2d 1223, 1228 (9th CiL 1988), cert, denied, 489 

1 See, e.g.. Have Desert Researchers Discovered a Hidden Loop in the Carbon Cycle?, Science, VoL 320, pp. 1094~140 
(June 13, 2008) (attached), 
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u.s. 1066 (1989) (citations and emphasis omitted). 

"An agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed 
action:' Nw. Envtl. Defense Center v. Bonneville Power Admin., 117 F.3d 1520, 1538 (9th Cir. 1997). An agency 
violates NEPA by failing to "rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives" to the proposed 
action_ City a/Tenakee Springs v_ Clough, 915 F_2d 1308, 1310 (9th CiL 1990) (quoting 40 CFR § 1502_14)_ This 
evaluation extends to considering more enviromnentally protective alternatives and mitigation measmcs, Sec, e,g., 
Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Vcnemun, 313 F.3d l094,1122~23 (9th Cir. 2002) (and cases cited therein). 

NEPA requires that an actual "range" of alternatives is considered, such timt the Act will "preclude agencies from 
defining the objectives of their actions in terms so unreasonably nauow that they can be accomplished by only one 
alternative (Le_ the applicant's proposed project)_" Col_ Envt{ Coal_ v_ Dombeck, 185 F3d 1162, 1174 (lOth CiL 1999), 
citing Shmnons v. G.S. Corps of Engineers, 110 F.3d 664, 669 (7th Cir. 1997). This requirement prevents the 
enviromnental impact statement (mS) from becoming "a foreordained formality." Ci~y o/New York v. Dep ': ofTransp., 
715 F2d 732,743 (2nd Cir 1983)_ See also Davis v_ Mineta, 302 F3d 1104 (10th Cir 2002)_ 

For this PElS, the broad scope of the proposed action requires a broad range ofalte11latives. However, the Draft PElS 
currently considers only two actual alte11latives: the proposed altemative, Altemative B, for leasing on a broad scale and 
another, Altem1tive C, tor more limited leasing based on existing transmission lines. The Draft PElS itself states that 
Alternative A is not an alte11lative but rather a baseline against vvhich to compare the tvvo action alternatives. Draft: 
PElS, p. 2-30. This nmge is insufficient. 

Recommendations: The PElS should incorporate aspects of both alternatives into a broader range and expand the 
conservation emphasis in the Fdnge of alternatives; many additional conservation measures that are ,vithin the range 
between "no leasing" (Alternative A) and making the majority of lands available for leasing (Alternative B) are 
discussed below and should be included for consideration and in the selected alternative_ In the San Luis Valley, we 
recommend that the agencies prioritize projects in close proximity to the 31 existing substations and two major 
transmission lines before considering projects that are outside of energy corridors. Also, instead of simply evaluating 
lease applications as received, the agencies could give priority to projects that are in non-controversiallocation..~, have 
already completed a robust environmental analysis and mitigation plan, and/or sited near the existing substations or 
planned corridors. The agencies could also phase leasing based on the most well documented geothermal resources and 
limit the amonnt ofleasing based 011 protecting wildlife habitat and other uses_ Buffers armmd existing geothenna! 
resources on lands that are protected trom leasing should also be incorporated. As discussed above, we strongly 
recommend establishment of a research and development pilot project in the SL V before authorizing other projects. 

B. The proposed action. Alternative B should not be adopted. because it formally makes the majority 
lands available for leasine and development without sufficient analysis or protections. 

Alternative B would make 117 million acres ofBLM land and 75 million acres of Forest Service land open to 
geothermal leasing for direct and indirect use, a total of 192 million acres comprising approximately 77% of the 
platUling area. Draft PEIS, p. 2-7. The Draft PEIS refers to the agencies' discretion in deciding whether to issue leases, 
but Altemative B does not provide a reasoned approach for exercising this discretion to ensure the best nse of our public 
lands_ The decision would be made without sufficient protection for other natural values, such as wildemess 
characteristics and other recreational or scientific use of geothermal resources. Further, Alternative B would only 
provide a limited buffer around the geothennal resources in Yellowstone National Park, based on areas that an:- already 
protected by a non-discretionalY closUTe (as opposed to the 15 miles in Alternative C). Draft PElS, p. ES-6. Alternative 
B also does not encompass practical considerations, such as the availability of transmission, existing or planned, for 
development. 

The Draft PElS analogizes to the struchu'e of oil and gas leasing. See, e.g, Draft PElS, pp. 2-6 ~ 2-7. In the context of 
oil and gas leasing, issuance of a lease is considered an irretrievable and irreversible commitment of federal reSOUTces 
and, unless issued with a "no smface occupancy" stipulation, cannot he presumed to allow the agencies to retain control 
to prohibit damage to the enviromnenL See, e.g., Bob Marshall Alliance v. Hodel, 852 F.2d 1223,1227 (9th Cir. 1988); 
Pennaco Energy v. Us. Dept. of Interior, 377 F 3d 1147, 1160 (10th Cir. 2004). Accordingly, it is important that 
allocations of land as open to leasing be based on thorough environmental review, in addition to providing for sufficient 
site-specific analysis to occm" prior to leasing. Because the Draft PElS specifically states that projects can he tiered to 
the PElS and not all development will wan'ant additional environmental analysis, the PElS must ctitically analyze the 
lands that it designates as oven to leasing, which requires inventorying the area for wilderness and roadless 
characteristics and protecting those places with valuable and vulnerable reSOUTces. Alternative B does not include 
sufficient commitments to inventory or to apply protective measures. 
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Recommendation: TIle PElS should not adopt Alternative R 

C. Additional elements required for an approach to be adopted in the PElS. 

Alternative C includes significant improvements from Alternative B. This alternative would still make approximately 
92 million acres of land available for leasing for commercial transmission. Draft PElS, p. ES~6. However, there would 
be a protective 15~mile buffer afOlmd the boundary of Yellowstone National Park and leasing would be confined to a 
20~mile canidaI' (10 miles fi'om centerline) from existing transmission lines and those under development, with 
protective management prescriptions. ld. Nonetheless, Altemative C fails to protect additional valuable places and 
lesources that are at risk of damage or destrLlction if leased fm geothermal development. 

In order to protect these values, the PElS must: 

1. Expand categories of lands that are closed to leasing. 

We agree with the agencies' assessment of categories of certain lands as closed to geothennalleasing, including 
\Vilde11less Areas, Vlilde11less Study Areas, National Conservation Areas, Wild and Scenic Rivers, National Recreation 
Areas, and other special management areas. However, there are other impOltant areas that must be exc luded from 
geothennalleasing and development. 

a) Forest Service Inventoried Roadless Areas 

The Roadless Area Conservation Rule mandates no new road construction or reconstruction in inventoried roadless 
areas. See, 66 Fed. Reg. 3243, 3270 (January 12, 2001). Further, the Draft PElS acknowledges thatthe need for road 
construction and maintenance for exploration, drilling and utilization phases of geothennal energy development. See, 
generally, Draft PElS, pp. 2-40 - 2-46. Accordingly, since these lands crumm be developed in accordance with the 
Roadless Rule, they should not be made available for leasing. 

b) Lands with wilderness characteristics 

The Draft PElS states: 

BLM has the authority to address lands with wilde11less characteristics and describe protective 
management prescriptions in RlvIPs. In keeping with the public involvement process that is part of all 
land use planning efforts, the BLM will consider public input regarding lands to be managed to 
maintain wilde11less characteristics. 

Draft PElS, 1-25. \Ve appreciate the BLM's acknowledgment of its authority and commitment to public 
participation in managing lands to protect wilde11less characteristics. Since the PElS will amend as many as 
122 land use plans and many RMPs \vill not be revised for years after the PEIS is finalized, the inventory and 
protective management of lands with wilde11less characteristics should occm as patt of tlus planning process 

Pursuant to FLPMA, "The SecretalY shall prepare and maintain on a continuing basis an inventory of all public lands 
and their reSOlU'ce and other values {including, but not limited to, outdoor recreation and scenic values), giving priority 
to art'as of clitical enviromnental concel11. 111is inventor), shall be kt'pt current so as to reflt'ct changes in conditions 
atld to identify new and emerging reSOUTce and other values." 43 U.S.c. §1711(a). Wildel11ess character is a reSOUTce 
for which BLM must keep a ClUTent inventory. As the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit recently held: 
'\vildemess characteristics are among the' reSOlU'ce and other values' of the public lands to be inventoried lUlder § 1711. 
BLM's land use plans, which provide for the management of these reSOlU'ces and values, are, again, to 'rely, to the 
extent it is available, on the inventory of the public lands, their reSOUTces, and other values.' 43 U .S.C. § 1 712(c )(4)." 
Oregon Natural Desert Ass 'n v. Bureau of Land Alanagement, 531 F.3d 1114, 1119 (9th Cir. 2008). Therefore, BLM is 
required to consider ''whether, and to what extent, wildemess values are now present in the planning area outside of 
existing WSAs and, if so, how the Plan should treat land with such values." ld. at 1143. 

ELM has identified "wilderness characteristics" to include naturalness and providing opportunities for solitude or 
primitive recreation. See Instr'Uction Memoranda 2003-274,2003-275, Change 1. These values are to be identified and 
protected in the land use planning process. See BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-160 1-1, 2005); Oregon Natural 
Desert Ass 'fl v. Bureau ofLaml lvJanagement, supra. Fmther, BLM's national guidance provides for management that 
emphasizes "the protection of some or all of the wildel11ess chamcteristics as a priority" over other multiple uses. 
(emphasis added). This guidance does not limit its application to lands suitable for designation of Wilderness Study 
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Areas; for instance, the guidance does not include a requirement for the lands at issue to generally comprise 5,OOO~acre 
parcels or a requirement that the lands have all of the potential wilderness characteristics in order to merit protection, 

During the scoping process, we provided GIS data regarding lands with wilderness characteristics, which not only 
constitutes significant new information but also facilitates the agency's review and consideration of protection. In 
Oregon Natural Desert Association v, Rasmussen, CV 05~1616~AS, Findings and Recommendations (D. Or. April 20, 
2006); Order (D.Or. Dec. 12,2006), the court fOlmd that BLM's failure to re~inventory lands for wildemess values and 
to consider the potential impact of decisions regarding management of a grazing allotment violated its obligations under 
NEPA and FLPMA, then enjoined any implementation of the decision until the agency re-inventmied the lands at issue 
and ptepa.ted an environmental doclUIlent taking into accOlUlt the impacts of its decisions on wildemess values. In 
Oregon Natural Desert Association v, RasUlnllssen, the district court found that BLM had violated NEPA by failing to 
consider significant new information on wilderness values and potential impacts on wilderness values, and had also 
failed to meet its obligations under FLPMA by failing to engage in a continuing inventory of wildemess values. It 
concluded: 

The cow,t finds BLM did not meet its obligation cmder NEPA simply by reviewing and critiquing [a 
local environmental group's] work product. It was obligated under l'lEPA to consider whether there 
were changes in or additions to the wilderness values within the East-West Gulch, and whether the 
proposed action in that area might negativezy impact those wilderness values, if they exist. The court 
finds ELM did not meet that obligation by relying on the one-time inventory revie\v conducted in 
1992. Such reliance is not consistent with its statutory' obligation to engage in a continuing inventory' 
so as to be current on changing conditions and wilderness values. 43 U.S.C. § 1711(a). 

ELM's issuance of the East-West Gulch Projects [environmental analysis] and the accompanying 
Finding of No Substantial Impact (FONSI) in the absence of current infOImation on wilderness values 
was arbitrary and capricious, and, therefore, was in violation of NEPA and the [Administrative 
Procedure Act]. 

fd (emphasis added). 

The Geothennal PElS presents an opportunity for the ELM to consider intonnation that has previously been submitted 
regarding lands with wildemess characteristics in the lands at issue in the PETS and to inventory these lands, which 
contain numerous areas proposed for wilderness designation in citizen's wilderness inventories and/or found to have 
wildemess characteristics. Prior to identifying lands open to geothem1alleasing and development, we recommend that 
the agencies assess intonnation received regarding wildemess characteristics, induding inventorying lands identified, 
and exclude lands with wilderness characteristics, citizen~proposed wilderness, and wildemess inventory units from the 
lands available for consideration of siting geothermal energy projects. 

c) Important habitat and migration corridors 

TIle WGA has recently produced the Wildlife Corridors Initiative Report (available at 
brlr.c:iYL.!;')lWl..""IJ1£'£S.!mC\Yl,,1l.lJlllllu:ut~\\JldJi!~llliJ2£jfJ, which identifies important wildlife corridors and habitats in the 
westem states and makes reconIDlendations for best protecting these crucial areas. The agencies should consult tllls 
report for infonnation on the areas identified and/or confer with the WGA Western Wildlife Habitat Council before 
completing tht' PEIS, in order to incorporate this data into dt'cisions regarding v,rhich lands will bt' available for leasing. 
TIle agencies should also ensure that additional analysis is conducted, in the PEIS :mdior plioI' to leasing and 
development, to accurately detennine the present of important habitat and migration corridors and to take appropriate 
measures to avoid or otherwise mitigate potential damage, as discussed in further detail in the follovving section of these 
conIDlents. 

d) Places that would be excluded from development under bills pending in Congress 

All areas that would be closed to geothennal development under bills currently pending in Congress should be excluded 
from leasing in the PElS. This should include lands that are included in pending legislation for designation in one of the 
categories listed as closed to leasing in the Draft PElS or would othervvise include provisions that prohibit geothermal 
energy development 

e) Recommended Areas for Exclusion in the San Luis Valley 

As stated above, because siting of geothermal energy development \-vill ha ve significant and long lasting impacts on 
pnblic lands, it is critical that the agency gather, analyze, and make available to the public any GIS layers that describe 
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sensitive or protected areas. In addition to the lands with wilderness characteristics, citizen proposed wildemess, and 
wilderness inventories discussed above, we reconunend that the agencies collect and use the tollowing GIS data layers 
to map areas that are unacceptable for siting geothennal energy projects and in siting projects to avoid impacting the 
identif1ed areas: 

1. Baca, Alamosa and Monte Vista National Wildlife Refuges; 
2. Great Sand DUlles National Park; 
3. National Inventory Wetlands; 
4. Riparian and significant (aquifer) recharge areas; 
5. Colorado Division ofvVildlife identified wetlands, wildlife habitat, C01Tidurs, wintering & calving grmmds; 
6. Colorado Natmal Heritage Program wetlands, sensitive species habitat and Potential Conservation Areas 

(PCA's); 
7. State designated Natural Areas; 
8. Sites registered or eligible for registry tmder the National Historical Preservation Act (available from the 

Colorado Historical Society); 
9. National Conservation Areas; 
10. Other lands within BLM's National Landscape Conservation Systems such as Rio Grande Natural Area; 
11. National Historic and National Scenic Trails; 
12. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs); 
13. Citizen-proposed \vilderness areas such as San Luis Hills/Flat Top Mesa pending legislation for designation in 

one of the above categoric,s; 
a. Threatened, endangered and sensitive species habitat (available from USFWS', the Colorado Division 

of Wildlife and, for BLM lands, from NatureServe'; critical cores and linkages for wildlife habitat 
(available from USF\VS and state ,vildlife agencies) and the Colorado Natural Heritage Program; and 

b. Riparian areas (available from SWReGAP4, except for California, which is available from the UCSB 
Biogeography Lab'); 

c. Areas designated or lUlder consideration tor designation as '\mique and irreplaceable" areas; 
d. Areas identified in the SLV Citizens Energy Initiative as unsuitable for geothennal development 

2. Designate minimum lO-mile buffer zones to protect geothermal resources already 
prioritized for recreationaUseenic values. 

a) Research shows that drilling for geothermal energy in proximity to other known 
geothermal features can disturb and damage these features. 

The National Park Service's web page on Yellowstone's geothennal resources states, "In Iceland and New Zealand, 
geothennal drill holes and wells 2.5 - 6.2 miles distant have reduced geyser activit)' and hot spring discharge." 
(lJ.!ll?;!.iXc~'L!ll!f!l!!!l;.:":J.!ill,.n!!£j"l!ms:li!.!L~;!llilmy.lill!:S!l:I!!!J:S&'.JllillJ This confinns the necessity of creating buffer zones 
arOlUld geothermal resources with smface features that are part of protected areas, such as national parks, or have been 
identified for the recreational and scenic values. The SL V has a number of existing geothermal facilities including 
Valley View Hotsprings, Joyful Journey Hotsprings, Sand Dunes Swinuning Pool & RV Park, and Colomdo Alligator 
Fann. Siting additional geothermal installations near these facilities could have major negative economic ami 
environmental impacts. A voidance of Sand Dunes National Park, the To\vn of Crestone and adjacent Baca subdivision 
that houses the nations lrighest concentration of retreat centers should also be avoided. Tourism would decrease as a 
result of loss of thermal features, and endemic species that depend on the geothermal resomces of the area would likely 
suffer. 

TIle New Zealand Geothermal Association provides evidence of danlages caused to thennal feattu"es as a result of 
geothelmal development that is not well~planned. Some envirorunental effects that have been doclUnellted include loss 
of active geysers, unsustainable draw down, and subsidence. According to the association, "Of more than 200 geysers in 
active in the central North Island in the 19508, only aboLlt 40 remain." 

3 NatmeServe was contracted to identifY and map locations of threatened and endangered species habitat that exist only 
on BLM lands - making these areas even more critical to the survival of the species. This data can be found at 

Y·J~~dJ,aJJ.:.tt;L~I:;;;!J·!Ilt. 
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These potential impacts are unique to geothermal 
resources, and therefore must be analyzed thoroughly_ 

3. Identify and prioritize for leasing places that would be more appropriate for geothermal 

In addition to avoiding ecologically and culturally sensitive lands, the PETS can identifY areas that are more likely to be 
suitable for development and non~controversial; and leasing could be prioritized in these areas, Factors that should be 
considered are set ont below, 

a) Impaired or degraded lands 

The PETS should require that lands that are already impaired be considered first for proposed geothennal development 
Abandoned mines, developed oil and gas fields, and other browntlelds, vvhich are not being restored to ecological 
function, provide opportunities for geothennal energy development without loss of other uses and values. Such sites are 
often dose to existing infrastructure, which is another important consideration, both in conjlmction with degraded sites 
and as a separate factor. 

b) Proximity to existIng Infrastructure 

The San Luis Valley has 31 existing electrical transmission substations. Prioritization of areas in proximity to these 
substations and other existing infrastructure wm minimize new road construction or major roadway improvements (such 
as paving and widening), avoiding another set of impacts on the public lands. Further, proximity to the load that will be 
served by the project will limit the amount of new transmission needed and reduce related income. 

c) Areas identified in the SLY Citizens Energy Initiative 

We invite and strongly encourage local USFW and BLM agency participation in the development of a SLV Citizens 
Energy Initiative. Agency/citizen collaboration will allow many issues and potential conflicts to be worked out eady on 
in the plaruling process, thus resulting in better decisiOIHnaking and a better outcome for all involved. 

d) Co-siting ,,1th solar energy projects 

Federal land agencies are cllrrently in the process of completing a PElS for solar energy development as well. Both 
solar and geothennal energy are long~tenn, industrial uses OfPllblic lands. "While we sllpport the development of 
renewable, clean energy sources, we encourage the agencies to mitigate the impacts of all energy development to the 
extent possible. One mitigation measure that could prove greatly beneficial is the possibility of co~siting geothermal and 
solar energy projects, thereby reducing environmental impacts. The agencies should explore this possibility in the PElS, 
and create tenus to encollrage this type of development. Again, we caution that cumulative impacts of combined 
solar and geothermal proposals be carefully considered. 

4. Consider phased leasing or conditional development leases 

Because the current BLM geothennal program is very smaJl in scale when compared to the reasonably foreseeable 
development SCellalio laid out in the Draft PElS, the agencies should consider pllased leasing lUltil tec1mologies are 
proven successful both in the utilization phase and in the reclamation phase. 

We also reiterate our scoping comment that the PElS should analyze the use of conditional.development lease 
stipulations. As it is often difficult at the time of leasing to have the best data on site~specific impacts for future 
geothennal full· field development within an area, a leasing stipulation that conditions the right of development on the 
results of future and more· detailed studies provides an opportunity to clarify that development may ultimately be 
limited. This type of stipulation could also be used to sUppOlt a research and development program, as discussed belmv. 

5. Restrict development initially to traditional geothermal resources and/or established 
technology; commit to an R&D leasing program to develop additional technologies 

a) Only technologies analyzed in this PElS can be approved by tiering to the PElS 
and important to use R&D leasing 
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It is essential that the PElS clearly states that only geothennal tec1mologies described and analyzed for impacts in the 
PElS can be tiered to this document. These are specifically dry steam, t1ash steam, and binary~cycle power plants. 

b) The agencies should support a program for developing new technologies, using 
R&D leasing 

While we support research and development (R&D) of new geothemlul technologies, especially those that reduce 
impacts on public lands by utilizing heat differential technology and thus do not require use of limited water somces, 
R&D activities require new NEPA analysis. Applications for R&D, including "enhanced geothennal systems," calIDot 
be iieled to this PElS because their impacts are not analyzed in the dOCLunenL However, the PElS could describe and 
conmlit the agencie1:i to develop and support a R&D leasing program for new teclmologies, which could be facilitated 
through the use of conditional development leases. 

Recommendatlon: The management altemative to be selected for the PElS should include the protective and proactive 
measures described above. 

III. The PElS Does Not Adequately Assess Enyironmental Consequences to Key Resources. 

NEPA requires that the scope of environmental analysis be conunensurate with the proposed action. Kern v. United 
States Bureau of Land Management, 284 F.3d 1062, 1072 (9th eif. 2002). In light of the multi state range of lands and 
millions of acres that vvould be affected by the dedsions in 11l(', PElS, a more thorough analysis of potential impacts to 
other resources and values is necessary, as detailed below. 

A. The agencies are required to assess the planning projects of other federal agencies and local 
governments in order to provide adequate cumulative impact analysis. 

NEPA requires the agencies to consider the clunulative impacts of and related to the PElS. NEP A regulations define 
"CUffiU lative impact" as: 

"the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added 
to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable fit-lUre actions regardless of what agency (F ederal 
or non·Federal) or person undeliakes such other actions. Cumulative itnpacts can result from 
individualzv minor but collectively signiflcant actions taking place over a period of time." 

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (emphasis added). 

To satisfy NEPA's hard look requirement, the cumulative impacts assessment must do tvvo things. First, BLM must 
catalogue the past, present, and reasonably foreseeable projects in the area that might impact the environment. 
Muckleshoot Indian Tribe v. u.s. Forest Service, 177 F.3d 800, 809-10 (9th Cir. 1999). Second, BLM must analyze 
these impacts in light of the proposed action. ld. If BLM detennines that celtain actions are not relevant to the 
cmllulative impacts analysis, it mLlst "demonstrat[e] the scientific basis for this assertion." Sierra Club v. Bosworth, 
199 F.Supp.2d 971, 983 (N.D. Ca. 2002). A failure to include a cmllulative impact analysis of actions within a larger 
region will render NEPA analysis insufficient. See, e_g, Kern v. US Bureau of Land A-fanagement, 284 F.3d 1062, 
1078 (9th Cir. 2002) {analysis of root fungus on cedar timber sales was necessary for an entire area). 

TIllS definition clearly encompasses the other large~scale energy development being plamled for the same lands Ullder 
analysis in this PElS, which will inevitably compOlUld the effects of leasing and development of geothennal energy on 
the natural resources of our public lands, such as \vildlife habitat, wildemess character and l'Oadlessness, wat~r, scenic 
beauty, and cultural resources. 

Further, NEPA, as explained by the Council on Environmental Quality, also directs agencies to consider potential 
conflicts with the objectives of other plans, policies or controls, which requires an assessment of possihilitie& for 
resolving cont1icts and a thorough consideration of how not resolving the cont1ict could "impair the effectiveness of 
land use control mechanisms for the area." 40 C.F.R. § lS02.16(c); Forty ~Most Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's 
.National Environmental Policy Act Regulations, 23<1. Similarly, FLPMA requires that the BLM's guidance and 
management policies shall "be consistent with officially approved and adopted reso\u·ce related policies and programs 
of other Federal State and local govemments and Indian tribes." 43 U.S.C. § 1712(c)(9); 43 C.F.R.§1610.3-2. 

There are currently several major plarming processes underway in the Western United States that we want to highlight 
for the ELM to address in the Geothermal P EIS because of the potential overlap in goals. California's Rene"vable 
Energy Transmission Initiative (RETI), the Western Governors Association's (WGA) \-Vestern Renewable Energy 

13 

p. 14 

EMPS-SF3
Line

EMPS-SF3
Typewritten Text
O-74-21

EMPS-SF3
Line

EMPS-SF3
Typewritten Text
O-74-22



Sep 25 2008 10:38AM WPC 555-5555 

Zones (\VREZ), and the West~wide Energy Corridors PElS are all tmnsmission initiatives in the project area. The states 
of Colorado, New Mexico, and Nevada also have initiatives to identify locations and provide incentives tor renewable 
energy development and transmission. 

The West-wide Energy Corridor PElS is of particular relevance to the Geothermal PElS. These t\VO processes should be 
viewed as an opporhUlity for synergy and as an opportunity to bring more renewable energy into the American 
electricity grid while minimizing environmental degradation. If both energy corridors and geothemtal energy 
development projects are properly sited and renewable technologies such as solar, wind, and geothemlal energy are 
given preference in new transmission rights-of-way within the cmTidors, these efforts together can help America reduce 
its reliallce on the fossil fuels responsible for global climate change. ClUTentIy, the ,",Vest-wide Energy Corridor PElS is 
the subject of 1:iignificant controver1:iY, due to the failure to aS1:ieS1:i the need for corridors to 1:iUpport renewable energy, a1:i 
well as the failure to avoid ecologically important areas. Although the Draft PElS makes note of this initiative, it fai11:i to 
provide analysis of the cumulative impacts that will result from both of these programs being established in the same 
project area. 

In addition, BLM is preparing a solar energy program and oil shale/tar sands program and has recently contpleted a 
wind energy program. All of these planning processes impact lands in the western states and will utilize transmission 
corridors, and in combination have the potential to distmb a majority of public and Forest Service lands in the West 

Chapter 5 of the Draft PElS states that geotheITIlal development vvould have a minor cumulative impact on reSomces 
such as vegetation and soil due to its comparatively small footprint: "The contribution to cumulative impacts of 
geothermal projects on public and FS lands would be small or negligible unless a significant peITIlanent, uncompensated 
loss of the current productive use of a site occurred, or if future uses ,,,,ere precluded" Draft PElS at 5-18. However, in 
context of a small area cleared for geothernlal, and other areas all over the West cleared for solar, wind, oil shale, and 
transmission for all of these energy somces, the cmuulative impacts can actually be expected to be quite large, with 
geothermal development making a significant contribution. In addition, because transmission will be necessary for 
indirect use geothennal projects, it is imperative that the agencies analyze transmission initiatives in the project area and 
provide cumulative impact analysis. Disregard ofthese processes may lead to duplicative corridors and unnecessary 
lands, wildlife and natural resource impacts. 

Before preparing the Final PETS, the agencies must go back and analyze notjllst the small impacts from geothermal 
plants, but the cumulative impacts of geothern1al plants and transmission in context with solar plants, wind turbines, oil 
shale and tar sands mines, and the many other plal1lllng processes in the project area. 

Recommendation: Because leasing of land for geothennal development is a commitment of the reSOlUTe tor futme 
exploration and development, the agencies must conduct cumulative impact analysis of reasonably foreseeable future 
actions in context of other energy development and transmission projects in the vvestern states. 

B. Socioeconomic analysis. 

TIlere are several areas where the Draft PElS for Geothermal Leasing in the Western US (Draft PElS) falls short in the 
analysis of the potential socioeconomic impacts associated with leasing public lands for the development of geotheITIlal 
energy. These are described briefly below and discussed in greater detail in the sections which follow. 

1) The socioeconomic analysis in tilt- Draft PElS is rather supt-rficial and is based ht-avily 011 docull1t-nts 
which were produced by tile geothennal energy industty itself. 

2) The analysis of the socioeconomic impacts is one sided, focusing only on the potential benefits of 
geothenual energy development without assessing the potential costs of such development on public 
lands. 

a. The Draft PETS fails to address the potential impacts to rural economies from potential 
impacts to public lands. Many economies benefit from undeveloped public lands and this 
potential impact should be analyzed in the Final EIS. 

b. The Draft PElS does not accolUlt for the non-market values, including the impacts on local 
quality ofliic, which are associated with the undeveloped public lands that may be impacted by 
geothennal energy development 

These specific concems are discussed in detail in the sections below. 
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1. The socioeconomic analysis in the Draft PElS is rather superficial and is based heavily on 
documents that were produced by the geothermal energy industry itself. 

The Draft PEIS presents only the most general estimates of the potential jobs and royalties (and these are based only on 
industty references), without any in~depth analysis or even a qualitative discussion of the overall potential 
socioeconomic impacts associated with large scale developments on public lands in rural areas. 

TIle socioeconomic analysis in the Draft PElS refers frequently to several documents that were produced by or for 
geothennal industry advocacy gwups. One of these dOClUnents is a two· page promotional dOClUnent touting only the 
potential benetIcial economic impacts of the industry. They are clearly self~serving for tills specitIc industry, and while 
potentially a valuable source of information, they should not be the only source of information about the socioeconomic 
impacts of large~scale geothennal energy development on public lands. 

In prepating the Final EIS we request that the BLM and FS do a review of the economic literature on modem nil'al 
economies and inclnde analysis of a broader range of impacts. In particular, the emerging economy of the San Luis 
Valley relies increasingly upon visitors to the Crestone area that attracts tens of thousands of visitors every year to its 
many retreat centers. This somewhat unique "retreat economy" depends upon quietude, scenic views, a ptistine 
environment and maintenance of a rural ambiance. Other important aspects of the SL V's emerging economy are 
recreation, and cultural and ecological tourism. The PElS and management planning analysis must also include input 
and res(',arch on these important emerging "non~trdditional" (',conomies rather then rdying soldy on conventional 
industry analyses. 

2. The analysis of the socioeconomic impacts is one sided, focusing only on the potential benefits of 
geothermal energy development without assessing the potential costs of such development on 
public lands. 

\Vhile it is certainly possible that the benefits to local communities from geothennal energy development may be 
substantial, it is also quite likely that such development will have certain costs as well. The Draft PETS does not analyze 
the potential costs associated with leasing milliol1$ of acres of BLM and FS lands for geothennal energy. The Draft 
PElS merely assumes that mitigation, stipulatioTL'> and BMPs will result in minimal impacts. 

Western communities often face the need to balance extractive development and other industrial uses of the region\s 
ablUldant public lands with the economic and aesthetic benefits that are derived from these lands in their lUldeveloped 
state. The economy of the westem United States has long been viewed as one dependent upon the extraction of natural 
resources. However, recent research has shown that this asslUllption is no longer valid. Commercial geothennal 
development \'vould be yet another such industrial use, \'vith many of the attendant pitfalls and issues. Yet the 
Geothennal DPIES does not assess the impacts associated with continued reliance on extraction industries in the context 
of the changing economy of the region. 

a) The Draft PElS fails to address the potential impacts to rural economies which beuefit from 
undeveloped public lands -lands which "ill be impacted hy the development of geothermal 
energy projects and related transmission corridors. 

The omission of the pott'ntial costs to the western economit's affected is reflected in the list (on page 4~139 of the Draft 
PElS) detailing the conditions Ullder which potential impacts on socioeconomics and enviromnental justice could occur. 
This list focuses very narrowly on commodity impacts, jobs and income in the geothennal industry, and revenues from 
royalties and taxes that might accrue. The list mentions the potential for increases in popUlation and the potential for 
these increases to strain local resources; however, the analysis does not treat this potential impact with tU1Y depth. 
Missing from the list are the potential impacts on businesses and individuals who may rely on the presence of protected 
public lands to attract employees, to attract customers or for their own quality of life. 

In the last 30 years, the West has evolved beyond being a region whose economy was largely focused on extractive 
industries, into a more diverse economy (Bennett and McBeth, 1998; Johnson, 2001). As the economies of rural 
communities in the West evolve, the impact of public land management on these economies also evolves, and the 
management of our public lands must as well. Sociological and economic research conducted over the last t\'vo~plus 
decades indicates that the environmental amenities provided by public lands are an impOliant economic driver in the 
nual West For several examples see: Rudzitis and Johansen, 1989; Johnson and RaskeI', 1993, 1995; Rasker 1994; 
Power, 1995, 1996; Dllffy~Deno, 1998; Rudzitis, 1999; Rasker,et aL 2004; Hohnes and Hecox, 2004; VVhitelaw, et aL 
2003. 
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These indicators include the growing importance of non~labor income fi'om investments and retirement, increasing 
employment in high teclmology, knowledge~based, and ser~/ice industries, the important role that recreation and tourism 
plays in providing jobs and income, and the rise of small businesses and other entrepreneurial endeavors. The Draft 
PElS fails to analyze Of accolUlt for negative impacts on these segments of the economy. Large-scale geothenual energy 
development is likely to have negative impacts such as habitat fragmentations, loss of quality of life, loss of quality 
recreation, and reduced quality of hUlltillg and fishing. These impacts can, in turn, have detrimental consequences for 
non~traditional sectors of the economy that have come into prominence in the West. These non~traditional sectors have 
been ShO\\'11 to rely upon protected, undeveloped public lands. Such lands enhance the attractiveness of rural westem 
conununities for businesses, workers and retirees who are not tied to specific locations for income or employment. 
These sectors have tal decades been the largest portion of ahnost evety county in tile U.S. This is particularly true tal 
the San Luis Valley, Colorado. 

The recreation opportunities alone provided by ,vildemess quality and other undeveloped public lands yield direct 
economic benefits to local COtrunlulities. The Draft PELS socio~economic analysis does not include an analysis of the 
income and jobs associated with recreation, 11lUlting and fishing from each altemative. In om' scooping conm1ents, we 
included a docmnent entitled "Socio-Econontic Framework for Public Land Management Planning: Indicators for the 
\Vest's Economy," which details om' expectations for the baseline analysis of the region's economy as well as the 
analysis of the potential impacts of this program. We request that you re~review the document and that your analysis for 
the Final EIS follO\v the approach set out in this document. 

b) The Draft PElS does not account for the non~market values. including the impaets on local 
quality of life, which are associated with the undeveloped public lands that may be 
impacted by geothermal energy development. 

Public lands provide nmnerous values, some of which are realized when natural resources are extracted, and others 
which require that the natural ecosystems remain intact. The benefits of these various values often flow to different 
groups or individuals_ Some of the benefits from public lands are more likely to now to individuals or companies 
(market benefits), and others are available for the entire population (non~market benefits). 

Any time that unique or irreplaceable resources or values are at risk, there is a strong component of non~market value 
which must be assessed. One of the primary purposes of the public lands system is the provision of public goods such as 
the protection of unique landscapes, ecological diversity, wildlife habitat, wildemess, and cultural and archeological 
resources. Large~scale geothermal energy development may put these resources at risk. 

To facilitate infonned decisions about publicly owned wildlands, economic analysis must take into consideration both 
market and nonmarket benefits and costs (Loomis 1993)_ It is important that the FS and BLM examine both market and 
non-market benefits and costs of large-scale geothermal energy development. Non-market benefits must be measured 
and compared with the market benef1ts that accme to companies and individuals when undeveloped public lands are 
developed_ 

In analyzing the socioeconomic impacts of geothermal energy leasing and development, the agencies must complete a 
full accmmting of the costs and benefits associated with this development including non~market costs and benefits. The 
agencies' accounting should recognize the multiple use aspects and the full extent and value of existing wildemess 
character and wildlands as a resource within and near new geothermal energy development, which include fonnally 
designated \Vildemt'ss and \\Tildemess Study Areas, as well as other areas with v,rildel1:l£'ss and special characteristics 
identified by citizens and proposed for protective management. The multiple benefits that del;ve from protecting 
wilderness quality and other undeveloped lands include positive economic impacts to local communities. In developing 
the Final EIS, the agencies should analyze the benefits of protecting all existing wilderness character and \vildlands 
against impainuent from large~scale geothenual energy development, and should also consider how mtu1aging these 
lands will affect wildlands and wildlife in other locations and in hun the economies in local cOIllrmmities. 

Rceommendatiolls: In preparing the Final EIS for geothennalleasing, the BLM and FS lllUI:,t: 
consider the increasing importance of industries and economic sectors that rely on public lands for 
environmental amenities; 
examine the potential impacts that large~scale geothermal development on public lands may have on key 
indicators which charactedze the modem weste111 economy; and 
estimate the potentialnon~market benefits and costs associated with large~scale geothermal energy 

C. Visual resources 
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NEPA requires the agencies to "a85me for all Americans ... aesthetically ... pleasing SUITolUlciings." 42 U.S.c. § 
4331(b)(2). FLPMA specifically directs the BLM to prepare and maintain inventories of the visual values of all public 
lands, 43 U .S.C. § 1711( a), and manage public lands "in a manner that will protect the quality of ... scenic ... values," 
§ 170 1(0.)(8). BLM has interpreted these mandates as a "stewardship responsibility" to "protect visual values on public 
lands" by managing all BLM-administered lands "in a manner which will protect the quality of the scenic (visual) 
values." ELM MUllua18400 - Visual Reso\ll'ce Management .02, .06(A). ELM utilizes visual resource inventories 
during its land use planning process to establish management objectives, organized into four classes. These objectives 
are as binding as any other resomce objectives contained in the Rl\1P. See Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance, 144 
IBLA 70, 84 (1998). 

TIlese statutory and regulatOl)' responsibilities are especially important because of the scenic values associated with use 
and enjoyment of the public lands and national forests, and also with the use and enjoyment of geothermal areas, 
specifically. The agencies should ensure that natural settings are protected these settings are often vital to local and 
regional economies and for cultural resomces. Vie\'vsheds and scenic values should be considered as a factor for 
establishing buffers of protection from surface disturbance that are particularly important to local retreat·based 
economies of Crestone and other comllllUlities located at the MountainN alley intersect in the San Luis Valley. 

D. Wildlife habitat and fragmentation analysis 

1) Endemic species 

Warm and hot water ecosystems are unique in the San Luis Valley. There are numerous species that rely on the 
geothermal characteristics of their habitat for survival. The PElS should clearly identify these species, their range, 
potential impacts, and appropliate protections and mitigation measmes and research needed to protect these unique 
organisms and ecosystems. 

2) Habitat fragmentation analysis 

Significant portions of the land that \vill be considered for geothennal energy development in the PETS contain core 
habitat areas and migration linkages bellveen those core areas, all of which need to be preserved in order for the regional 
ecosystems to continue to function. The San Luis Valley is home to numerou.,> elk, pronghorn, mule deer and bighorn 
sheep and other wildlife populations that must migrate to survive, reproduce and maintain genetically diverse (and thus 
healthy) populations, 

Fragmentation of wildlife habitat and migration corridors affects the genetics, ecological composition, structme, and 
functio11.'l of populations and landscapes. Habitat fragmentation has been defined as the ""creation ofa complex mosaic 
of spatial and successional habitats from formerly contiguous habitat" (Lehmkuhl and Ruggiero 1991), Altbough 
fragmentation can be difficult to measure. there are a variety of metrics that can be used to assess the degree of 
existing habitat fragmentation and the condition of the landscape, then applied to available data regarding 
distribution of ,,11dtlfe and habitat, and ultimately used to make decisions regarding appropriate locations for 
geothermal energy projects. We recommend that the agencies complete such an analysis as part of the PElS. 

Existing road density can be calculated by measuring the length of linear features in a given sub~area at regular intervals 
and then reported as miles of route per square mile (mi/mi2

). The degree of habitat fragmentation, the distribution of 
unroaded areas, or c()re areas, can also be measured and calculated based on the amount of land beyond a given distance 
or effect zone, from transportation routes (Fonnan, 1999). Wildlife species respond to disturbances related to this type 
of network at varying distances, so detemlining the size distribution of core areas for a range of effect zones (i.e., of 
100ft, 250ft, 500ft and 1320ft) from all routes is also important. Wildlife literature will yield infonnation on the effect 
zones for different species. For instance, an ongoing study by Sawyer et al. (2005, 2004, 2001) of GPS collared deer 
on the Pinedale Anticline obselved that deer utilized habitat progressively further from roads and well pads over three 
years of increasing gas development and showed no evidence of acclimating to energy·related infrastruchlre. Birds are 
also impacted by roads and management practices associated vvith energy development, due to fragmentation, changes 
in vegetation and noise tl.1abey and Paul, 2007; Robel, et aI., 2004). 

In addition to geothennal projects themselves, habitat fi·agmentation can be caused by transmission con·idors, which 
v',m be necess31)' to transmit geothennal energy to electricity grids. Wildlife habitat fragmentation caused by 
transmission lines, pipelines, and roads generally fall into three broad categories: 

L Consh"uction impacts (access, right·of·\vay clearing, construction of towers, stringing of cables); 
2. Line maintenance impacts (inspection and repair); and 
3. Impacts related to the physical presence and operation of the transmission line. 
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As such, wildlite habitat must be examined on an individual project and site~specific basis. The only way to accomplish 
this requirement is to ensure that each individual geothennal project is spatially evaluated for direct, indirect and 
cumulative impacts. 

Specific activities that negatively impact wildlife and cause destruction of core habitat or habitat fragmentation include 
the constlUction of facilities, disturbance of soil by the use of heavy machinery, site clearing and grading, noisy 
machincIY during construction and maintenance, removal of vegetation, use of herbicides, well drilling, and accidental 
release of hazardous materials. 

TIle effects of these activities on wildlife can be severe and include removal of habitat, fragmentation of habitat, and the 
creation of edge effect vegetation and habitat (changes in composition, structure, microclimate, etc. of area adjacent to 
facility and transmission corridor), Species shm:vn to avoid edges include red~backed vole, snmvshoe hair, pine marten 
and red squin'els. In addition, it is logical to suspect that construction of facilities and transmission in previously 
lUldisturbed areas will lead to a direct loss of life to wildlife during construction, operation and service of transmission 
lines, 

\Ve recommend that the BLM consult our organizations and utilize other resources including the Wildemess Society's 
most recent Science and Policy Briet~ ""Habitat Fragmentation from Roads: Travel Platming Methods to Safeguard 
BLM Lands". This report provides a summary of available scholarly and government reports and studies on the impact 
of habitat frdgmentation on vvildlift\ provides methods for calculating habitat fragmentation, and provides 
recommendations on how to integrate fragmentation analysis into management. BLM should use the information 
provided in the SLV Citizens Energy Initiative, in this brief as well as related information from State Wildlife Action 
Plans, Audubon ImpOliant Bird Areas, and the Wildlands Network to identifY core areas, measure habitat 
fragmentation, conduct a thorough fragmentation analysis, and infonn decisions regarding designation of lands as 
available for geothermal energy in the PElS, as well as incorporating these requirements into the PElS to guide analysis 
of specitle projects, 

E. \Vilderness and/or roadless and wetlands characteristics 

As mentioned above, because the PElS will be used to amend land nse plans and tiered to in analyzing specific projects, 
the agencies must inventory the project area for lands with wilderness and/or roadless and wetlands characteristics and 
exclude these areas from leasing and development, in order to prevent destruction of these values. 

F. Cultural resources 

The San Luis Valley is a treasme trove of cultw'al resources. Human history can be traced as far back as 11,500 years, 
to the early Clovis Hunters and the first Homo sapiens to enter the New vVorld. Smithsonian Institute archeologists 
have long studied the Valley and recognized its invaluable contribution to our understanding of human history in North 
America, Nati ve and prehistoric cultures also prize geothermal resources, such that there is a significant overlap 
between geothermal reSOlU'ces and sacred sites. The National Historic Preselvation Act affords heightened protection to 
these resources, establishing a cooperative federal~state program for the protection of historic and cultmal resources. In 
particular, the review process set out in Section 106 (16 U.S.C § 470f) obligates the agencies to consider the effects of 
management actions on historic and cultural resources listed or eligible for inclusion under NHPA. Further, Section 110 
of the NHPA requin.'s the BLM to assume responsibility for the preservation of historic properties it m:vns or controls 
(16 U .S,c. § 470h~2( a)(l )), and to manage and maintain those resources in a way that gives "special consideration" to 
preserving their historic, archaeological, and cultural values. Section 110 also requires the BLM to ensure that all 
historic properties \vithin the National Monument are identified, evaluated, and nominated to the National Register of 
Historic Places, M § 470h-2(a)(2)(A\ 

The agencies must place special importance on consultation with archeological experts (including Smithsonian) and 
institutions such as the Colora(k) Historical Society (Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation) and Native 
American Tribes and the PElS should corrnnent to a specific plan for ensuring identification, evaluation, nomination 
and protection of cultural resources prior to issuing leases. 

G. GIS Data 

As stated in aul' scoping corrnnents, geographic infannation systems (GIS) data is critical for enslU'ing that 
reSOlU'ces can be mapped and considered in this PElS and subsequent decisions. The agencies should not only obtain 
and analyze this data, they should also make it available to the public £01' use in lmderstanding and cmmnenting on 
impacts, as was done with the vVest~wide Energy Corridors Draft PElS. 
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1) Lands with wetlands and recharge characteristics: GIS layers needed to complete the PElS. 

Prior to identifYing areas appropriate for geothenual energy development as part of the PHIS, it is imperative that the 
agencies gather the necessary information to ensure that wetlands are not disturbed. By collecting and using appropriate 
GIS data layers before considering appropriate places 10r geothermal leasing and development, the agencies can enS\ll'e 
that they avoid distmbing important areas and resources in the San Luis Valley. We recommend that the agencies 
consider the SLV Citizens Energy Initiative recommendations and collect and use a wide variety of data layers to 
map areas that are unacceptable for siting geothermal projects and in siting projects to avoid impacting highly 
sensitive and resource rich areas. 

We are not sure of the state of wetlands designations within the SLV beyond the National Wetlands Inventory. BLM 
should incorporate all available data on ,vetlands and recharge areas in the SLY to identify exclusion areas for 
geothermal leasing. Further, in identifying additional lands vvith vvetlands and recharge characteristics, BLM should use 
GIS mapping to identify exclusion areas, and the agency should make these data layers available to the public as pati of 
their PEIS_ 

2) Other GIS layers needed to complete the PElS 

As stated above, because the siting of geothetmal projects vvill have significant and long lasting impacts on public lands, 
it is critical that the, agency gathe,r, analyze" and make, available, to the, public any GIS layers that describe, sensitive or 
protected areas. In addition to the lands with wilderness, wetland and recharge characteristics, citizen proposed 
wilderness, and wilderness inventories discussed above, we recommend that the agencies collect and use the following 
GIS data layers to map areas that are unacceptable for siting geothermal projects and in siting projects to avoid 
impacting the identified areas: 

L Designated Wilderness Areas; 

2_ \Vilderness Study Areas; 

3_ National Inventory Wetlands; 

4_ Signifk:ant Recharge Areas; 

5_ National Parks and Monuments; 

6_ National Wildlife Refuges; 

7_ National Conservation Areas; 

8_ Potential cultural resources sites; 

9_ Other lands within BLlv!'s NLCS; 

10_ National Hlstoric and National Scenic Trails; 

11. National 'Wild, SCenic, and Recreational Rivers, study rivers and segments, and eligible rivers and segments; 

12_ ACECs: 

13. Threatened, endangered and sensitive species habitat (available from USFWS 6
, state wildlife agencies and, for 

BLM lands, from NahueServe/; clitical cores and linkages for wildlife habitat (available from USFWS and 
state wildlife agencies, including in State \Vildlife Action PlatlS, as well as the Wildlands Project and its 
affiliated regional organizations8

) important bird areas (available from BLM and the National Audubon 
Society): and 

/ NatmeServe was contracted to identifY and map locations of threatened and endangered species habitat that exist only 
on BLM lands - making these areas even more critical to the survival of the species. This data can be found at 

Y·J~~dJ,aJJ.:.tt;L1J1:.tJ·!Ilt. 
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14, Riparian areas (available from S\\'ReGAP JO, except for California, which is available from the UCSB 
Biogeography Labll), 

Recommendations: The agencies should complete the additional collection of data and analysis of impacts outlines 
above, then revise the PEIS to incorporate the results into the selected alternative. 

IV. Additional Analysis Is Required Prior to Iteasing and Deyelgpment. 

The agencies have stated that this PEIS will be used to "develop a comprehensive list of stipulations, best management 
practices, and procedmes to serve as consistent guidance for futme geothermal leasing and development on public and 
NFS lands" and to "amend the BLM Resource Management Plans (RMPs) to adopt the resource allocations and 
procedures." 73 Fed.Reg. 33803. These uses require that the PELS include sufficient envirorunental analysis to justify 
decisions and also commit the agencies to further analysis prior to approval of leasing. 

A. Tiering to the PElS must be limited and unequivocal commitments to site-specific NEPA analysis 
included in the PElS and land use plan amendments. 

The PELS will identify lands that are available for leasing. In order to support amendment ofBLM land use plans and 
for the Forest Service and the BUvl to tier to the PElS in connection with subsequent decision-making processes, the 
analysis conducted under NEPA must be sufficiently robust to support the determination that specific lands are suitable 
for development. NEP A requires the agencies to take a "hard look" at the potential environmental consequences of this 
proposed action, so that they must assess impacts and effects that include: "ecological t such as the effects on natural 
resources and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, 
economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative." 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8. In the context of a 
programmatic EIS, "the oven:iew or area-wide HTS would serve as a valuable and necessary analysis of the affected 
environment and the potential cumulative impacts of the reasonably foreseeable actions under that program or 'within 
that geographical area." Council on Environmental Quality, Forty A10st Asked Questions CEQ's National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, Question 24b, a'vailable at For 
future projects, the agencies can tier to the en'vironmental analysis in the PElS, but this incorporation "would be 
followed by site-specific or project-specific EISs," \vhich "wonld make each EIS of greater use and meaning to the 
public as the plan or program develops." fd., Question 24c. 

In audition, NEPA n:quin:s the consideration of a reasonable range of alternatives as part of evaluation of a proposed 
action. NEPA requires the agencies to "IigOlously explOle and objectively evaluate" a lange of alternatives to proposed 
federal actions. See 40 C.F.R. §§ l502.l4(a), l50S.25(c). "An agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with 
the range dictated by the nahlre and scope of the proposed action." Nw. Envtl. Defense Center v. Bonneville Power 
Admin" 117 F3d 1520, 1538 (9th CiL 1997), An agency violates NEPA by failing to "rigorously explore and 
objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives" to the proposed action. City of Tenakee Springs v. Clough, 915 F.2d 
1308, 1310 (9th Cir, 1990) (quoting 40 CFR § 1502,14), This evaluation extends to considering more 
envirorunentally protective alternatives and mitigation measures. See, e.g, Kootenai Tribe of Idaho v. Veneman, 313 
F 3d 1094,1122-23 (9th Cir. 2002) (and cases cited therein). In the context of analyzing specific leases, the range of 
altematives should also include an altemative not to lease at all. 

The PElS acknO\vledges the need for additional envirorunental analysis, although it deters the level of review' for 
individual permits to be determined at the BLM field office or FS unit and provides for that analysis to be either an ElS 
or a "tiered environmental assessment (EA)," depending on the extent to which "this PELS anticipates issues and 
concems associated with individual projects, including potential cumulative impacts." Draft PElS, p. 2-22. This 
statement properly acknowledges the need for site-specific analysis, but is too generaL 

Recommendation: Based on the general level of analysis included in the Draft PElS, the PElS and the subsequent 
amendments to BLM land use plans should specifically and lUlequivocally require site~specific envirorunental review 
prior to approval of projects, including opportunities for public comment and addressing direct, indirect and cumulative 
impacts. Both of these documents should state that an EIS will be presmned to be required unless the Forest Service or 
BLM determines that all site-specific concerns have been addressed in this PElS and the cumulative impact analysis has 
not substantively changed. There should also be a specific commitment to considering a range of alternatives, including 
an alternative not to issue a lease for geothermal development. 

B. Additlonallimitatlons on tieting. 
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The Draft PEIS acknowledges that the RFD, which [OlTIlS the basis tor the cumulative impact analysis, is limited, 
stating: 

The RFD vms based on a review of recent government and industry reports providing assessments of 
geothellnal potential across the western US (\Vestem Govemors' Association 2006; DOE and BLM 2003; 
NREL 2006; BLM 2007a; Geothetmal Energy Association 2007a) and the typical impacts associated with 
geothelmal development (GeothennEx 2007). Few quantitative evaluations have been conducted at this scale, 
and those that exist are considered largely speculative due to the wide alTay of variables arDlUld future 
geothennal development These variables include the speculative estimation oftUlexplored geuthennal 
resources, the development of geothennal technologies that may allow for extraction of resources currently 
unusable, the unknown nature of future energy markets, and the unknown future of regulatory and political 
climates. 

Draft PElS, p. 2-33. Accordingly, where tedmologies not specifically addressed in the PElS are proposed, their 
environmental consequences have not been thoroughly discussed, requiring a new assessment. Similarly, where leases 
are proposed in areas that were not identified in the PElS, new analysis is required. Further, ifnew technologies, 
geographic areas or economic, regulatory or other conditions change, the cunmlative impact analysis in the PElS will no 
longer by accurate. 

Recommendations: The, PElS should dearly state, the limitations of the issues analyzed, the limitations on tiering to the 
PElS for environmental analysis, and the need to update the cumulative impacts analysis if relevant factors change. 

C. Best management practices must be mandated for incorporation in all permits and should not be 
subject to waiver, exception or modification. 

The Draft PElS sets out important protective tenns and conditions that should be incorporated into pennits. See, Draft 
PElS, pp. 2-16 - 2-17. However, different portions ofthe Draft PETS refer to these tenus and conditions as those that 
"will" or "may" apply, giving the impression that some of these terms are required to be incorporated into pennits and 
others may not be, even when they are applicable to a proposed location. Further, since the BLM routinely pennits 
waiver, exception and modification of stipulations and conditions in the context of oil and gas development, there is not 
guarantee that these measures will be applied. 

Best management practices are an important vehicle for mitigating impacts of geothem1a1 development. However, 
without a definitive commitment to their use, these practices cannot be relied upon to reduce environmental 
consequences. See. e.g., COlUlCil on Environmental Quality, Forty ~'1ost Asked Questions Concerning CEQ '3 National 
Environmental Policy Act Regulations, Question 19, Davis v. Afineta, 302 F.3d 1104, 1125 (lOth Cir. 2002). 

Recommendation: The PElS must clearly state that all best management practices, stipulations and conclitions are 
required to be incorporated into permits \vhere the resources that they are designed to protect are present Fmther, these 
provisions should not be subject to waiver, exception or modification lUlless velY narrow, specific qualifications are met 
and should not be available at all in the context of no surface occupancy stipulations. 

D. Compliance with Section 106 of the NHPA and Section 7 of the ESA. 

TIle San Luis Valley is a treasure trove of cultw'al and historical resources. Smithsonian Institute researchers have 
worked in the SLV for over 20 years, They and the Colorado Office of Archaeology and Historic Preservation should 
be Cooperating Agencies on any geothermal proposal in the SL V. The Draft PElS states that consultation tmder Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act will occur prior to leasing 
and additional consultation will occur as needed for specific projects. Draft PElS, p. 2-21. 

Rceommendation: The PElS should maintain a specific commitment to engaging in consultation prior to leasing and as 
needed throughout evaluation of a project. 

V. The Pending Anplications Should Be Assessed in Accordance with the Recommendations Set Out for 
New I,easing. 

A. Pending lease applications should be subject to the screens listed in Section II prior to approval 

"111e 19 pending lease applications should be subject to the screens listed in Section IL Any pending lease applications 
which conflict with the screens in Section II should either be required to alter their boundaries to avoid citizen~proposed 

21 

p.22 

EMPS-SF3
Typewritten Text
O-74-37

EMPS-SF3
Typewritten Text
O-74-36

EMPS-SF3
Line

EMPS-SF3
Line

EMPS-SF3
Line

EMPS-SF3
Typewritten Text
O-74-39

EMPS-SF3
Typewritten Text
O-74-38

EMPS-SF3
Line



Sep 25 2008 10:43AM WPC 555-5555 

wilderness, inventoried roadIes8 areas, lands with wildemess characteristics und other lands with special values, or the 
leases should be denied, 

Recommendation' If pending applications conflict with the screens in Section 11, the agencies should either alter the 
lease boundaries to avoid the conflict or deny the application. 

B. Because the pending lease applications anticipate the use of binary cycle systems, the agencies should 
consider phased or limited approval and use of conditional development leases until the technology is 
proven to be successful 

As stated in the sections above, because the binary cycle technology proposed for development in the pending lease 
applications has not been thoroughly tested, the proposed development requires a careful, measured approach to 
minimize potential impacts. 

Recommendation: The agencies should consider phased/limited approval and use of conditional development leases 
lUltil technology is proven to be successfuL 

VI. Cumulative Effects Under the National Environmental Policy Act. 

For the energy corridors, the geogrdphic an:',a of impact should include a comprehensive inventory of resources 
(including but not limited to significant recharge areas, wetlands, riparian areas, wildlife habitat, wintering and birthing 
grounds), within areas of proposed development and their habitat extending outside such areas. The agencies can and 
should take the overall impacts of the corridors on the affected landscapes into account when considering their potential 
environmental consequences. See, e.g., Newmont Mining Corp., 151 IBLA 190 (1999) (Where the Bureau of Land 
Management could take into accOlUlt the overall degradation from existing and comlected proposed operations, a 
cumulative analysis of all impacts was required); Kern v. United States Bureau of Land Management supra. (BLM 
must perform cumulative impact analysis of reasonably foreseeable fhture timber sales on spread of root fhngus before 
approving single proposed sale). A landscape level analysis is an important part of a programmatic EIS, even if site~ 
specific analysis might be deferred lUltil authorization of specific projects. For instance, the U $. Court of Appeals for 
the Ninth Circuit has held that analyzing the overall environmental risks involved in transporting oil from off-shore 
leases was appropriate and necessary in a PElS, although specific analysis of individual pipeline locations CQuid be 
deferred. County Q[Sutlo!k v Secretary Q[InteriQr 562 F.2d 1368, 1376-1377 (2nd Cif. 1977) (It was "essential tQ 
consider and weigh the enviromnental aspects of transportation, as well as of exploration and production."). In order to 
fulfill the mandate ofNEP A that the agencies make an infomled assessment of the enviromnental consequences of its 
actions, the landscape level effects of an expanded large~scale corridor system must be assessed. 

3. Cumulative impact analysis should include other pending programmatic efforts (including solar) and 
additional development to be supported by new corridors. 

As noted above, NEPA requires the agencies to consider the cumulative impacts of proposed projects and corridors. 
The CEQ's NEP A regulations define "ClUllU lative impact" as: 

"the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to 
otht'r past, present, and reasonably forest'eable filture actions rt'gardlt'ss of""'hat agency (Ft'dt'ral or 
non~Federal) or person Ulldertakes such other actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually 
minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time," 

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. 

The analysis of impacts in the PEIS must address the cumulative impacts of both the development ofutility~scale 
geothermal energy projects, solar energy projects and other foreseeable connected activities within the same general 
area. The San Luis Valley is a contained, interdependent bioregion. Activities occurring in an isolated location can 
affect the entire 'valley. This is true especially for water and air related impacts. The SLV is suitable for both 
geothermal and solar energy development, therefore it is imperative that cumulative impacts be assessed for the 
Reasonable Foreseeable Future long-term effects of both solar and geothermal alternative energy development as 
a whole on the San Luis Valley. The resources that allow an ecosystem to flUlction often share a common geography, 
such that changes in the water quantity awor quality in an aquifer or river system or impacts to an air shed (which may 
be affected by activities such as oil and gas drilling), all contribute in common. Similarly, changes to these resources 
may aIfect the core habitat and linkages that are critical for survival ohvildliIe and vegetation in a region. Accordingly, 
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where there are shared enviromnental resomces that can act as indicators of the health of ecosystems, the agencies must 
analyze all of the direct and indirect impacts that affect them. 

The Environmental Protection Agency provides the following guidance to its reviewers on assessing the range of other 
activities to be considered in cumulative impacts analysis: 

1. the proximity of the projects to each other either geographically or temporally; 
2. the probability of actions affecting the same environmental system, especially systems that are susceptible to 

development pressmes (such as in an aquifer system); 
3. the likelihood that the plOject wi111ead to a wide range of effects or lead to a munber of associated projects; 
4. whether the effects of other projects are similar to those of the project under review; 
5. the likelihood that the project will occur final approval is the best indicator but long range planning of 

government agencies and private organizations and trends infOImation should also be used; and 
6. temporal aspects, such as the project being imminent. u.s. Environmental Protection Agency, 1999, 

Consideration l?fCumu[ative Impacts In EPA Review of NEPA Documents. 

In tlus case, the BLM's obligation to analyze impacts must encompass not only the proposed and projected geothennal 
energy projects, but also the clUnulative impacts of the projects, taken together with the impacts of existing, proposed, 
or reasonably foreseeable projects, (including proposals currently being considered) on the enviromnenL Thus, the 
BLM must analyze the cumulative impacts not just of the geothennal development projects, but also of other projects 
that will impact resources in common with this propose.d action. As discussed above, there are othe.r initiath:es to 
support development and transmission of renewable energy projects and it is critical that the BLM coordinate with these 
processes and consider the cumulative impacts, which presumably can be reduced by proactive coordination, as \velL 

In detennining the appropriate scope of enviromnental analysis for an action, the GoveI1ll1lent must consider not only 
the single proposed action, but also three types of related actions: 

(I) Connected actions ~ Actions which are closely related and: 
0) Automatically trigger other actions thaJ may require environmental impact statements; 
(ii) Carmot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or 

(iii) Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification. 

(2) Cumulative actions - Actions, which when viewed with other proposed actions, have cumulatively significant 
impacts. 

(3) Similar actions Actions, which when viewed with other reasonably foreseeable or proposed agency actions, have 
similarities that proi,.ide a basis for evaluating their enviromnental consequences together, such as common timing or 
geography. 40 c.p .R. § 1508.25. Under any of these classifications, the coordinated actions that the agencies are taking 
though this PElS trigger a broader assessment of the cumulative impacts. 

TIle increased level of geothermal energy development projects that will follow the completion of this PElS are also 
connected to new transmission projects that are likely to trigger preparation of an EIS. Impacts from transmission 
projects include direct affects to lands, wildlife and nahlral resources from the cOIlStmction, ongoing maintenance and 
monitoring of transmission infrastntctures and rights~of~way (ROW). These impacts include direct impacts to soils and 
vegetation due to clearing ROW, as ,:vell as direct v,rildlife impacts in tenus of avian collisions and dectrocutions. 
Indirect impacts include wildlife displacement, increased raptor prey opportunities on vertical stmctures and habitat 
fi-agmentation impacts on a variety of wildlife species, Additional transmissionlRO\V impacts to consider include 
noise, EMF, visual and aesthetic concems. 

In addition, the clusteling of geothem1al and solar energy development projects with projects to develop more 
traditional fonus of energy in order to access the new transmission corridors proposed in the \\Test~wide Energy 
Corridor PElS are likely to have a cmnu latively significant effect on the resources in the area. And, since the energy 
corridors and new transmission will be tied, at least to some extent, on the location of developable energy sources, 
including geothermal, these projects are certainly similar in tenns of geography. Both the various programs and the 
increased development projects will have a connected and cumulative effect on resources ranging from elk and 
pronghom herds to bird of prey popnlations, sage grouse populations, air quality, water quality (and erosion and 
sedimentation), and over<1ll potential for primitive recreation. Therefore, their combined impact should be taken into 
aCcOlmt as part of the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with this PElS. 

With the westem U.S. already possessing over 100,000 linear miles ofpo'vver lines, the Geothennal PElS should analyze 
opportllilities to maximize current grid assets to transport newly developed geothennal energy instead of new power 
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lines in new ROW. In addition, the PElS should analyze opportunities at the major population centers to reduce 
generation import (and therefore transmission) needs by maximizing efficiency, distributed generation resources and 
other demand-reducing efforts. 
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O-74-1 

DOE and others are actively funding research to better understand the viability of recovering the heat 
from hot fluids from oil and gas wells (e.g., Rocky Mountain Oilfield Testing Center near Casper, 
Wyoming and research symposia and research at Southern Methodist University). It has been a very 
slow process, taking almost five years for both to get off the ground. In addition, with the publication of 
The Future of Geothermal Energy: Impact of Enhanced Geothermal System (EGS) in the United States 
by MIT in 2006, followed two years later by both the Department of Energy’s recent RFP regarding 
further R&D on EGS, and Google Foundation’s 2008 announcement of its funding of further EGS 
research and development, EGS development studies are ongoing. While neither BLM nor FS are 
research agencies, they pay very close attention to these studies. 

Site-specific analysis of leases and project applications will also be necessary to address the particular 
impacts of future leases and projects from various technologies.  

The PEIS also provides for mitigation and monitoring of leases, stipulations, and permit conditions, as 
discussed on page 2-20 of the Draft PEIS. 

O-74-2 

Please see response to comments I-2-4 and I-2-6 for a discussion of flash steam technology. 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1 BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

O-74-3 

Prior to leasing, the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, especially in the case 
of geothermal energy, as the states typically manage and have regulatory authority for water quality, 
water rights, and wildlife.  Site-specific impacts on water resources, including groundwater, would be 
addressed as part of the environmental analysis for the permitting process.  All development, utilization, 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis, 
including public involvement as appropriate. BLM and FS would work with interested and affected 
parties to identify and resolve user or resource conflicts. Appropriate site-specific mitigation would be 
developed as necessary. 

As discussed in section 1.5.1, water rights are administered and adjudicated at the state level. Each 
prospective lessee-developer will be required to apply for and obtain an adjudicated state water right 
before actually attempting to recover geothermal resources (see section 1.5.1). 

O-74-4 

As noted in the comment and in the PEIS, there are similarities in the leasing process and how 
geothermal resources are explored, drilled, and developed.  The BLM and FS have appropriately applied 



many of the lessons of oil and gas to the development of the proposed action, including proactive 
stipulations. 

O-74-5 

The PEIS has been modified to include additional climate change discussion for affected resources. Please 
see the water, soil, vegetation, fish and wildlife, and other resource sections in the Final PEIS.  

O-74-6 

In accordance with 40 CFR Section 1502.13, the purpose of and need for the proposed action is used to 
define a range of reasonable alternatives (purpose of and need for action is defined in Sections 1.2 and 
1.3). The BLM is making an allocation decision here and adopting a list of stipulations, BMPs, and 
compliance procedures to be incorporated in the land use plans. The PEIS analyzes in detail the 
Proposed Action, a No Action alternative, and a Leasing Near Transmission lines alternative. The Final 
PEIS incorporates input from public comments on the Proposed Action. Another alternative considered 
but eliminated from detailed study included no leasing or development of geothermal resources on 
public or NFS lands (Section 2.4.1). As explained in Section 2.4.1, this alternative, which would have 
been the most protective (from a ground disturbance standpoint), was eliminated because it would 
violate the multiple use provisions of FLPMA and is inconsistent with the President’s National Energy 
Policy, the Energy Policy Act of 2005, and Executive Order 13212 and would not have fulfilled the 
purpose and need for the proposed action.  

The alternatives analyzed represent a range of acreages as potentially available for leasing. See CEQ’s 
Forty Most Asked Questions Concerning the CEQ’s NEPA Regulations, Question 1b (“When there are 
potentially a very large number of alternatives, only a reasonable number of examples, covering the full 
spectrum of alternatives, must be analyzed and compared in the EIS.”) In particular, the Leasing Near 
Transmission Lines alternative was developed based on public scoping comments to represent a limited 
development alternative. Instead of inventing a variety of alternatives that would lie between the 
alternatives presented, the BLM and FS elected to include protective measures (i.e., stipulations, BMPs, 
and compliance procedures) in each of the action alternatives. Further, those planning areas whose plans 
include more protective measures may elect to keep those measures in place, instead of the stipulations, 
BMPs, and compliance procedures presented in the Final PEIS. 

O-74-7 

The commentor’s concerns with Alternative B are noted. 

See the above responses in this letter for details on level of analysis and protections provided in the 
PEIS. 

O-74-8 

The commentor’s concerns with Alternative C are noted. 

O-74-9 



The existing case law regarding the roadless rule is inconsistent. On August 12, 2008, the Wyoming 
District Court found the 2001 Roadless Rule violated NEPA and the Wilderness Act (State of Wyoming v. 
US Department of Agriculture, 07-CV-17-B, Wyoming District Court, Cheyenne, Wyoming [2008]). The 
District Court ordered the 2001 Roadless rule “set aside” and “permanently enjoined.” This order is 
subsequent to a 2006 California District Court ruling that set aside the 2005 State Petitions Rule and 
reinstated the 2001 Roadless Rule. See California ex re. Lockyer v. US Department of Agriculture, 459 
F.Supp.2d 874 (N.D. Cal 2006). The United States Justice Department, on behalf of the Department of 
Agriculture, has filed motions with both the Wyoming and California courts seeking adjustments of 
those courts’ conflicting judicial orders. Neither the Wyoming nor California District Court rulings bar 
the Department of Agriculture from promulgating other roadless area regulations. To address this 
inconsistency, the PEIS includes the following Department of Agriculture Roadless Area Stipulation, “If 
future legislation or regulation change the roadless area designation, the restriction would be revised 
along with any appropriate environmental review.” An appropriate NEPA review would be required 
prior to any changes to the Roadless Area Stipulation. 

O-74-10 

Decisions regarding the management of areas with wilderness characteristics are made at the field office 
level as part of the local land use planning process and not in this PEIS. This allows wilderness 
characteristics to be evaluated at a finer scale than afforded at a programmatic level. The management 
and level of protection of the wilderness characteristics on non-WSA lands is discretionary and not 
bound by requirements of the Wilderness Act of 1964 or the WSA Interim Management Policy (IMP, H-
8550-1; BLM 1995); thus, these areas have no official status that removes them from consideration for 
leasing. Nonetheless, the BLM must consider in its NEPA analyses possible impacts on wilderness 
characteristics, if present, and may manage the lands to protect and/or preserve some or all of those 
characteristics through the local land use planning process. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIS, before making any leasing decisions, the BLM will assess 
whether the existing NEPA is adequate (i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether there is new 
information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. For example, additional NEPA analysis 
may be required in light of new information, or from a potential change in management approach 
regarding resources identified for special management (e.g., travel management planning or areas under 
consideration by BLM for management for wilderness characteristics). 

O-74-11 

Thank you for your comment. The PEIS does provide BMPs and stipulations that protect important 
migration corridors. Language has been revised in Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing to state: 

 The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would collaborate with appropriate state agencies, 
especially in the case of geothermal energy, as the states manage and typically have regulatory 
authority for water quality, water rights, and wildlife; and 

 The authorized officer of the BLM or FS would review the lands for any other sensitive 
resources (e.g., paleontological, BLM sensitive status species, and FS species of local concern) 
and provide for the necessary stipulations to protect these resources and ensure compliance 



with the land use plan. Assessment of the resource would include consulting with agency 
experts, coordinating with other appropriate agencies, and site surveys, if warranted.  

 Prior to any geothermal development, site-specific NEPA would be conducted and migration 
corridors and important wildlife habitats would be identified. Appropriate measures, including 
but not limited to those provided in the list of BMPs, would be applied to protect these areas.  

O-74-12 

The BLM and operators would work with agencies and local stakeholders to identify areas requiring 
protection and mitigate impacts to special designation areas. See Section 4.2.8 for discussion of areas 
closed to leasing by Congressional designation. 

O-74-13 

Before issuing any leases the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be 
compatible with the local land use plan and site-specific resources, such as those included in the list 
provided in this comment. See chapter 2 for an in-depth discussion of areas closed to leasing. 

O-74-14 

Given that impact on geothermal resources from adjacent development may vary based on site-specific 
conditions, no specific buffer zone has been established for Yellowstone under the proposed action.  

The BLM and FS are committed to working with the NPS to avoid adverse impacts to thermal features 
within NPS units. The language in Section 1.5.4 Environmental Review Requirements Prior to Leasing has 
been revised to clarify further that the BLM is prohibited from geothermal leasing on NPS lands as well 
as on lands where the Secretary has determined that geothermal operations are reasonably likely to 
result in a “significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature” in a unit of the NPS. In addition, a 
list of the 12 units of the NPS with significant thermal features that occur in the study areas is now 
included. 

Prior to inclusion of any specific parcels in a lease sale, the BLM and FS would coordinate with the 
National Park Service to determine if there would be any impacts to thermal or hydrological features 
within NPS units in proximity to a proposed lease. Language has been added to Section 2.2.2 Procedures 
Prior to Leasing to reiterate this point. 

In addition, should development be determined to be reasonably likely to have an “adverse effect” on a 
significant thermal feature, the BLM would include appropriate lease stipulations to protect the park 
unit.  

If it is determined in advance of leasing that exploration, development, or utilization of the lease parcel 
would “reasonably likely result in a significant adverse effect on a significant thermal feature of a National 
Park System unit,” then the lease would not be issued (30 USC Section 1026[c]). While preexisting 
leases and permits are beyond the scope of this PEIS, the statute also provides that, if it is determined 
that use of an existing lease or permit would be “reasonably likely to adversely affect” any significant 



thermal feature within a National Park System unit, then stipulations are included on leases and permits 
to protect the thermal features (30 USC Section 1026 [d]). 

O-74-15 

This PEIS allocates areas as being available or closed to geothermal leasing. Stipulations have also been 
identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing any leases, the BLM would 
conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible with the local land use plan 
and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. As noted in Section 
2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied to address sensitive issues and 
conditions.  

O-74-16 

Please see response to comment O-74-16, above. 

O-74-17 

Please see response to comment O-74-16 above. 

O-74-18 

Please see response to comment O-74-16 above. 

O-74-19 

Please see response to comment O-74-16 above. 

O-74-20 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site. This document does predict a general 
level of anticipated future geothermal development in BLM areas that have geothermal potential and 
does discuss some of the available technologies, but it is not intended to provide full analysis of all 
phases of development. All development and utilization, including impacts of the specific technology used 
at plants, would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. 

O-74-21 

See the above response. 

O-74-22 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis, including discussion on various 
ongoing transmission line projects and reasonably foreseeable transmission efforts. As noted in Chapter 
5, past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including commercial uses of public and federal 
lands, are documented and analyzed. 

O-74-23 



Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-74-24 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-74-25 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-74-26 

Additional text has been added to the socioeconomics sections in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4 to address 
non-market values. 

O-74-27 

The comment is noted. No surface use stipulations for important viewsheds and BMPs for the 
protection of visual resources (see Appendix B) would be applied, as appropriate to land use plan 
revisions. 

O-74-28 

The BLM is proposing to include a Sensitive Species Stipulation for leases in areas that have agency-
designated sensitive species. The stipulation could be a NSO, CSU, or TL in order to meet resource 
objectives (Page 2-19 of the Draft PEIS). This approach provides the flexibility to respond to the dynamic 
national and regional planning and protection efforts for these species. During the permitting process for 
any subsequent drilling or development applications, the BLM would conduct the appropriate analysis on 
siting locations, as noted in the comment.  

To provide further protection for threatened, endangered, and sensitive species, the BLM will impose an 
Endangered Species Act stipulation (see Section 2.2.2) on all geothermal leases.  

O-74-29 

Thank you for your comment. Unfortunately, this level of data analysis is beyond the scope of the PEIS. 
The analysis in Chapter 4 is commensurate with the scope of the proposed action for the PEIS.  

O-74-30 

Decisions regarding the management of areas with wilderness characteristics are made at the field office 
level as part of the local land use planning process and not in this PEIS. This allows wilderness 
characteristics to be evaluated at a finer scale than afforded at a programmatic level. The management 
and level of protection of the wilderness characteristics on non-WSA lands is discretionary and not 
bound by requirements of the Wilderness Act of 1964 or the WSA Interim Management Policy (IMP, H-
8550-1; BLM 1995); thus, these areas have no official status that removes them from consideration for 



 

leasing. Nonetheless, the BLM must consider in its NEPA analyses possible impacts on wilderness 
characteristics, if present, and may manage the lands to protect and/or preserve some or all of those 
characteristics through the local land use planning process. 

As noted in Chapter 2 of the Draft PEIS, before making any leasing decisions, the BLM will assess 
whether the existing NEPA documentation is adequate (i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether 
there is new information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis. For example, additional 
NEPA analysis may be required in light of new information, or from a potential change in management 
approach regarding resources identified for special management (e.g., travel management planning or 
areas under consideration by BLM for management for wilderness characteristics). 

Please see the response to comment O-74-9 regarding roadless area regulations.  

O-74-31 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

The programmatic EIS does not change existing closures, avoidance or protective measures developed 
for cultural resources, or tribal concerns. It does not constrain local FS or BLM offices from determining 
new restrictions or closures in land use plans or through special designations. It does describe a process 
to ensure that these concerns are addressed through tribal consultation at each phase of leasing and 
development. 

O-74-32 

The PEIS was based on the best available GIS data available and appropriate for the analysis, including 
from data sets used in the West-wide Energy Corridors Draft PEIS. The scope of the GIS data is 
discussed in Section 1.9.3 Scope of GIS Data and Graphics of the Draft PEIS.  

While the BLM used the GIS data for programmatic level analysis, it is not necessarily appropriate for 
site-specific analysis. Maps from the Final PEIS will be provided on the public project website. 

O-74-33 

Available GIS data for the criteria listed in the Proposed Action (Section 2.1.1 Identify Lands for Leasing) 
were used for analysis, data calculations, and graphics.  

O-74-34 

Figures and acre calculations were developed using GIS for the criteria outlined in the Proposed Action 
(Section 2.1.1 Identify Lands for Leasing). As noted in this section, it included many of the layers listed in 
the comment. Other layers, including habitat data, watersheds, and soils, were used in preparing the 
affected environment sections and for the impact analysis. 



O-74-35 

Prior to making leasing decisions, BLM will assess whether the existing NEPA documentation is adequate 
(i.e., through completion of a DNA), or whether there is new information or new circumstances that 
warrant further analysis. As stated in the above responses, all development, utilization, and reclamation 
activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis. This document 
does predict a general level of anticipated future geothermal development in BLM areas that have 
geothermal potential, but it is not intended to provide full analysis of all phases of development. There 
are several subsequent stages of decision making necessary to approve geothermal resource 
development, each with its own environmental compliance requirements, including public involvement, 
as applicable. This document covers only the land use planning and lease issuance stages. 

O-74-36 

Because it is difficult or even impossible to foresee all future permutations of possible geothermal 
development, the BLM could not create an exhaustive list of the limitations on the future use of this 
PEIS. Rather, as stated in the Draft PEIS, prior to making leasing decisions the BLM would asses whether 
the existing NEPA documentation is adequate (through completion of a DNA) or whether there is new 
information or new circumstances that warrant further analysis (see Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to 
Leasing). 

O-74-37 

It is important to clarify that stipulations are applied to leases, while BMPs are optional actions that can 
be applied to subsequent development permits based on local site conditions. As noted in Chapter 2 of 
the Draft PEIS, the stipulations provided in the PEIS would serve as the minimal level of protection and 
would be adopted into local land use plans upon signing of the ROD. If existing land use plans offer 
more protective measures or have resource-specific commitments, those more protective measures 
would apply instead. Section 2.2.2, subsection Lease Exceptions, Waivers, and Modifications discusses the 
limited circumstances under which lease stipulations can be excepted, waived, or modified. 

O-74-38 

As stated in PEIS Section 2.2.2 Procedures Prior to Leasing, the authorized officer for the BLM or FS will 
consult with Native American Tribal governments, Alaska Natives, and State Historic Preservation 
Officers. Through consultation, the agencies would identify tribal interests and traditional cultural 
resources or properties that may be affected by the federal leases and potential geothermal energy 
development and the presence of archaeological sites and historic properties per Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act. 

O-74-39 

The comment for suggested revision of lease boundaries has been noted. 

The authorized officer always retains the discretion to reject geothermal lease applications or lease 
parcels prior to issuance or sale, respectively. 



Stipulations have also been identified that would be applied to protect sensitive resources. Before issuing 
any leases, the BLM would conduct the necessary review to ensure that leasing would be compatible 
with the local land use plan and would comply with all applicable Federal, state, and local laws and 
regulations. As noted in Section 2.2.2, there are a variety of stipulations and BMPs that could be applied 
to protect sensitive issues and conditions.  

Please see response to comment O-74-9 above for discussion of roadless area regulations. 

O-74-40 

The PEIS covers geothermal leasing. Issuance of a lease does not require the lease holder to specify 
what kind or size of plant would be developed on the lease site; therefore, discussion of alternate 
technologies is not appropriate in this analysis (see Section 1.11.1 BLM and FS Decisions to be Made 
Following Subsequent NEPA Analysis for further discussion of permitting ). All development and utilization 
and reclamation activities would be subject to further site-specific permitting and environmental analysis.  

O-74-41 

Additional discussion has been added to the cumulative impact analysis. As noted in chapter 5, past, 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions including commercial uses of public and federal lands are 
documented and analyzed. 
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