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GCR 
Number Category General Comment General Comment Response 

GCR-1 Project Level PA 

We believe that the VRM amendment was meant to be done at the Field 
Office level instead of at the Project level. The draft VRM Plan 
Amendment needs to visually address the Field Office as a whole. We 
do not support the "piecemeal" process. 

According to the BLM Land Use Planning Handbook (H-1601-1, pp. 42), in those instances when activity-level or project-specific EISs (or EAs) are being used to 
analyze an action that may not conform to the current land use plan, the BLM has several options: adjust the actions or condition the authorization to conform to 
the plan or achieve consistency with the terms, conditions, and decisions in the approved RMP; or prepare the EIS (or EA) as a RMP amendment, as described 
in Section VII. If the BLM determines that a plan amendment may be necessary, preparation of the EIS (or EA) and the analysis necessary for the amendment 
may occur simultaneously (43 CFR 1610.5). 
 
As discussed in Volume I Section 1.2.1, land use plan decisions are made according to the procedures of BLM’s planning regulations in 43 CFR 1600. Plan 
amendments (see 43 CFR 1610.5-5) change one or more of the terms, conditions, or decisions of an approved land use plan. These decisions may include 
those relating to desired outcomes; measures to achieve desired outcomes, including resource restrictions; or land tenure decisions. Plan amendments are most 
often prompted by the need to: 

1. Consider a proposal or action that does not conform to the plan; 
2. Implement new or revised policy that changes land use plan decisions; 
3. Respond to new, intensified, or changed uses on public land; and 
4. Consider significant new information from resource assessments, monitoring, or scientific studies that change land use plan decisions. 

 
A land use plan amendment may be necessary to consider monitoring and evaluation findings, substantive new data, new or revised policy, changes in 
circumstances, or a proposed action that may result in a change in the scope of resource uses or a change in the terms, conditions, and decisions of the 
approved RMP.  
 
BLM’s land use planning regulations allow for a plan amendment to be completed simultaneously with a project NEPA analysis if a proposed project does not 
conform to the RMP. As a result of the remanded VRM decisions in the 2008 RMP, substantive new data is available following completion of the 2011 visual 
resource inventory (VRI) that could be used in this effort as well. In a separate effort, the BLM is initiating a plan amendment to address VRM decisions for the 
remainder of the Rawlins Field Office, outside the Decision Area that is addressed in the CCSM Plan Amendment. Both efforts are using the same baseline 
information from the 2011 VRI and the same approach to managing visual resources as outlined in BLM’s guidance (H-1601-1, M-8400, and M-8410). Therefore, 
while a plan amendment is associated with the CCSM project, BLM will ensure consistency by applying the same guidance and direction to both efforts.  
 
The CCSM Plan Amendment contains sufficient data necessary to meet the requirements of both NEPA and FLPMA, and internal BLM guidance for a land use 
plan level document. As indicated in Chapter 1 of Volume I, the purpose of land use plan decisions are to provide a broad comprehensive framework for 
managing and allocating public resources. The impacts of these decisions are disclosed in the NEPA document and made available for public comment. 

GCR-2 Turbine Visibility 

Lights on turbines will have night time visibility; 1,000 turbines and 1,000 
red lights that flash. This is a major impact on the night time viewscape 
and should be considered in the EIS. The Project only considers a 30 
mile radius for visual. In Carbon County you can usually see over 30 
miles on a clear day. This needs to be considered when developing 
alternatives. At a minimum, the Planning Area and Decision Areas 
should be the same. 

Comment noted. Volume I, Sections 1.4 and 1.5 disclose the rationale behind BLM's delineation of the Planning Area and Decision Area. Section 1.4 clearly 
indicates that "at 30 miles, the motion of a WTG is generally not discernible although project facilities and night lighting are generally still identifiable” and 
"However, nighttime lighting contrasts appear to continue to attract attention up to 30 miles." Delineation of the Planning Area also considered the following 
factors: "consistency with BLM VRM class management objectives; literature review of comparable wind energy visual assessments; and field observations of 
the CCSM physiographic region and physiographically similar locations of other wind farms." The Decision Area was delineated based on "those areas that were 
most likely to be influenced by the CCSM Wind Energy Project proposal as well as other features that influence the visual setting including landownership 
patterns and major transportation and utility corridors in the area" and "the remaining area outside the Decision Area boundary (but within the Planning Area 
boundary) will be addressed in the upcoming VRM Plan Amendment for the RFO area." 
 
Project-specific impacts from nighttime lighting are discussed in Volume II Chapter 4. 
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GCR-3 VRI Information 

The VRM Plan Amendment references a Visual Resource Inventory 
(VRI) which serves as a baseline for developing a reasonable range of 
alternatives for VRM classes. Some commenters noted that the VRI 
was not presented in the DEIS for public review or agency 
consideration. Other commenters disagreed with baseline information 
presented in the VRI and requested adjustments to scenic quality rating 
unit boundaries, distance zones, and classifications for sensitivity levels 
and VRI classes.  

The VRI completed by OTAK, Inc in February 2011 was conducted for the entire Rawlins Field Office area and served as the baseline information for this plan 
amendment. Relevant VRI baseline information is included in Volume I Section 3.13 and referenced throughout the EIS. The VRI has been publicly available on 
the BLM Rawlins website since it's completion in February 2011 at http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/programs/Planning/rmps/rawlins/vri.html. Since the VRI was not 
completed as part of this project, it is not subject to revision as a result of public comments on the CCSM plan amendment process. Revisions to the VRI are 
outside the scope of this NEPA process. 

GCR-4 
VRI Ratings 
Consistency  

The alternatives presented in the Draft VRM Plan Amendment are not 
consistent with and do not reflect the VRI Sensitivity level Ratings from 
the Visual Resource Inventory ("VRI") for the Rawlins Field Office 
prepared by Otak, Inc. which serves as a baseline for developing a 
reasonable range of alternatives for VRM classes.  

As discussed in Volume I Section 2.2.1, the VRI serves as a baseline to develop a reasonable range of VRM class alternatives and analysis of impacts 
associated with the various alternatives in this project-specific plan amendment. BLM considers scenic quality, sensitivity levels and distance zones during the 
VRI process. According to BLM Manual 8410, the VRI serves as an inventory tool that portrays the relative value of the visual resources. The VRI provides a 
snapshot in time of the current scenic values of an area without consideration of jurisdiction, manageability, existing leases, pending or approved projects, or 
other resource opportunities or constraints (i.e., wildlife habitats, mineral and energy potential, etc.). 
 
VRI classes are informational in nature and provide the basis for developing alternatives during the RMP process. They do not establish management direction 
and should not be used as a basis for constraining or limiting surface disturbing activities. VRM class designations are based on a VRI and consideration of: 1) 
managing the public lands and their various resources so that they are used in the combination that will best meet the present and future needs of the American 
people in accordance with FLPMA 103(c); 2) managing public lands in a manner that will protect the quality of scenic values in accordance with FLPMA 102(b); 
3) the impacts resource uses may have on scenic values; and 4) the impacts VRM class designations may have on other resources and uses. 

GCR-5 Checkerboard 

Both support and opposition were expressed regarding the treatment of 
VRM class in the checkerboard land pattern. Some commenters noted 
that the ownership pattern should not serve as an excuse to protect 
visual resources in the checkerboard areas, and land values could in 
return be affected by these decisions. Other commenters support the 
decision to not apply restrictive VRM classes that can affect surrounding 
landowners.  

Landownership in the Decision Area includes a mixture of public, state, and private land, each with different laws and regulations. Whereas BLM-administered 
lands are managed for multiple uses, in accordance with FLPMA, intermingled private and state lands are protected by their own property rights. The 
checkerboard land ownership pattern in the Decision Area leads to conflicts in managing resources. The checkerboard pattern of alternating public and private 
land is a remnant of the public land grants necessary to finance the transcontinental railroad under the Union Pacific Act of 1862. Congress granted every other 
section (one square mile) of land within 20 miles on either side of the railroad right-of-way to the Union Pacific, which then tried to sell the grant lands to raise 
capital for the venture. When homesteading and government sales of land ceased, many areas were left in a permanent checkerboard pattern of alternating 
public and private land. Federal agencies do not have the authority to modify or regulate activities on private land. Except when requested by the land owner, the 
authorizations on federal lands may not be used to condition activities on non-federal land. The plan amendment only directs management of public lands and 
resources administered by the BLM within the Rawlins Field Office. The VRM management classes, therefore, do not apply to any private or state lands. 
However, the impacts of actions on private land do influence management decisions on public land and the public land impacts of actions occurring on private 
land are required to be disclosed to the public through the NEPA process. One of BLM’s challenges is to develop effective land management under the FLPMA 
multiple-use mandate. Since resource management is often limited in the checkerboard and in other public and private intermingled land ownership areas, BLM 
resource management is constrained when the goals of private landowners conflict with public land multiple-use goals and objectives. VRM should not be used 
as a tool to preclude activities, but to minimize impacts and enhance project design characteristics. Additional clarification about VRM management in 
checkerboard land ownership has been added to the Proposed Plan Amendment/FEIS (Volume I), Section 2.2.1, and to the impact analysis assumptions in 
Volume I, Section 4.1.3. 

GCR-6 Elk Mountain 

Elk Mountain is a visual landmark in Carbon County. The VRM classes 
and wind project should both protect scenic views associated with the 
Elk Mountain Area and mitigate impacts. Important scenic views 
associated with the Elk Mountain Area are not sufficiently met by any of 
the proposed alternatives. 

The Preferred Alternative has been modified in the Proposed Plan to provide more visual protection to Elk Mountain as a result of public comments. Although the 
BLM has modified the Proposed Plan to reflect public sentiment, the Elk Mountain area is within the checkerboard landownership and BLM will not be able to 
control visual resource management on parcels outside of the agency's jurisdiction. However, the BLM has reviewed the Elk Mountain area conservation 
easement provided by Carbon County and, given that a stated purpose of the conservation easement is to protect "significant scenic vistas and open-space 
values", BLM has determined that existence of the easement on adjacent private lands allows for the BLM to better manage visual resources within this area of 
checkerboard landownership.  

GCR-7 Overland Trail 

Not one of the proposed VRM Plan Amendment alternatives recognizes 
appropriate VRM class designation to conserving the cultural and 
historic resource of the Overland Trail and Emigrants Crossing. The 
BLM has an affirmative duty to protect not just the Trails but their 
settings as well. 

The BLM must identify and mitigate adverse effects to the setting of historic properties regardless of the VRM Class. The Rawlins RMP specifies that, “where the 
integrity of historic trails setting contributes to NRHP eligibility, management actions resulting in visual elements that diminish the integrity of the property’s setting 
will be managed in accordance with the Wyoming State Protocol and BMPs.” The programmatic agreement regarding adverse effects to historic properties (PA) 
will stipulate how the BLM will avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects to the Overland Trail and its associated setting.” 
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GCR-8 
North Platte 

River 

The area along both sides of the North Platte River, identified as a 
"Special Recreation Management Area" in the Rawlins RMP is an 
important recreational attraction for both locals and visitors. Some 
commenters note the North Platte River floodplain should maintain its 
Class II designation. Others note the element of Alternative 4 which 
would designate all areas within 0.25 miles of the North Platte River as 
Class II, even in the checkerboard ownership area, should be revised.  

According to the BLM RMP (BLM 2008b, pp. 2-27), the goal of the North Platte River SRMA is to ensure the continued availability of outdoor recreation 
opportunities associated with the North Platte and Encampment Rivers. One of the main objectives of the SRMA is to maintain or improve the quality of river-
related recreational experience along the North Platte and Encampment Rivers to continue to provide high-quality recreational experiences and benefits to local 
residents and visitors to the area. The RMP also includes one management action for the SRMA specifically related to management of the visual resource, 
“surface disturbing activities on public lands within one-quarter mile on either side of the river will be intensively managed to maintain the quality of the visual 
resource (BLM 2008b, pp. 2-27). Due to the depressed nature of the floodplain, the BLM is able to adequately manage the visual resource on public lands as 
viewed from the river surface within the SRMA. While VRM classifications will only apply to BLM-administered lands and not to other dispersed land ownership, 
the topography of the area allows the BLM to effectively manage the visual resource in this area as opposed to other checkerboard ownership areas where there 
is relatively little topographic relief.  
 
The Proposed Plan Amendment/FEIS (Volume I) includes a modification to the VRM Class II designation along the North Platte River SRMA. The VRM Class 
within the major utility and transportation corridors, such as that along I-80, within the checkerboard landownership area, is designated as VRM Class IV where 
the corridors cross the North Platte River SRMA. 

GCR-9 

Resource 
Analysis 

Incorporated by 
Reference 

The VRM plan amendment states on p. 3-1 that air quality, 
paleontology, socioeconomics, soils, wild horses, and wildlife and fish 
would not be affected by the VRM class alternatives in the Decision 
Area so they are not discussed further and the public is referred to the 
Rawlins RMP FEIS for a general discussion of those resources. While 
tiering to the RMP FEIS is appropriate, it is not clear why BLM has 
concluded that these listed resources would not be affected by the VRM 
class alternatives and it seems possible that at least some of those 
resources could be affected by the selection of a particular alternative 
under the draft amendment.  

The BLM reviewed the information from the 2008 Rawlins Proposed RMP/FEIS and determined that the impacts resulting from the proposed VRM plan 
amendment alternatives would not change the analysis previously conducted in the RMP for several resources. Therefore, information from the 2008 RMP FEIS 
regarding these resources, including air quality, paleontology, socioeconomics, soils, wild horses, and wildlife and fish, that would not change from the previous 
analysis have been incorporated by reference. The text in Volume I has been expanded to better clarify BLM's intent and approach. 

GCR-10 CWP - LWC 

The plan amendment is out of conformance with current BLM policy on 
wilderness policy implementing Section 201 of FLPMA, under IM 2011-
154. We urge BLM to conduct a new inventory of the Wild Cow Creek 
citizens' proposed wilderness under current BLM guidance. 

The current BLM guidance on consideration of lands with wilderness characteristics (LWC) as specified in IM 2011-154 was published on July 25, 2011, just after 
public release of the DEIS on July 22, 2011. The BLM has conducted an inventory for areas that potentially meet LWC criteria within the VRM Plan Amendment 
Decision Area that has been incorporated into Volume I of the FEIS. 

GCR-11 
 

CDNST 
 

The location of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST) 
corridor is not accurately depicted in the DEIS documents and the 
direction from the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan (CMP) not 
incorporated. The established location of the CDNST and the direction 
from the 2009 CMP needs to be addressed in the alternatives and 
impact analysis of both the plan amendment and project EIS. Any 
developments within the CDNST corridor (defined by the 2009 CMP) 
and any impacts that are experienced in the middle ground of the 
CDNST should be evaluated and mitigated. We recommend a 
consistent approach to treatment and recognition of the CDNST as well 
as the other National Scenic and Historic Trails affected by this EIS.  

The correct location of the CDNST has been incorporated in the FEIS. BLM plans to complete an RMP maintenance action to include the new trail location in the 
Rawlins RMP.  
 
The FEIS is compatible with and incorporates the direction of the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan (CMP). Volume II, Section 2.2.1 of the DEIS clearly states 
"Use of the public lands for either development or access requires compliance with the stipulations and policy governing the public lands, including the Rawlins 
RMP and relevant federal laws, regulations, and policy." A management objective to "Comply with the CDNST Comprehensive Plan" is included in the Rawlins 
RMP and is also referenced in the relevant management considerations for recreation (Table 4.7-1, CCSM DEIS Volume II).  
The FEIS has been revised to clarify that the action alternatives do not substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the CDNST. According to the CMP, 
"the nature and purposes of the CDNST are to provide for high-quality scenic, primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities and to conserve natural, 
historic, and cultural resources along the CDNST corridor" (IV, A). The CDNST is an exclusion area and there are no direct impacts (i.e., no proposed surface 
disturbance) to either the CDNST trail or the CDNST SRMA (0.25-mile swath centered on the trail) under any alternative. A consistent width for the CDNST 
corridor is not defined in the CMP. However, the CMP acknowledges private interests and the unique concentration of non-federal land “near the Continental 
Divide within the Great Divide basin in Wyoming” (IV, B, Policy 3a(2)). The CMP further states that a policy for ROW acquisition on non-federal lands (IV, B, 
3b(2)) is to "not acquire in fee title more than an average of one-quarter mile on either side of the CDNST." Consistent with this policy, the Rawlins RMP has 
located the CDNST within a one-quarter-mile wide corridor on BLM-managed land, obtained rights-of-way no wider than one-quarter mile to cross private land in 
the checkerboard, and the BLM has maintained this corridor as an exclusion area. 
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GCR-11 
(continued) 

 
CDNST 

(continued) 
 

 The CDNST was considered in developing VRM Class alternatives as were potential impacts within the CDNST viewshed consistent with the CMP visual 
resource management approach (IV, B, 4).  
 
The CMP is clear that human modifications may dominate views from the trail, especially for rights-of-way through private land, "Trail segments in this category 
provide the user with a safe continuous trail link between other trail segments. They have as their primary purpose the safety, protection, and convenience of the 
user. Evidence of civilization usually is predominant with the recreation opportunity pointed to allowing passage of recreationists in a safe, convenient manner... 
Private property or safety considerations may dominate location alternatives..." (IV, B, 5c1(d)). The checkerboard ownership pattern, I-80, and the City of Rawlins 
is the context through which the CDNST passes in the RFO. The CMP demonstrates a clear understanding that an ideal condition will not always be met across 
private property.  
 
Information about the ROS classes that the CDNST crosses (i.e., semi-primitive motorized) and the compatibility of ROS classes and the proposed project have 
been added to the recreation sections of the CCSM FEIS. The prescribed setting for the CDNST in the RFO is semi-primitive motorized for one mile on either 
side of the trail. No proposed facilities would occur within 1 mile of the CDNST under any alternative. Therefore, the project would comply with a semi-primitive 
ROS class for primitive hiking and horseback riding opportunities on the CDNST. 
 
Effects within the CDNST viewshed are described in the CCSM DEIS Volume II, Section 4.12, and mitigation measures were proposed to mitigate the impacts to 
the degree practicable. Specifically, a comparison of effects to the CDNST is provided by analysis of impacts to visual quality from three KOPs (KOPs 11, 12, 13) 
along the CDNST; four KOPs (KOPs 1, 9, 14, 16) near the CDNST that are representative of views from the CDNST; photographic simulations of KOPs 1 and 
12; and viewshed analyses of wind turbine generator alternatives. The corrected location of the CDNST was added to the WTG Viewshed Analysis figures in 
4.12, and additional viewshed analyses for each alternative from the correct location of the CDNST have been incorporated in the FEIS."  

GCR-12 
Range of 

Alternatives 

The action alternatives for this project are virtually the same. Each 
alternative calls for 1,000 turbines. Each alternative places them in two 
groupings within the same, very tight spatial confines. One alternative 
excludes Miller Hill, but otherwise the alternatives are the same. 

The range of alternatives analyzed in detail represent a compilation of BLM's purpose and need (Volume II, Section 1.3), the proponent's objectives for the 
project (Volume II, Section 1.5), and comments/feedback received during the scoping process. The proponent's objectives include constructing a 1,000 WTG 
facility with a nameplate capacity of 2,000 to 3,000 MW. During scoping, BLM received feedback requesting no development on Miller Hill, continued recreational 
access to public lands, and no development on public lands. The range of alternatives provides a gradated analysis addressing the geographic aspect of this 
feedback (also see GCR-8 (North Platte River)). Conservation aspects of scoping are addressed by the considerable Applicant Committed Measures (including 
conservation measures) agreed to by the proponent that are applied to all action alternatives, effectively representing a typical resource protection alternative for 
all alternatives. Additional mitigation was identified when needed based on results of the impact analysis. 

GCR-13 No Sierra Madre 

Given that the SM portion of the project area contains important wildlife 
habitat, abundant wildlife, cultural resources with national significance, 
and is exceedingly popular with hunters and other recreationists, 
Alternative 6 (Chokecherry only/No Sierra Madre development) is a 
viable alternative that certainly is desirable from the public's perspective 
and should not have been eliminated. Not developing the SM portion of 
the CCSM project would better avoid impacts to historic and scenic 
trails. We urge the BLM to include this alternative in its final analysis.  

No Sierra Madre was considered but not analyzed in detail. As explained in Volume II, Section 2.4.5, the BLM Handbook allows for various parts of separate 
alternatives that are analyzed to be "mixed and matched" to develop a complete preferred alternative as long as the reasons for doing so are explained. The 
current range of alternatives includes a gradated reduction of development in the Sierra Madre portion of the project area. Alternative 1R includes development 
across the Sierra Madre area outside of the Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area; Alternative 2 further restricts development in the Sierra Madre area to the 
checkerboard ownership pattern (no southern Sierra Madre); Alternative 3 imposes even more restrictions to no development on Miller Hill or in southern Sierra 
Madre. For each action alternative, Chokecherry was analyzed separately allowing the Decision Maker to consider that portion of the development and 
associated analyses independently. Alternative 3 considers Miller Hill and south Sierra Madre wildlife and CDNST issues. Historic trails concerns would be 
present with a Chokecherry only development alternative. For these reasons, BLM considers it unnecessary to complete a separate analysis for Chokecherry 
only. The text in Volume II, Section 2.4.5 has been expanded to include additional detail as outlined above. 

GCR-14 No Grizzly 

Although development is not precluded within the Grizzly Wildlife 
Habitat Management Area (Grizzly WHMA), we strongly oppose any 
development in this area, a crucial habitat area for several wildlife 
species, some of which are listed as species of concern. 

Additional information on the ecological site characteristics of the overlapping portion of the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly WHMA, Red-Rim Grizzly 
WHMA, and PCW’s potential turbine layout has been added to Chapter 3 of the EIS. In addition, specific impacts to resources within this overlapping area have 
been added to Chapter 4 of the EIS and discussed in relation to the goals and objectives of each WHMA. The sections of the EIS that include additional 
information on this area include Section 3.4 Land Use, Section 3.6 Range Resources, Section 3.11 Vegetation, Section 3.13 Water Resources, Section 3.14 
Wildlife and Fisheries Resources, and Section 3.15 Special Status Species.  
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GCR-15 Core Area V2  

Although the original core area boundaries have officially changed as a 
result of pressure from industry advocates, the sage grouse habitat in 
need of protection has not changed and should continue to receive 
adequate protections. BLM should continue to evaluate Alternative 5, 
which would avoid developing wind energy in greater sage-grouse core 
areas based on the earlier (version  2) of the core sage-grouse area 
map. 

BLM is managing greater sage-grouse in accordance with Wyoming BLM State Office Instruction Memorandum WY-2010-012, which is consistent with Wyoming 
Executive Order 2011-5. WY BLM greater sage-grouse Key Habitat Areas correspond to the State of Wyoming Core Population Area (Core Areas). As new 
science, information and data continue to emerge regarding Core Areas a collaborative approach was used to re-evaluate the original Core Areas resulting in the 
current definitions, Version 3. Absent substantial and compelling information, the Core Areas should not be altered for at least five (5) years. BLM will continue to 
use Core Area Version 3 as part of the NEPA analysis. 

GCR-16 Form Letter 

I urge you to consider Alternative 3 as a starting place for more 
thorough planning. I also urge you to further reduce the potential effects 
on the greater sage-grouse population by keeping all development out 
of the Sierra Madre area. Over one third of the remaining greater sage-
grouse in the world live in Wyoming, and we cannot risk blindly 
developing in some of their most important habitat. They are 
dangerously close to becoming listed as a threatened species; and, the 
natural life support system, which is tee ecosystem, cannot or should 
not be replaced.  

The CCSM project already avoids greater sage-grouse core breeding area (see Volume II, Section 2.2.1 and Appendix C, Table C-2, Summary of Applicant 
Committed Measures). There is no data indicating the necessity of precluding development outside these Core Areas.  

GCR-17 Haul Road 

The proposed haul road location is particularly problematic and would 
cross important big game habitat, the historic Overland Trail. The 
alternatives should include the consideration and analysis of a haul road 
using the existing Highway 71 corridor (Sage Creek Road) south of 
Rawlins instead. Even if allowing PCW to use Highway 71 as a haul 
road resulted in more traffic and activity on this road, it still would 
prevent the unnecessary destruction of these resources. 

In response to public comments, Alternative 2 has been modified in the FEIS to include an alternative haul road that parallels Highway 71, and resource analysis 
have been updated to disclose the effects of this option. 

GCR-18 
Temporary 

Roads 

The project proponent should use temporary roads wherever possible.  Temporary roads would not be used for this long-term energy development project. During construction roads must be constructed to safely support large, heavy 
loads. During operations roads will be partially reclaimed, but may be temporarily widened to support periodic heavy maintenance activities. Any approved action 
alternative would be optimized during final design and NEPA analysis to minimize surface disturbance. 

GCR-19 
Temporary 

Housing 

The EIS talks about not having enough housing for all the workers. 
Nothing could be further from the truth. Not only are there many hotels 
in Rawlins, but towns that are close by are also well positioned to 
support the worker housing issue. You should talk with the many hotel 
owners and managers regarding their ability to meet the needs of the 
project.  
 
The ISC will examine in detail PCW's assessment of housing needs 
during construction and operation of the project as mentioned on page 
4.8-14. If there is not enough available housing, PCW is committed to 
providing a temporary housing facility within or near the project site if 
deemed appropriate during the ISC analysis, as discussed on 
page 4.8-17. 

Considerable public interest in the subject of temporary housing availability was expressed in public comment to the DEIS, along with uncertainty in regard to 
housing demand during the time when project construction would occur. Input from local motel and RV park proprietors, of the nature suggested in the comment, 
does in fact factor into the EIS analysis because the housing assessment is based, in part, on a survey of temporary housing conducted by the Carbon County 
Visitor's Council and consideration of demand associated with other energy development and construction projects, and other seasonal and year-round demand, 
e.g., by tourists and other business travelers. Furthermore, with respect to the availability of temporary housing, the area has actual recent experience with 
insufficient temporary housing availability when demands from the oil and gas industry resulted in the development and operations of temporary workforce 
housing facilities in the Rawlins area.  
 
The magnitude of the projected needs associated with the project, particularly in years 3 through 5, coupled with the recent experience of temporary housing 
shortages and a similar finding regarding insufficient local availability reported in a housing assessment submitted by PCW, supports the conclusion in the EIS 
regarding local housing availability. At the same time, PCW has committed to provide a temporary housing facility within or near the project site if deemed 
appropriate during the ISC application hearing (PCW 2011). 
 
Section 4.8 has been revised to note PCW's commitment to provide a temporary housing facility within or near the project site if a need for such is determined 
during the Wyoming ISC application hearing. A footnote has also been added to Section 4.8 to note that the EIS does not address the potential indirect impacts 
associated with such a facility because of uncertainties associated with such a facility, e.g., size, location, and duration of operation. 
See also GCR-20 (Worker commuting).  
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GCR-20 
Worker 

Commuting 

The Draft EIS socioeconomic analysis inaccurately assumes that 
construction workers will not live outside of the Rawlins-Saratoga area. 
We have all seen firsthand that construction workers are willing to 
commute long distances for good paying jobs, many of them travel more 
than 100 miles to get to work. The housing impacts are overstated 
because the BLM has neglected to consider the strong possibility that 
workers will commute up to 100 miles (from their homes in Laramie or 
Rock Springs to the project site). 

The commenters are correct in noting that long-distance job-related commuting and work-day travel occurs in Wyoming, but are incorrect in stating that the EIS 
assumes that construction workers would not live outside the Rawlins-Saratoga area. Neither does the EIS assume that workers won't commute 100 miles or 
even further. What the assessment in the EIS does assume, is that as many as 38 percent of all project-related jobs (a higher percentage than has been 
common for recent wind energy projects permitted by the Wyoming ISC) would be filled by residents of the local community or those willing to commute from 
their existing place of residence, wherever that might be. Even allowing for such commuting, the housing assessment concludes that the available supply of 
temporary housing in the local Rawlins/Saratoga/Wamsutter market is inadequate to meet the expected project-related demands in years 3 through 5, given a 
preference by most workers to live closer to their worksites and avoid the travel time and out of pocket costs associated with commuting -- approximately 60 
hours of travel time, 4,500 miles of driving and more than $2,000 in costs per month, per commuting vehicle, associated with housing in either Laramie or 
Rawlins. That fundamental conclusion regarding insufficient local availability is entirely consistent with that in a housing assessment submitted by PCW 
(PCW 2011), even as PCW's analysis understates foreseeable demand by overlooking the incremental demand attributable to secondary jobs.  
 
Following further review, including consideration of the revisions in PCW's POD, the BLM maintains that the conclusions of the housing assessment are 
reasonable, but also notes that the subject would be addressed again as part of the Wyoming ISC permit application process. 
 
The text in Section 4.8 has been revised to acknowledge that long-distance commuting does occur between relatively distant communities in Wyoming and that 
some long-distance commuting is likely in conjunction with the project. The revised text also notes that such commuting would involve substantial time and costs 
for workers who choose to do so, and is sub-optimal for many workers and the affected communities. 
 
See also GCR-19 (Temporary Housing).  

GCR-21 
Bat avian 
Impacts 

Direct and indirect impacts to eagles, bats, and other avian species are 
overstated /understated. The assumptions used in the analysis should 
be modified based on better information. More thorough baseline data 
should be used in creating the assumptions used in the analysis. 

PCW is preparing an Avian Protection Plan (APP) and eagle conservation plan in conjunction with the BLM, USFWS, and WGFD. Extensive avian surveys are 
being conducted to assist in developing these plans and the final plans will need approval from the USFWS. The plans will entail avoiding any areas deemed 
high risk to eagles or other birds when siting turbines as well as other measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to eagles, raptors, and other birds. 

GCR-22 
WY Pocket 

Gopher 

The BLM's analysis on occurrences of Wyoming pocket gopher is 
deficient inasmuch as it ignores readily available material documenting 
not just probable habitat (displayed on Figure 3.15-2 of the DEIS) but 
also known occurrences in and near the project area. 

The EIS identifies the lack of information relating to the Wyoming pocket gopher and recognizes that the entire application area contains suitable habitat for this 
species. A WYNDD data request was obtained at the onset of this process. Furthermore, a predictive model prepared by WYNDD was used to analyze the 
potential impacts resulting from each alternative. Mitigation measures were included in the EIS that include requirements to conduct presence/absences surveys 
in suitable habitat prior to construction. Following the guidance provided in BLM 2009f, potential impacts to Wyoming pocket gophers would be reduced or 
avoided. 

GCR-23 
Bat Protection 

Plan 

Recent research has demonstrated that raising turbine cut-in speed (the 
lowest wind speed at which turbines begin to spin and produce power) 
from the manufactured cut-in speed (usually 3.5-4.0 m/s) to 5.5 m/s can 
reduce bat fatalities by more than 50 percent (Baerwald et al. 2009), 
with one study demonstrating reductions in average nightly bat fatalities 
up to 92 percent, with only marginal annual power loss (Arnett et al. 
2011).  The BLM should further define the extent of the bat populations 
and perform a Population Viability Analysis on bat species to be 
affected by this project to determine whether the project will in fact 
extirpate local bat populations over time due to attrition from turbine 
related mortality. 

PCW is preparing a Bat Protection Plan (BPP) in conjunction with the BLM, USFWS, and WGFD (stated in section 4.14.3.3). The plan will entail avoiding any 
areas deemed high risk to bats when siting turbines as well as other measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate impacts to bats. Several studies have shown that 
bat mortality can be significantly reduced by curtailing turbines during low wind speed nights. This measure will be examined in the BPP if bat mortalities exceed 
certain thresholds agreed to by regulatory agencies to minimize impacts. The affected bat population is expected to be primarily composed of hoary and silver-
haired bats migrating through the area in the fall. These populations come from an expansive area in the northern U.S. and Canada, and marking enough of 
these individuals to estimate populations is not feasible as is it not possible to obtain a sufficient sample of recaptured bats to estimate population sizes. 

 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Final EIS Appendix M M.2-1 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-2 Volume I Comment Responses 
Primary Comment 

Category 
Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

NEPA Process 0200-001 Addressing VRM within the 30 mile radius around the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre project 
separate from the remainder of the Rawlins Field Office area will not insure consistency 
across the Rawlins Field Office area and within the Rawlins RMP. For consistency, we feel 
that all of the VRM for the Rawlins Field Office should be addressed in the same document.  

Please see the response for GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 

  We feel that proper planning is extremely important to developing a well thought out VRM 
document that addresses all of the appropriate resource issues required by the NEPA 
process. There are numerous issues that have not been addressed. The SER Conservation 
District requests that the VRM Document be redone as a part of the entire Rawlins Field 
Office VRM Amendment to the Resource Management Plan, given the inadequacy of the 
Subject VRM Document in meeting the requirements of the NEPA process, and to have 
continuity across the Rawlins Field Office area. 

Please see the response for GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA).  

NEPA Process 0200-002 Addressing VRM within the 30 mile radius around the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre project 
separate from the remainder of the Rawlins Field Office area will not insure consistency 
across the Rawlins Field Office area and within the Rawlins RMP. For consistency, we feel 
that all of the VRM for the Rawlins Field Office should be addressed in the same document. 

Please see the response for GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 

NEPA Process 0202-001 We will comment on the need for consistency in a yet to be completed Rawlins Field Office 
(RFO) area-wide Visual Resource Management Plan Amendment. Our concern for 
consistency Is that the methodology to create the "mini VRM RMP amendment" will be hard 
to replicate In the RFO area-wide RMP VRM amendment due to the percentages used to 
base the alternatives in the VRM-targeted plan amendment (mini VRM RMP amendment). 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 

NEPA Process 0202-002 We believe that the VRM amendment was meant to be done at the Field Office level Instead 
of at the Project level. We also believe that Alternative 1 of the Draft Visual Resource 
Management Plan Amendment is based upon a false premise in that it will be legally 
Impossible for the BLM to keep VRM classes as they are designated in the Rawlins RMP 
(2008b) until they are updated and/or changed by a VRM-targeted plan amendment-the 
very process we believe should take place. We also believe that the BLM has initiated the 
VRM plan amendment process by completing the Visual Resource Inventory (VRI-Otak, 
2011) and then using that inventory as the basis to conduct the "mini Plan Amendment". As 
a Cooperating Agency our belief is that the VRM Plan Amendment should be conducted for 
the RFO. In effect the CSMWEP is and will be forever tiered to the specific Rawlins RMP 
VRM Plan Amendment for a small piece of the RFO. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA) and GCR-4 (VRI Ratings 
Consistency). 

NEPA Process 0205-001 Based upon our review of the Draft EIS and VRM Plan Amendment, we are rating this 
document as ''Lack of Objections" (LO). The "LO" rating indicates that our review has not 
identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the 
proposed plan amendment. Our comments on the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind 
Energy Project Draft EIS are submitted under separate cover. 

Comment noted. 
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NEPA Process 0304-0016 The Plan Amendment NEPA document references a Visual Resource Inventory document 
completed by Otak, Inc. in 2011. DEIS Volume I at 1-3. This Visual Resource Inventory 
contains critical baseline information on visual resources in the proposed plan amendment 
area, yet its findings are not presented in the DEIS for public review or agency 
consideration. Exclusion of this fundamentally basic baseline information on the very 
resource that the Plan Amendment is designed to manage is an egregious violation of 
NEPA's baseline information requirements. 

Please see the response to GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency) and GCR-3 (VRI 
Information). 

NEPA Process 0308-002 Section 2.2 Development of Alternatives: In Bullet 7 under this section, the document states 
that BLM used the existing law, regulations and BLM policy to develop the alternatives. This 
is not the case. It is apparent that in the evaluation of the DEIS is that the 2009 
Comprehensive Plan Direction for the CDNST was not utilized in the development of the 
four alternatives, and therefore these alternatives are not based in the most current direction 
provided for resources in the planning or project area. Section 2.2.4 Management Actions 
Common to all Alternatives Again, because the 2009 Comprehensive Plan was not utilized, 
this evaluation is not consistent nor conforming with current direction for the management or 
treatment of the CDNST in the Rawlins RMP, or the amendment of the VRM for the project 
area. Furthermore, the CDNST is not even mentioned as a special management area or 
resource in this section and is omitted in the bullet that discusses the treatment of National 
Historic Trails in the project Area. This glaring omission again does not conform to current 
direction for the Management of the CDNST. 

Text was added to Volume 1, Section 2.2.4 
to acknowledge information updated since 
the 2008 Rawlins RMP including the correct 
alignment of the CDNST and the 2009 
CDNST Comprehensive Plan and its policies 
regarding visual resource management and 
private rights-of-way. 

NEPA Process 0313-005 It is black letter National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and administrative law that an 
analysis cannot simply support a preconceived decision. Any such analysis is legally flawed 
and is illegal. Yet it appears that a decision to authorize the CCSM project has already been 
made and the only purpose of the VRM analysis seems to be to facilitate that pre-ordained 
decision. That is legally untenable and will not withstand legal challenge. 

The Draft Plan Amendment EIS was 
prepared in accordance with FLPMA and 
NEPA and provided for a 90-day public 
review and comment period. A record of 
decision will not be issued until after the 
release of the Proposed Plan and Final EIS, 
and associated public protest period in 
accordance with FLPMA and NEPA after 
consideration of public input. While the plan 
amendment is being done concurrently with 
the CCSM project, the two efforts are 
provided as two separate volumes to ensure 
that there is no overlap and a stand-alone 
analysis is provided for each action. The BLM 
will be issuing two RODs, independent of the 
decisions approved in the other volume.  
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NEPA Process 0476-005 The VRM Plan Amendment states at p. 3-1 that air quality, paleontology, socioeconomics, 
soils, wild horses, and wildlife and fish would not be affected by the VRM class alternatives 
in the Decision Area so they are not discussed further and the public is referred to the 
Rawlins RMP FEIS for a general discussion of those resources. While TWE agrees that 
tiering to the RMP FEIS is appropriate, it is not clear why BLM has concluded that these 
listed resources would not be affected by the VRM class alternatives and it seems possible 
that at least some of those resources could be affected by the selection of a particular 
alternative under the draft Amendment. For example, it would seem that Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 would have differing effects on socioeconomics because Alternative 2 would 
allow more wind and other energy development, with associated jobs and tax revenues, 
while Alternative 3 would allow less of that type of development. Similarly, because the 
DEIS does not discuss impacts on wildlife and fish, there is no discussion of the sage-
grouse core management areas established under Wyoming's core management area 
policy, even though Section 4.15 mentions that policy in the analysis of cumulative impacts 
and even though one of the issues identified through public scoping on the VRM Plan 
Amendment is special status species management (see p. 1-11). TWE recommends that 
the FEIS on the VRM Plan Amendment contain an explanation for why the listed resources 
would not be affected by the VRM class alternatives. TWE agrees that the VRM Plan 
Amendment is programmatic in nature and would not result in direct impacts (p. 4-2) and, in 
addition, that further NEPA analysis will be conducted at such time as proposals for actions 
within the Decision Area are made. 

Please see the response to GCR-9 
(Resource Analysis Incorporated by 
Reference).  
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NEPA Process 0477-006 The VRM Plan Amendment states on p. 3-1 that air quality, paleontology, socioeconomics, 
soils, wild horses, and wildlife and fish would not be affected by the VRM class alternatives 
in the Decision Area so they are not discussed further and the public is referred to the 
Rawlins RMP FEIS for a general discussion of those resources. While PCW agrees that 
tiering to the RMP FEIS is appropriate, it is not clear why BLM has concluded that these 
listed resources would not be affected by the VRM class alternatives and it seems possible 
that at least some of those resources could be affected by the selection of a particular 
alternative under the draft Amendment. For example, it would seem that Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3 would have differing effects on socioeconomics because Alternative 2 would 
allow more wind and other energy development, with associated jobs and tax revenues, 
while Alternative 3 would allow less of that kind of development. Similarly, because the DEIS 
does not discuss impacts on wildlife and fish, there is no discussion of the sage grouse core 
management areas established under Wyoming's core management area policy, even 
though Section 4.15 mentions that policy in the analysis of cumulative impacts and even 
though one of the issues identified through public scoping on the VRM Plan Amendment is 
special status species management (see p. 1-11). PCW recommends that the FEIS on the 
VRM Plan Amendment contain an explanation for why the listed resources would not be 
affected by the VRM class alternatives. PCW agrees that the VRM Plan Amendment is 
programmatic in nature and would not result in direct impacts (p. 4-2) and, in addition, that 
further NEPA analysis will be conducted at such time as proposals for actions within the 
Decision Area are made. 

Please see the response to GCR-9 
(Resource Analysis Incorporated by 
Reference).  

NEPA Process 0483-001 The alternatives presented in the Draft VRM Plan Amendment are not consistent with and 
do not reflect the VRI Sensitivity level Ratings on Figure 3.12-3 in the Project Draft EIS and 
Figure 3-5 in the Draft VRM Plan Amendment. This includes the Walcott, Elk Mountain, and 
Saratoga area in addition to the area south of Rawlins nearly to Dixon and the area from 
Highway 789 east to Elk Mountain and the Medicine Bow-Routt National Forest boundary. 
The alternatives presented do not reflect the Scenic Quality level Ratings for the 
Chokecherry Project area. Highway 71 and Highway 130 between Walcott Junction and the 
Colorado border on the south and Encampment on the west should have visual protection 
based on the Sensitivity level Ratings. 

Please see the response to GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency). 

NEPA Process 0483-005 According to the DEIS, the BLM preferred alternative meets the goals of the Carbon County 
land use plan. We should be looking at the proposed VRM for the entire Rawlins Field Office 
Area. We must evaluate the pros and cons of VRM classifications across Carbon County 
and consider if and where wind development melds with existing land use priorities. Only 
then can we adequately and consistently address the long-term impacts to Carbon County. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 
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NEPA Process 0483-007 The draft VRM Plan Amendment needs to visually address Carbon County as a whole. The 
Draft VRM Plan Amendment alternatives cover significant checkerboard land. While the 
VRM applies to public land, the impacts (visual and economic) to adjacent private lands, 
both inside and outside the checkerboard, must be addressed. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA) and GCR-5 (Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-0010 The Overland Trail should have some visual protection. The preferred alternative offers no 
visual protection. 

Please see the response for GCR-7 
(Overland Trail). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-0011 National Forest lands should be buffered from wind development. The preferred alternative 
offers no buffer between the VRM IV designation and the Forest. 

This comment is incorrect. The BLM 
preferred alternative in the DEIS was 
identified as Alternative 4. In Alternative 4, 
there are no VRM Class IV designations 
proposed adjacent to the Medicine Bow-
Routt National Forest boundaries. Proposed 
VRM designations along the forest 
boundaries are primarily Class II, which 
provides a fairly high level of visual resource 
protection. Alternative 2 (emphasis on 
development of resources) is the only 
alternative that provides anything less than 
VRM Class II adjacent to the forest boundary.  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-0012 The alternatives maps should show land ownership. While VRM only applies to public lands, 
consistency of VRM management is better 
displayed across the entire field office area. 
Alternative maps included in this document 
are consistent with maps used in RMP efforts 
for other BLM Field Offices, including Lander 
and Rock Springs.  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-0013 Greater sage-grouse revisions for the Rawlins RMP are not final and should be considered 
as part of the Visual Resources Inventory prior to designating VRM classes in the project 
area. Greater sage-grouse core areas should be VRM class I or II. 

The VRI does not consider wildlife protection 
or wildlife habitat as part of the inventory 
because the intent of the inventory is to 
document scenic quality. VRM is not the 
appropriate management tool for greater 
sage-grouse protection. See response to 
GCR-4 (VRI Ratings Consistency) for an 
explanation of the intent and use of the VRI 
and VRM classes, and GCR-15 (Core Area 
V2) for a description of greater sage-grouse 
management. 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-0015 The Project only considers a 30 mile radius for visual. In Carbon County you can usually 
see over 30 miles on a clear day. This needs to be considered when developing 
alternatives. 

Please see response to GCR-2 (Turbine 
Visibility).  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-0016 The Platte River is a "Special Recreation Management Area," as identified in the Rawlins 
RMP, and the pristine visual experience, expected by recreationists, will be interrupted by 
the vision of turbines. The Draft VRM Plan Amendment states that "Within the North Platte 
River SRMA, surface disturbing activities on public lands within 0.25 mile on either side of 
the river will be intensively managed to maintain the quality of the visual resource." It also 
states that "there are some existing visual resource designations and decisions within the 
Decision Area that will not be revisited as part of the VRM Plan Amendment and will apply 
to all alternatives considered." Considering the height of a turbine and the Project's proximity 
to the river, we feel that 0.25 mile on either side of the river is not a sufficient distance to 
protect the viewshed. We feel that this should be revisited in consideration of the potential 
for wind turbines near the river. The height to the tip of a turbine blade is roughly 450 feet. I 
doubt that this was considered when the 0.25 mile distance was set. 

Please see the response to GCR-8 
(North Platte River). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-004 The VRI Sensitivity Level Ratings on Figure 3.12-3 in the Project Draft EIS and Figure 3-5 in 
the Draft VRM Plan Amendment do not reflect the alternatives presented in the Draft VRM 
Plan Amendment. 

Please see the response for GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-006 The Visual Resources Inventory does not support the preferred alternative or the other 
alternatives. Conservation easements in Elk Mountain area were not considered in 
development of the Visual Resources Inventory (VRI) or the VRM alternatives. Highways 71 
and 130 should have some visual protection. They are not included in the inventory 

Please see the response for GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency) and GCR-6 (Elk 
Mountain). Both highways 71 and 130 are in 
areas of checkerboard and fragmented 
landownership; please see the response for 
GCR-5 (Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0200-009 Considering that the Project is in the checkerboard, we do not feel that what is done on 
private land should be the driving force in determining VRM designations or actions allowed 
on public land. It appears that since Power Company of Wyoming is proposing a project in 
the checkerboard, the public lands are being designated with a VRM class that meets the 
desires of the project instead of the decision being based on resource impacts. 

Please see the response for GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0203-001 Elk Mountain is a visual landmark in Carbon County. It is our belief that Conservation 
Easements existing in the Elk Mountain Area, including those found in Carbon County Land 
Records Book 971 Page 236, were not considered in the development of the VRM Plan. We 
believe that the Elk Mountain Area itself should be maintained as VRM Class II, as identified 
in the existing Alternative I. 

Please see the response to GCR-6 (Elk 
Mountain).  
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0203-002 Alternative IV, the preferred alternative, also shows the area east of Hwy. 130 and north of 
Saratoga as it approaches Elk Mountain to be designated as VRM Class IV. We would 
suggest that due to the importance to tourism of this highway serving as Carbon County's 
gateway to multiple recreation areas, that this limited area also be maintained as VRM 
Class III, also as shown in Alternative I of the VRM Plan. It may be beneficial to consider 
expanding this designation slightly to the west of Hwy. 130 as well, thus protecting the 
viewshed on both sides of the roadway. We would suggest that the VRM Class III 
designation be extended to the west to the North Platte River corridor. This would protect 
the scenic attributes of Hwy. 130 without impacting the project area. 

Please see the response to GCR-6 (Elk 
Mountain).  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0203-003 The area along both sides of the North Platte River, identified as a "Special Recreation 
Management Area" in the Rawlins RMP is an important recreational attraction for both locals 
and visitors. Our understanding is that a .25 mile buffer zone has been proposed along this 
corridor. We also understand that PCW intends to not develop within 1 mile of this corridor. 
Due to the importance of the visual quality of the river corridor to the local economy we 
would propose that a wider VRM Class II designation be considered. In so doing the BLM 
would protect the corridor from future developers of other projects who might not be willing 
to abide by PCW's voluntary 1 mile election. 

Please see the response to GCR-8 (North 
Platte River). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0203-005 Highway 70 from Baggs to Savory has recently been the subject of a scenic byway 
designation request. Alternative 4 protects the area to the south of the highway with a VRM 
Class III designation. We would suggest a similar limited buffer zone be established to the 
north side of this highway in this limited area, also with a VRM Class III designation, in order 
to protect this scenic byway designation. 

The area in question consists primarily of 
private land. While there are a few scattered 
sections of public land north of Highway 70 in 
this area, BLM management of visual 
resources would have very limited, if any, 
influence on the scenic views from this 
highway. However, the BLM has modified the 
Proposed Plan Amendment in the FEIS to 
include a VRM Class III designation north of 
the highway in this area in response to this 
comment. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Final EIS Appendix M M.2-8 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-2 Volume I Comment Responses 
Primary Comment 

Category 
Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0208-001 However we have the following concerns and wonder if you could work with the developer 
to protect the following views as best as possible: Views of Elk Mountain from Rawlins; 
Views south of Rawlins from the Wind Generation Towers and High voltage transmission 
lines; Views from the Continental Divide National Trail; Views from the Overland Trail -while 
CCSM proposes to set back development considerably from the section of the Overland 
Trail that passes through their property, are there similar setbacks provided for this historic 
resource in other parts of the Carbon County? Currently, the Draft Visual Resource 
Management Plan's preferred Alternative (Alternative 4) as described in Figure 2-5 includes 
the Overland Trail in the Class IV VRM area, which seems inconsistent with how the 
resource is being treated by CCSM and should be by others in the decision area for the 
VRM plan. 

Please see the responses to GCR-3 (VRI 
Information), GCR-4 (VRI Ratings 
Consistency), GCR-5 (Checkerboard), 
GCR-6 (Elk Mountain), GCR-11 (CDNST), 
and GCR-7 (Overland Trail). Based on public 
comments, the BLM has made some 
adjustments to the Proposed Plan 
Amendment in the FEIS.  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0209-002 We see the plan amendment, as conducted, being unsound due to limited scoping. We 
realize it is specific to the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind Energy Project and that a 
partial buffer has been used in the analysis. Even with using the partial buffer we do not see 
the "Planning Area" as being appropriate or adequate for analysis of the visual resources. 
We believe it should be done only on the entire RMP and not limited to a specific project 
area. Similarly, even if this approach were acceptable to us, the "Decision Area" should be 
the same as the "Planning Area" in which they are not in this proposed plan amendment. 

Please see the response for GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). As discussed in Volume I 
Chapter 1, a 60-day scoping period began on 
July 25, 2008 with the publication of the 
Notice of Intent (NOI). The NOI specifically 
stated that the NOI action included "(2) 
announce a proposed EIS to amend the 
Rawlins Resource Management Plan" (the 
NOI is publicly available here: 
http://www.blm.gov/wy/st/en/info/NEPA/docu
ments/rfo/Chokecherry.html). Information 
related to a potential plan amendment and 
visual resources gathered during the scoping 
period as well as visual resource-related 
information generated during 2008 RMP was 
used in development of the VRM plan 
amendment. 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0209-003 None of the alternatives are adequately designed to provide for both protection of the 
resources, as well as development of the resources. We believe this is due to several 
reasons. The first being inadequate resource inventory. For example: a) Conservation 
Easements held by private landowners have not been inventoried and analyzed; b) 
Designated Scenic By-ways have not been fully inventoried, including highways and county 
roads; c) Tourism and recreational opportunities such as designated campgrounds, 
monuments, historic trails, and blue ribbon fisheries are not fully considered. We are of the 
opinion that tourism is very important to Carbon County and Wyoming economies and will 
generate far more revenue over time than proposed wind energy facilities. This is based on 
our own experience of the multiple, existing wind farms, already in Carbon County. Though 
changes to tax laws/regulations in the state are cited as making the difference in the future, 
these are not permanent. 

Please see the response to GCR-3 (VRI 
Information) and GCR-4 (VRI Ratings 
Consistency). The BLM used the most 
current information available as well as any 
information that was provided by cooperating 
agencies before public release of the draft 
plan amendment and DEIS. The BLM has 
considered any additional information 
provided as part of the DEIS public comment 
period. Although impacts to recreation were 
addressed in Volume I, Section 4.9, 
additional impact discussion focused on 
general "tourism" has been incorporated in 
the Final EIS. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0209-004 Socioeconomic factors have not been fully analyzed such as population and demographics, 
affect to housing markets, social condition and trends, etc. We would encourage 
consideration be given to studies as presented by the UW Ruckelshaus Institute (''Wind 
Energy and Scenic Considerations Workshop Report", August 2009) 

Please see the response to GCR-9 
(Resource Analysis Incorporated by 
Reference).  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0209-005 The current alternatives do not adequately consider "Lands and Realty", even as stated 
within the document: "Land uses that offer nature/landscapes and open space, such as 
agriculture, contribute to high value Class I VRI ratings, whereas large modifications to the 
landscape, such as infrastructure development, contribute to low value Class IV ratings" 
(3.5) 

Since this plan amendment amends VRM 
decisions and tiers to information in the 2008 
RMP, the structure of decisions is consistent 
between the two documents. As discussed in 
Section 2.1, the range of alternatives follows 
the same alternative themes used to develop 
the 2008 RMP. As discussed in 
Section 2.2.1, lands and realty issues 
including landownership as well as utility and 
wind energy rights-of-way were considered in 
alternatives development. The quoted 
excerpt from Section 3.5 describes how VRI 
ratings were assigned with regard to lands 
and realty. The VRI classes were used as the 
visual resource baseline for alternatives 
development, see response to GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency). 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0209-006 Important scenic views associated with the Elk Mountain Area are not sufficiently met by 
any of the proposed alternatives. It is our opinion that a large portion of the area should be a 
Class I, buffered by sufficient Class II in order to protect the Class I designation. This area is 
iconic to the state of Wyoming. 

Please see the response to GCR-6 (Elk 
Mountain).  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0209-007 The VRM needs to be treated as a separate EIS process, and not tied to another "project's" 
EIS. Otherwise, as in this case, the impression is that it is fully tied to Chokecherry/ Sierra 
project and thus "pre-decisional". This does not allow the public to consider the VRM as a 
standalone NEPA process. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0209-008 It is our understanding of the VRM class designation that by definition a person should not 
see the effect of a Class IV from a Class I. For this reason alternatives should be designed 
to preserve indefinitely Class I and II areas. It seems reasonable that with each new RMP 
revision that Class III and IV areas will drastically increase due to the build out effects of 
projects. Thus in a matter of one or two RMP revisions Class I and II areas, would become 
effectively obsolete. We recommend that an appropriate alternative be designed to meet 
this need, and thus prevent a "creep" effect from these developments. Our recommendation 
would be that there are no Class IV designations aside from existing infrastructure 
(developed areas) and that wind energy developments, be designed and built to meet the 
definition of Class III. 

The viewshed from a VRM Class I or II is not 
protected by that VRM Class I or II 
designation nor is there a real or implied 
buffer around any VRM class designation. 
BLM’s VRM system provides a process to 
identify and evaluate scenic values to 
determine the appropriate levels of 
management. It also provides a process to 
analyze potential visual impacts and apply 
visual design techniques to ensure that 
surface-disturbing activities are in harmony 
with their surroundings. However, BLM’s 
VRM system is not a classification intended 
to "preserve areas indefinitely". If an area 
contains important values that should be 
"preserved", a more appropriate 
management tool would be through a special 
designation, such as an ACEC. An example 
of this is that VRM Class I designations are 
typically only given to areas that can be 
managed as such, such as WSAs because 
management of the WSA designation 
prevents most development that would 
conflict with VRM Class I. VRM management 
is not intended to prevent development, but 
rather to "to ensure that surface-disturbing 
activities are in harmony with their 
surroundings". In developing the VRM 
alternatives, the BLM considered the existing 
environment and the influence of decisions in  



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Final EIS Appendix M M.2-11 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-2 Volume I Comment Responses 
Primary Comment 

Category 
Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 
(continued) 

0209-008 
(continued) 

 the Rawlins RMP, including existing mineral 
potential and mineral leases, high wind 
potential and existing wind development 
applications, ROW corridors and ROW 
applications, and other external factors 
including resource or area restrictions. 
Regarding mitigation of visual impacts of 
wind energy projects, the BLM will mitigate 
visual impacts on a project-specific basis to 
the extent practicable and feasible through 
site-specific NEPA approvals. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0211-006 Finally, regarding the "Draft Visual Resource Management Plan Amendment DEIS," the 
BLM should choose an alternative that provides a proper balance between resource 
conservation and energy development, and that ensures the Governor's transmission 
corridors allow for the responsible and necessary development of transmission systems to 
support both interstate export of electricity and future local energy demands. 

Thank you for your comment. The BLM has 
made some adjustments to the Proposed 
Plan Amendment in the FEIS as a result of 
public comments received on the draft.  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0212-001 The VRM Plan Amendment to the Rawlins' Resource Management Plan will affect more 
than wind development decisions. This point could easily be overlooked because the two 
drafts (the Draft VRM and DEIS) are literally bound together. I request that the BLM 
separate the two documents when the final documents are distributed. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0212-002 I believe the North Platte River floodplain should maintain its Class II designation subject to 
an exception which I explain in detail later in this letter. 

Please see the response to GCR-8 (North 
Platte River). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0212-003 The area south of I-80 will not achieve the BLM's multiple-use mission or provide 
landowners maximum flexibility to utilize their land to its highest and most productive use 
unless it receives a VRM Class IV classification. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the 
response to GCR-5 (Checkerboard). 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0212-004 The Draft VRM baseline information used to develop alternatives (Section 2.2.1. p. 2-5) 
does not include coal or other leasable minerals. It appears the BLM did not adequately 
consider coal and other leasable minerals in its analysis. This oversight needs to be 
addressed in the final VRM Plan Amendment. Opportunities for the development of these 
resources should not be precluded because of a lack of analysis. 

As part of the plan amendment process, the 
BLM sent out a call for coal data and 
considered information received as part of 
this process (see Section 1.9.2). 
Section 1.9.2 also discloses that there is no 
known development potential for other 
leasable minerals in the Decision Area. All 
relevant baseline information for all resources 
discussed in Chapter 3 including coal and 
other leasable minerals (as discussed in 
Volume I Section 3.7) was considered in the 
VRM class alternatives as discussed in 
Section 2.2.1. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0212-005 I am unable to support the alternative as drafted. Clearly. I cannot support any alternative 
that does not meet either the BLM's multiple-use mission or a county land use plan. The 
Draft VRM Plan Amendment states (Sections 4.5.1, 4.5.2, and 4.5.3, pp. 4-7 and 4-8) that 
Alternatives 1, 2. and 3: " ... would not provide a balanced approach to meeting BLM's 
multiple-use mission on public lands as well as the goals of the Carbon County land use 
plan in achieving a sustainable balance between energy development, ranching, scenic 
areas, and wildlife habitat on private lands.'' 

Thank you for your comment. This 
information was considered in BLM's 
selection of the Proposed Plan Amendment 
in the FEIS, which was determined to meet 
the stated goals of the Carbon County land 
use plan. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0212-006 The draft in Class Ill areas allows resource development. However, development, 
particularly of wind, is unlikely because the visibility of towers is a factor without realistic 
mitigation alternatives. The Draft VRM Section 4.5.1 (p. 4-7) reads: "Opportunities for wind 
energy development would potentially be limited on nearly 100 percent of areas classified 
as having high wind potential within the Decision Area if adequate mitigation measures 
could not be employed to ensure that developments conformed to VRM class objectives.'' 
Section 4.7.1 (p. 4-9) states: "VRM Class III areas affect the placement of facilities 
associated with minerals exploration and development activities on public lands and would 
exert a definite influence on finding acceptable locations where development might occur, 
as well as the size and coloration of facilities, depending on the visual class and location." 
These statements lead me to believe that although development of wind is technically 
allowable under Class III, actual development is not realistic. Development would only be a 
practical reality in Class IV areas. 

The assessment presented in this comment 
is largely correct. While VRM Class III in itself 
does not preclude wind energy development, 
current professional judgment indicates that 
known current technology generally does not 
provide for adequate mitigation to allow 
commercial-scale wind development in Class 
III areas. However, if a project were proposed 
where visual impacts could be mitigated or 
adequate mitigation is developed in the 
future, it is possible that wind energy 
development may be determined to be 
compatible with VRM Class III. 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0213-002 The purpose and need section of the DEIS needs to address the 2009 CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan as significant new information, and identify the need to apply the 
CDNST direction to this RMP amendment. The CDNST direction is within the scope of the 
DEIS due to potential direct and cumulative impacts of the proposed change to the Visual 
Resource Management direction. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0213-003 The amended RMP should address CDNST integration needs by establishing revised 
Special Recreation Management Area (SRMA) direction following the guidance in IM No. 
2011-004. I would appreciate your consideration of the guidance outlined in the CDNST 
SRMA attachment in the development of the Rawlins RMP direction. 

Changes to the CDNST SRMA management 
direction found in the Rawlins RMP/ROD are 
out of scope for the targeted VRM 
amendment of this project.  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0213-004 The DEIS clearly describes impacts to the CDNST. For example, Chapter 4, Section 9.4 
states, "All of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail SRMA would be within designated 
VRM Class III and IV areas, possibly allowing for more landscape altering activities and 
visual intrusions that would disrupt recreation uses and the recreational setting." 
Establishing management direction that allowed such impacts may be inconsistent with the 
2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0213-005 The EIS needs to assess and disclose whether the proposed changes to the Visual 
Resource Management objectives could lead to developments (other uses) that would 
substantially interfere with the nature and purposes of the CDNST. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST).  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0213-006 The established CDNST location needs to be addressed in the RMP amendment. Data in 
the form of a shape file of this location is attached. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST).  
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0302-001 Generally, we support changes to the current Visual Resource Management class 
designations would fall between Alternatives 3 and 4 in the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS). Specifically, we support maintaining Class II designations as described in 
Alternative 3. We support maintaining Class III designations south of the historic Overland 
Trail as described in Alternative 3, except we believe Class III designation should extend 
eastward in the Sierra Madre unit to correspond with WY Highway 71/ County Road 401. 
North of the Overland Trail, we support Class III designation along the southern boundary of 
the Chokecherry unit as described in Alternative 3, and then extending westward parallel but 
about five miles north of the Overland Trail. East of the North Platte River, we support 
maintaining a five-mile buffer north and south of the Overland Trail in Class III designation, 
with the remaining area designated as Class IV. According to the DEIS (2-11), the Visual 
Resource Inventory classes identified by Otak, Inc. (2011) formed the major baseline for 
Alternative 3, with minor modifications. The modifications we suggest would better protect 
important visual resources in areas of high scenic, recreational, and cultural value. In the 
Sierra Madre unit, the area west of County Road 401 is or is adjacent to and within sight of 
large areas of contiguous federal land management, which is highly valued for scenic and 
recreational values. Areas adjacent to the historic Overland Trail have high cultural resource 
values, which should not be diminished simply because of the Trail's route across the 
checkerboard land ownership area. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the 
response to GCR-4 (VRI Ratings 
Consistency) and GCR-5 (Checkerboard). 
Based on public comments, the BLM has 
made some adjustments to the Proposed 
Plan Amendment in the FEIS. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0010 BLM argues for Class IV in the checkerboard in part due to a lack of visitor access to some 
parts of it. However, all lands in the proposed RMP amendment were found to be in the 
foreground/middleground zone (DEIS Volume I at 3-13), meaning that they are quite visible 
from travel routes, presumably travel routes with legal public access. Thus, the visual 
resources throughout the checkerboard are being enjoyed by the public today from legal 
public access routes, and the visual resources need to be managed accordingly. 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0011 This area proposed for VRM Class IV includes a number of features valued by the public for 
their scenic value. Included are the foreground lands around Elk Mountain (and Elk 
Mountain itself); according to local oral tradition, Interstate 80 was relocated from Rock 
River to its current alignment specifically at the behest of First Lady Mamie Eisenhower 
because she wanted everyone traveling along the Interstate to enjoy the scenic beauty of 
Elk Mountain. This is an area rated as having the highest level of scenic quality and the 
highest level of sensitivity in the plan amendment area. See DEIS V.I at 3-14 and 3-15. Are 
motorists along this route to enjoy a viewshed of industrial devastation if BLM's preferred 
VRM classification gets implemented as written? Elk Mountain and its scenic foreground 
should be managed as VRM Class II. 

Please see the response to GCR-6 (Elk 
Mountain). 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0012 In addition, much of the routing of the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (and SRMA) 
runs through the area to be converted from VRM Class III to IV; it is clear that VRM Class II, 
not IV, is the appropriate level of protection for visual resources for a National Scenic trail. 
The Cherokee and Overland historic trails run through lands proposed for VRM Class IV, 
which is unacceptable. The Atlantic Rim is a scenic feature itself, and this feature and its 
foreground as seen from the Interstate deserve at least VRM Class Ill. The North Platte 
River SRMA also runs through the VRM Class IV area and is popular with boaters and 
anglers. VRM Class II is not consistent with RMP direction regarding maintaining scenery 
for the SRMA. The entire Atlantic Rim area and the foothills of the Sierra Madre are 
important areas for recreational hunting, and should not be allowed to have a VRM 
designation any less restrictive than VRM Class III. 

Please see the responses to GCR-11 
(CDNST), GCR-7 (Overland Trail), GCR-8 
(North Platte River), and GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0013 State Highway 71 is a scenic drive connecting to Aspen Alley, with scenic features along the 
way like Chokecherry Knob, Miller Hill, and Sheep Mountain along the way, as well as 
reservoirs that offer important settings for local recreation; these areas cannot legitimately 
be designated as VRM Class IV. The Wild Horse Butte Road is also a popular scenic drive 
in the southwestern end of the planning area, but is slated for VRM Class IV under BLM' s 
Preferred Alternative, a much too permissive designation. This scenic route should also be 
managed as VRM Class II. 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0014 The Overland and Cherokee Historic Trails run through lands proposed to be designated 
Class IV; these are National Register of Historic Places features, and as such the BLM has 
an affirmative duty to protect not just the Trails but their settings as well, which means that 
VRM Class II is the most permissive VRM class that should be allowed within the viewshed 
of these trails. The Lander RMP revision proposes a 3-mile NSO buffer around historic trails 
plus a CSU buffer going out to 5 miles from the trails, within which all facilities, access 
roads, and related intrusions must be sited so as to be invisible from the trail. BLM should 
apply a VRM class that reflects this for the buffer area within 5 miles of the Overland and 
Cherokee Trails. 

Please see the response to GCR-7 
(Overland Trail). 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0017 BLM attempts to excuse its own failure to protect important visual resources in the 
checkerboard area by stating that it has no control over lands in state or private ownership. 
See, e.g., DEIS Volume I at 4-3,4-5. BLM can only manage its own lands, and should not 
waste time on what happens on private sections. If BLM does its part to protect resources 
on BLM lands, and hopefully encourages neighboring landowners to do the same, then the 
agency will meet its legal mandates regardless of what happens on private lands. If BLM 
fails to provide for multiple uses and resource protections according to law and BLM policy, 
then it will be culpable regardless, once again, of what private landowners are doing. BLM's 
implicit assumption that private landowners will manage their lands for maximum destruction 
is not supported by historical fact in this region. Management for the least possible 
protection in the checkerboard sets up the BLM to be the cause of destruction on 
checkerboard lands, opening the door to destruction of BLM parcels with sensitive resource 
values even as neighboring private landowners attempt to protect the same resources on 
their own lands. 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0018 The Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed wilderness appears to be slated for VRM Class III 
under the Preferred Alternative. This area should, at the very least, be VRM Class II, and 
VRM Class I would be even more appropriate. Regardless, BLM needs to undergo a new 
wilderness inventory under current guidance prior to approving the Visual Resources 
amendment to the RMP. Impacts to the Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed wilderness' 
wilderness qualities are not discussed in the EIS under the VRM plan amendment section, 
in violation of NEPA's 'hard look' requirements. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (LWC).  

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-0027 Interestingly, all action alternatives for the Wind Project are consistent with the Preferred 
Alternative for the Visual Resource Management plan amendment. DEIS Volume II at ES-2. 
None of the action alternatives are consistent with either the current VRM objectives in 
Alternative 1 or the resource protection Alternative 3 from the VRM plan amendment (even 
Alternative 1 R involves BLM permitting an activity that allows cumulative and connected 
actions inconsistent with VRM objectives under the current plan). BLM openly admits that 
the CCSM project is inconsistent with the VRM requirements in the current Rawlins RMP 
(which is also Alternative 1). DEIS Volume II at ES-3. If these VRM amendment alternatives 
are reasonable and fully considered, then why isn't there an action alternative in the Wind 
Project part of the EIS that is consistent with them? Are then Alternatives 1 and 3 from the 
VRM plan amendment merely 'straw men' with no prospect of implementation? 

The No Action Alternative from the CCSM 
Project conforms to Alternative 1 in the VRM 
Plan Amendment. CCSM project 
Alternative 4 does conform to VRM Plan 
Amendment Alternatives 3 and 4. The 
remaining CCSM project alternatives could 
only proceed under Alternative 4 of the VRM 
Plan Amendment. VRM Alternatives 1 and 3 
are within the reasonable range of 
alternatives identified by the BLM and remain 
as options within BLM's decision space until 
a ROD is issued. The range of VRM Plan 
Amendment alternatives also provides the 
BLM decision-maker with a basis for 
comparison to select a proposed VRM Plan 
Amendment as part of the FEIS.  
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0304-009 The VRM Amendment Preferred Alternative includes a massive and sweeping downgrade 
of BLM lands down to Class IV (the industrial wasteland category), which extends far 
beyond the bounds of the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre project areas to encompass most 
of the checkerboard lands along Interstate 80 and extending southward along Highway 789 
to Baggs. This is outrageous, and raises the question of whether anyone in the Rawlins 
Field Office was paying any attention to the implications of the proposed maps. The 
proposed outcome is environmentally unacceptable and would allow many scenic areas to 
be managed for annihilation of their visual resources. We would urge BLM to implement a 
version of Alternative 3 for this Plan Amendment that accounts for the fact that some coal 
bed methane fields along Cow Creek no longer qualify for VRM Class II designation, and 
which provides VRM Class II for lands within 5 miles of the Overland and Cherokee Trails 
as well as the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail. The planning area for the VRM 
Amendment is massively huge in comparison to the wind power project to which it is 
attached; we are paying careful attention not just to how visual issues are being managed in 
the Project Area, but also for other lands in the proposed Plan Amendment, and are deeply 
concerned at the major reduction in management for visual resources proposed in this EIS. 

While the objective of VRM Class IV is to 
provide for management activities which 
require major modification of the existing 
character of the landscape and the level of 
change to the characteristic landscape can 
be high, the class objectives specifically 
states "However, every attempt should be 
made to minimize the impact of these 
activities through careful location, minimal 
disturbance, and repeating the basic 
elements" (BLM Manual 8431, Appendix 2). 
Please see the responses to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard), GCR-7 (Overland Trail), 
GCR-11 (CDNST), and GCR-1 (Project Level 
PA). 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0305-005 The DEIS identifies several SD/MAs, which "are designated to protect or preserve certain 
qualities or uses in areas that best provide them." Section 3.1 0. The listed SD/MAs include 
two wilderness study areas, one ACEC, and six wildlife habitat management areas. 
Erroneously, the DEIS does not refer to the CDNST in this Section. The DEIS also refers to 
the CDNST and the North Platte River as special recreation management areas. Section 
3.9. The issues identified for purposes of the plan amendment include Issue 2 (Special 
Designations/Management Areas) and Issue 8 (Recreation, Cultural Resources (including 
National Historic Trails), and Paleontological Resources Management). Section 1.8.1. Issue 
8 excludes the CDNST, and so provides that a question to be answered is whether VRM 
class designations support historic (but not scenic) trails management. Issue 2 once again 
enumerates SD/MAs as well as two SRMAs (CDNST and North Platte River) as in 
Sections 3.10 and 3.9. With respect to the CDNST, however, no questions are listed as 
requiring answers. Instead, the DEIS asks whether current VRM class designations support 
SD/MA decisions (not applicable to the CDNST because it is not recognized as a SD/MA) 
and whether management practices or restrictions are adequate for the ACECs. The 
catchall reference in Issue 1 to "protection of visual values" is inadequate to highlight the 
special status of the Trail. (In addition to recognizing in the summary paragraph that the Trail 
is a SD/MA, the question in Issue 2 should be rephrased in a manner parallel to Issue 8: 
"Will VRM class designations support SD/MA management including the setting?") Clearly, 
the CDNST is a SD/MA and should be considered as such instead of merely another 
recreation area. 

The 2008 Rawlins RMP identified SD/MAs as 
WSAs, Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC), Other Management Areas 
(wildlife habitat management areas, research 
areas, raptor concentration areas and 
reservoir sites), NNLs, and WSRs. The 2008 
Rawlins RMP clearly identifies any 
management associated with the CDNST 
through the SRMA designation. Since this 
plan amendment amends decisions and tiers 
to information in the 2008 RMP, the structure 
of decisions is consistent between the two 
documents. Issue 8 does not specifically 
mention the CDNST by name, but does 
address "trails management". The text in the 
first question has been modified to better 
reflect "trails management" to include historic 
and scenic trails. Issue 2 is intended to 
address SD/MAs, which does not include the 
CDNST according to the 2008 RMP and has 
not been modified. Regardless, the presence 
of the CDNST was considered in 
development of alternatives for the plan 
amendment alternatives, see the response to 
GCR-11 (CDNST). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0476-002 TWE agrees that the checkerboard land ownership area in the Decision Area should be 
managed as Class IV because, as the BLM noted in the Proposed RMP/Final EIS 
(Page 4-391) and on p. 4-3 of the VRM Plan Amendment, the checkerboard land pattern 
along the original Union Pacific Railroad right-of-way is not conducive to Class II visual 
resource management because BLM has no control over actions on private surface 
ownership. The same is true of attempted Class III management. TWE agrees that it is 
impractical to preserve a VRM Class II or III in the checkerboard, so those areas should be 
classified as Class IV, as is provided for under Alternatives 2 and 4. 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0476-003 The element of Alternative 4 which would designate all areas within 0.25 mile of the North 
Platte River as Class II, even in the checkerboard ownership area, should be revised. It is 
only appropriate to classify the river corridor as Class II in those stretches of the river that 
are not affected by manmade disturbances such as the interstate highway, the railroad and 
numerous pipeline crossings. It may be appropriate to classify the river corridor as Class II 
in the areas south of the visual horizon of the interstate highway, the railroad and the 
numerous pipelines which cross the river in the area of the Hogback, a prominent local 
geological feature. However, the river corridor near the existing linear features such as 1-80, 
the railroad and the pipelines should be classified as Class IV. In addition, County Road 
347S parallels the river in the northern half of T 20 N, R 85 W, and should be considered in 
whether the public lands along the river meet VRM II management objectives. 

Please see the response to GCR-8 (North 
Platte River). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0476-004 The RMP Record of Decision designates utility corridors north and south of I-80 through the 
Decision Area (the 1-80 corridor and the Rock Springs to Dave Johnson corridor). Those 
corridors are not consistent with a VRM Class II, and therefore any alternative that would 
classify lands along those designated corridors as anything other than VRM Class IV would 
result in contradictory management directives. This observation includes the Class II 
designation along the North Platte River in the vicinity of the utility corridors. In addition, the 
Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments/Record of Decision for Designation of 
Energy Corridors on Bureau of Land Management-Administered Lands in the 11 Western 
States (BLM 2009) designated a Section 368 Energy Corridor through the northern part of 
the Decision Area (segment 78-138), which roughly parallels I-80 to the south and then 
continues west through the area covered by the RMP. There is also a designated utility 
corridor that runs south from segment 78-138, referred to as Segment 138-143. The lands 
along these Section 368 Corridors should also be classified as VRM Class IV. TWE believes 
that transmission lines are consistent with VRM Classes III and IV and can be consistent 
with VRM Class II. However, because the VRM Plan Amendment states that transmission 
lines would only "likely be compatible with VRM Class III with adequate separation from 
KOPs and selection of low visual contrasting transmission towers with appropriate color 
treatment, and with minimal vegetation removal within the ROW" (emphasis added), TWE 
recommends that all lands within the designated Section 368 corridors be designated 
Class IV. Those lands have been determined to be available for transmission line use and 
that use should not be restricted by the VRM classification. 

The BLM has made some adjustments to the 
Proposed Plan Amendment in the FEIS to 
consider VRM Classes in designated ROW 
corridors as a result of public comments. 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0477-001 The VRM Plan Amendment references a Visual Resource Inventory ("VRI") for the Rawlins 
Field Office prepared by Otak, Inc. which serves as a baseline for developing a reasonable 
range of alternatives for VRM classes. Some of the results of this inventory, as displayed in 
Figure 2-1, are difficult to reconcile with conditions on the ground. For example, an area 
adjacent to 1-80 and the Town of Sinclair (in view of the Sinclair Refinery and the Union 
Pacific Railroad as well as other disturbances) is classified as VRI Class III; given the level 
of existing disturbances, PCW questions whether it is appropriate to classify this area as 
VRI Class III. 

Please see the response to GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency) and GCR-3 (VRI 
Information). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0477-003 PCW agrees that the checkerboard land ownership area in the Decision Area should be 
treated as Class IV because, as the BLM noted in the Draft RMP (Page 4-391) and on 
p. 4-3 of the VRM Plan Amendment, the checkerboard land pattern along the original Union 
Pacific Railroad right-of-way is not conducive to Class II visual resource management 
because BLM has no control over actions on private surface ownership. The same is true of 
attempted Class III management. Therefore, PCW concurs that, because it would be a futile 
exercise for the BLM to attempt to manage the federal lands within the checkerboard for 
VRM Class I, II or III, all of those areas should be classified as Class IV, as is provided for 
under Alternatives 2 and 4. 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0477-004 PCW also agrees with the determination under Alternative 4 that a portion of the Sierra 
Madre site south of the checkerboard should be classified as Class IV because of fractured 
federal and private ownership together with the high wind potential of the area. The BLM 
has elected to use the boundary of the Greater Sage Grouse Core Breeding Area (as 
outlined in the Version 3 map attached to Governor's Executive Order 2011-5) to form the 
boundary of Class IV areas. The BLM Visual Resource Management Manual notes that 
visual management classes shall result from the resource allocation decisions made in the 
RMPs. Because the Rawlins RMP provides that proposals for wind energy development will 
be considered on a case-by-case basis and will generally be allowed within the Resource 
Area except in exclusion areas, PCW recommends that the areas of superb wind energy 
resource outside the sage grouse core breeding areas also be classified as VRM Class IV. 

Comment noted. Please see the response to 
GCR-4 (VRI Ratings Consistency). 
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Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0477-005 The element of Alternative 4 which would designate all areas within 0.25 mile of the North 
Platte River as Class II, even in the checkerboard ownership area, should be revised. It is 
only appropriate to classify the river corridor as Class II in those stretches of the river that 
are not affected by manmade disturbances such as the interstate highway, the railroad and 
numerous pipeline crossings. It may be appropriate to classify the river corridor as Class II 
in the areas south of the visual horizon of the interstate highway, the railroad and the 
numerous pipelines which cross the river in the area of the Hogback, a prominent local 
geological feature. However, the river corridor near the existing linear features such as 1-80, 
the railroad and the pipelines should be classified as Class IV. In addition, County Road 
347S parallels the river in the northern half of T 20 N, R 85 W, and should be considered in 
whether the public lands along the river meet VRM II management objectives. 

Please see the response to GCR-8 (North 
Platte River). 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0477-007 While it is helpful to see the boundaries of the CCSM proposed project areas on the 
alternative maps for the proposed VRM Plan Amendment, PCW believes it is inappropriate 
for these maps to be titled "Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind Energy Project" because 
the VRM Plan Amendment, once adopted, will apply to the Decision Area outlined in 
Figure 1-1 of the VRM Plan Amendment, which covers a much larger area than the CCSM 
project areas. 

The BLM agrees with this assessment and 
changes have been made in the FEIS. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0477-009 PCW recommends that the BLM clarify in the Final EIS and the VRM Plan Amendment the 
meaning of the medium green colored patches on Figures 2-2, 2-3, 2-4 and 2-5. There is no 
indication in the legend for those maps what that color refers to. That color is generally 
located outside the Decision Area, so it may be that the BLM intended to show the location 
of the Class IV lands outside the Decision Area but within the Planning Area, though that is 
not at all clear from the maps. 

Thank you for your comment. A note has 
been included on the figures in the FEIS to 
indicate the rationale for shading variation on 
the maps. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0483-004 Most of the land within this draft plan amendment is greater sage grouse core protection 
area. The proposed VRM alternatives do not reflect sage grouse core protection areas. 
Sage grouse core areas should be VRM I or II. 

VRM is not the appropriate management tool 
for greater sage-grouse protection. See 
response to GCR-4 (VRI Ratings 
Consistency) for an explanation of the intent 
and use of the VRI and VRM classes, and 
GCR-15 (Core Area V2) for a description of 
greater sage-grouse management. 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0483-008 Not one of the proposed VRM Plan Amendment alternatives recognizes appropriate VRM 
class designation to conserving the cultural and historic resource of the Overland Trail and 
Emigrants Crossing. 

Please see the response to GCR-7 
(Overland Trail). 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Final EIS Appendix M M.2-22 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-2 Volume I Comment Responses 
Primary Comment 

Category 
Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Alternatives - VRM 
Amendment 

0484-007 While APC appreciates why Bureau Land Management's is revisiting the Visual Resource 
Management analysis for the Rawlins Field Office Resource Management Plan, we do not 
support the "piecemeal" process that is introduced in the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre 
Wind Energy Project Draft EIS. The "piecemeal" approach positions the Rawlins Field Office 
for numerous RMP amendments, each requiring costly and lengthy EIS processes to fully 
address the re analysis of visual resources. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 

Purpose and Need 0477-002 The VRM Plan Amendment states on Page 1-1 that wind energy development typically is 
not considered to be compatible with VRM Class III within the Foreground/Middleground 
Zone. PCW disputes this conclusion. According to BLM Manual H-8410-1, the objective for 
VRM Class III is to partially retain the existing character of the landscape, with the level of 
change to the characteristic landscape being moderate. Management activities may attract 
attention but should not dominate the view of the casual observer. The 
Foreground/Middleground Zone is the area that can be seen from each travel route for a 
distance of three to five miles where management activities might be viewed in detail. Only 
portions of the proposed wind energy project in both the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre 
areas ("CCSM") will be within the foreground/Middleground Zone as so defined. Moreover, it 
appears that in other situations (e.g., the Sand Hills Wind Energy Environmental 
Assessment), wind energy projects were deemed consistent with a Class III VRM. In the 
Environmental Assessment ("EA") on the Sand Hills project, the BLM noted that, even 
though the wind turbines would be within the Foreground/Middleground Zone (in that case 
approximately four miles from the applicable travel route), the impacts to viewers would be 
brief because of the highway speed for the road. Certainly the same is true of I-80 which 
passes near the Chokecherry Area as well as WY71 along the west edge of Chokecherry 
headed south toward Sierra Madre. Moreover, the Sand Hills EA noted that the impact of 
the change to the surrounding area would be minor because of few residential viewers and 
because the landscape had been substantially modified prior to the proposed development 
by highways, transmission lines and agricultural production areas. Again, the same is true of 
the vicinity of the CCSM project which contain a large refinery, a gas plant, a railroad and its 
associated facilities, the Town of Sinclair, the City of Rawlins, and other manmade 
developments, but few residences in the project area. In sum, PCW questions the 
assumption that a wind energy project is inconsistent with Class III VRM. PCW suggests 
that with respect to the CCSM project, BLM's conclusion that the project is inconsistent with 
Class III VRM is contrary to its treatment of similar projects. 

Thank you for your comment. The purpose of 
VRM is not to exclude projects, but rather to 
protect the quality of scenic values. Wind 
energy development is compatible in VRM 
Class III when the VRM class objectives are 
met based on a project-specific analysis. 

Visual Resources 0200-007 Lights on turbines will have night time visibility; 1,000 turbines and 1,000 red lights that flash. 
This is a major impact on the night time viewscape and should be considered in the EIS. 

Please see the response to GCR-2 (Turbine 
Visibility).  
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Visual Resources 0200-009 There is no effects analysis regarding visual impacts to or opportunities for private lands. 
The VRM class designation will have a visual impact on private lands both inside and 
outside of the checkerboard and the project area. 

Land use plan decisions only apply to public 
lands; please see the response for GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). The impact analysis for 
visual resources in Section 4.13 discloses the 
potential for impacts to the scenic qualities of 
the natural landscapes in the Decision Area, 
regardless of land ownership, as a result of 
the alternatives.  

Visual Resources 0308-004 In this proposal, the large polygons which identify the project areas are not specific enough 
to understand where exactly wind turbines might be placed. Because these land use 
changes have not been evaluated, it will be difficult to determine how these wind 
development areas may impact the CDNST. We recommend the mapping of visual 
resources and the impacts to these resources should be done in a manner consistent with 
the Visual Resource Management System to adequately protect the integrity and quality of 
the scenic resources in the areas traversed or impacted by the identified project location. 
We also recommend that no changes be made to the visual resource management classes 
around the CDNST until the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan language is utilized. 

The conceptual areas of development, when 
combined with the conceptual WTG locations 
shown in Volume II, Appendix I, represent 
the best available information and are 
adequate to determine project-wide impacts 
and mitigation. Contrast ratings, photographic 
simulations, and viewshed analyses were 
based on the best available conceptual WTG 
locations and were prepared and evaluated 
in accordance with the BLM's Visual 
Resource Management System (BLM 
Handbook H-8432-1). Actual WTG sites may 
differ somewhat from the locations depicted 
in the simulations; however, the simulations 
are representative of the full build out 
scenario for each action alternative. Specific 
impacts associated with the siting/location of 
individual project components that are not 
covered in this document would be evaluated 
in subsequent NEPA analyses based on site-
specific proposals within the selected 
alternative boundary (see Volume II, 
Section 1.4). 
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Visual Resources 0313-001 Having completed the 2011 VRI for the RFO, the BLM should develop VRM classes for its 
entire field office first and foremost so that they reflect the inventoried visual quality of the 
area while allowing for developments that are in accordance with the VRM classes. 
Certainly the VRM classifications should not be unduly influenced by specific proposed 
development projects. We understand that VRI classes are informational in nature and do 
not establish management direction or serve as a basis for constraining or encouraging 
surface-disturbing activities. Nevertheless, developing VRM classes around an already-
proposed project as the BLM has done with its draft VRM plan amendment cannot help but 
lead to biases that would be avoided by a dispassionate assessment of the entire RFO that 
balanced current visual resources with the distribution and availability of other natural 
resources. 

Please see the response to GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA). 

Visual Resources 0313-002 We find it difficult to believe that the quality of the visual resources in the decision area has 
deteriorated so dramatically since 2008, or even since the adoption of the former Great 
Divide RMP whose VRM classifications appear to have been carried over to the 2008 RMP, 
that such a radical reclassification would be necessary. 

The VRM decisions in the 2008 RMP were 
remanded as a result of protests and BLM is 
managing visual resources as established in 
the No Action Alternative (based on VRM 
management from the 1990 Great Divide 
RMP) until updated and/or changed by a 
VRM-targeted plan amendment. The BLM 
has completed the VRI for the Field Office in 
2011 and has initiated a field-office wide plan 
amendment, but it has not been completed. 
Volume I Chapter 1 provides additional 
information. Please also see the response to 
GCR-1 (Project Level PA). 
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Visual Resources 0313-003 BLM has clearly based its VRM decisions on the need to accommodate the CCSM project, 
going so far as to eliminate a variation of the preferred alternative that would have 
designated a portion of the Sierra Madre area south of the checkerboard as VRM III- based 
on its having been assigned a VRI Class III in the latest VRI -because such a classification 
would have been incompatible with wind energy development. VRM DEIS at 2-6. Instead 
the BLM made this area a VRM Class IV in all but it’s no action alternative, claiming that 
because it is in the checkerboard area, BLM would not be able to maintain this area as VRM 
Class III in the future if wind turbines were placed on both sides of the swath. VRM DEIS at 
2-6. BLM should not make its VRM designations based on hypothetical future development 
scenarios on adjacent private land. Nor should BLM, which is mandated to "[r]vigorously 
explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives" (40 C.F.R. § 1502.14), exclude 
a valid alternative in designating its VRM classifications because it would be incompatible 
with a proposed development project. BLM must take the legally required pre-decisional 
"hard look" at a range of alternatives, not determine its alternatives based on a decision that 
it seems already to have made. Such an accommodation undermines the validity of the 
BLM's NEP A analysis. From the public's viewpoint, it is difficult not to view this action solely 
as an accommodation of the Sierra Madre portion of the CCSM project, which otherwise 
would not be allowable given the VRM classifications as determined by the BLM's 2011 VRI 
and the current RFO RMP. 

The area in question is VRM II in both the No 
Action Alternative and Alternative 3. With the 
small area in question designated as VRM II 
under two alternatives and VRM IV under the 
other alternatives, an adequate range is 
provided for the decision-maker regarding 
the impact of the decision. Since the area is 
not within a high potential area for mineral 
development, the only potential impact of the 
VRM class change would be to rights-of-way, 
in particular an area of high wind potential 
and an existing wind application area and 
associated effects of such a development or 
lack thereof. This minor modification of the 
Preferred Alternative in the DEIS and 
associated rationale for elimination was 
disclosed in Section 2.2.3 in accordance with 
NEPA. Please also see the response to 
GCR-4 (VRI Ratings Consistency). 

Visual Resources 0483-006 The Draft VRM Plan Amendment states that "Within the North Platte River SRMA, surface 
disturbing activities on public lands within 0.25 mile on either side of the river will be 
intensively managed to maintain the quality of the visual resource." Consider how far away 
one can see the Arlington turbines on a clear day. The 0.25 mile on either side of the river is 
insufficient distance to protect the quality of the viewshed, particularly considering the height 
of a turbine. The ability to see long distances in Wyoming must be considered in the VRM 
alternatives, as well as with placement of specific project sites. 

Please see the response to GCR-8 (North 
Platte River). 

Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0304-0019 The 2002 BLM Inventory Response is out of conformance with current BLM policy on 
wilderness policy implementing Section 201 of FLPMA, under IM 2011-154 Attachment 1.1. 
Therefore, a new analysis of wilderness characteristics is necessary to determine if these 
lands qualify as possessing one or more wilderness characteristics under IM 2011-154. 
Specifically, "Undeveloped ROWs and similar undeveloped possessory interests (e.g., 
mineral leases) are not treated as impacts to wilderness characteristics because these 
rights may never be developed." IM 2011-154 attachment 1 at 8. The Public Water Reserve 
is exactly this type of undeveloped possessory interest which is not to be treated as an 
impact to wilderness characteristics, but that is exactly what was done in BLM's 2002 
wilderness inventory. 

Please see the response to GCR-10 (LWC).  
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Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0304-0020 In the BLM's response to this inventory of October 3, 2002, the entire Wild Cow Creek 
citizens' proposed wilderness was found to be devoid of roads; only "two-tracks" were 
documented in this inventory. Thus, the area qualified under the definition of "roadless" 
under official BLM policy, Handbook 8550-1. However, the portions of the citizens' proposed 
wilderness on which these wells are proposed to be located were excluded from detailed 
wilderness consideration due the presence of a "Withdrawal" (sic), corresponding to "Public 
Water Reserves" on the BLM's 1:1 00,000-scale map titled Baggs, Wyoming-Colorado. 
Public Water Reserves in and of themselves have no on-the-ground impacts; being simply 
an administrative designation on the map that may never translate to on-the-ground 
impacts. Thus, the area in question was not inventoried by BLM for wilderness qualities 
based on criteria directly contrary to current BLM wilderness policy and new fresh look is 
needed. 

Please see the response to GCR-10 (LWC).  

Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0304-0022 The Inventory Area Evaluation of 2002 was also contrary to current BLM wilderness 
inventory policy in several other important respects. The 2002 inventory did determine that 
the area was free of roads with the exception of two-tracks (see Attachment 1), which under 
BLM policy (then as now) are classified as 'ways' suitable for inclusion within wilderness. For 
the 12,060 acres out of over 33,000 acres that BLM did evaluate, two-tracks, plugged and 
abandoned well sites, fences, and livestock reservoirs were cited as detracting from the 
naturalness of the area; under current BLM inventory policy, "Examples of human· made 
features that may be considered substantially unnoticeable in certain cases are: trails, trail 
signs, bridges, fire breaks, pit toilets, fisheries enhancement facilities, fire rings, historic 
properties, archaeological resources, hitching posts, snow gauges, water quantity and 
quality measuring devices, research monitoring markers and devices, minor radio repeater 
sites, air quality monitoring devices, fencing, spring developments, barely visible linear 
disturbances, and stock ponds" IM 2011·154 attachment 1 at 5. Notably, plugged and 
abandoned well sites occur in most designated Wilderness Study Areas throughout 
Wyoming, and these areas have been found to possess naturalness and all other features 
of wilderness by the agency. Thus, for the lands in the Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed 
wilderness (to the south of the project area) for which BLM did attempt an Inventory Area 
Evaluation for wilderness, human intrusions that are present fall within the category of 
substantially unnoticeable under the new BLM policy. 

Please see the response to GCR-10 (LWC).  
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Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0304-0023 We urge BLM to conduct a new inventory of the Wild Cow Creek citizens' proposed 
wilderness under current BLM guidance. I was told by a Rawlins BLM official that the reason 
that the Wild Cow Creek unit was not found to possess wilderness qualities was that then-
Field manager Kurt Kotter liked to hunt in that area and didn't want any reductions in vehicle 
access. Field Manager Kotter has since departed from the Rawlins Field Office, and with 
him departed any reason not to manage the Wild Cow Creek unit for wilderness. We have 
attached a map of the area together with a number of photographs documenting wilderness 
character that postdate our original inventory. Attachments 2 and 3. The naturalness, scenic 
qualities, and outstanding opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation (particularly 
hiking, backpacking, wildflower viewing, and wildlife viewing) are documented by these 
photographs. We petition the BLM pursuant to 5 U.S.C. § 555(e) to reinventory the Wild 
Cow Creek unit for wilderness qualities as part of the Visual Resource Management plan 
amendment NEPA process in order to gain sufficient baseline information to perform the 
required analyses of impacts. All lands found to possess wilderness character under this 
new inventory should be managed as VRM Class I under the Plan Amendment. 

Please see the response to GCR-10 (LWC).  

Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0311-004 In review of the DEIS, it is apparent that the new direction for the CDNST as described in 
the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan has not been used to develop or evaluate the VRM 
Amendment alternatives. Because the 2008 Rawlins RMP is not consistent with current 
direction, the evaluation of impacts or treatment of the CDNST in the current DEIS is not 
consistent or conforming. Therefore without the resolution of this issue, it is inappropriate to 
determine what, if any, amendments to the VRM classification of the project areas are 
needed. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0311-005 In our response to this decision, we simply state that any developments within the CDNST 
corridor (defined by the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan) and any impacts that are 
experienced in the middle ground of the CDNST should be evaluated and mitigated 
wherever possible to ensure that both site specific and cumulative impacts are mitigated 
and addressed to ensure the CDNST maintains its nationally significant cultural, historical, 
natural and scenic qualities as designated by Congress in I978. Furthermore, we strongly 
feel that this decision may not be made until the primary issues addressing the utilization of 
the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive Plan in the determination of the VRM Amendment to the 
2008 Rawlins RMP occur and bring the 2008 RMP into compliance. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0311-006 Section 2.2 Development of Alternatives: • In Bullet 7 under this section, the document 
states that BLM used the existing law, regulations and BLM policy to develop the 
alternatives. This is not the case. It is apparent in the evaluation of the DEIS that the 2009 
Comprehensive Plan Direction for the CDNST was not utilized in the development of the 
four alternatives, and therefore these alternatives are not based in the most current direction 
provided for resources in the planning or project area. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 
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Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0311-007 Section 2.2.4 Management Actions Common to all Alternatives Again, because the 2009 
Comprehensive Plan was not utilized, this evaluation is not consistent nor conforming with 
current direction for the management or treatment of the CDNST in the Rawlins RMP, or the 
amendment of the VRM for the project area. Furthermore, the CDNST is not even 
mentioned as a special management area or resource in this section and is omitted in the 
bullet that discusses the treatment of National Historic Trails in the project Area. This glaring 
omission again does not conform to current direction for the Management of the CDNST. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0311-008 We recommend a consistent approach to treatment and recognition of the CDNST as well 
as the other National Scenic and Historic Trails affected by this Draft EIS. Therefore, CDTA 
requests this new direction be utilized in this process. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Special 
Designations and 
Management 
Areas 

0311-009 The location of the CDNST corridor is not accurately depicted in the DEIS documents. The 
Trail does bisect the southern portion of the Sierra Madre Project Area, but is not mentioned 
as a specific recreational resource. Because the CDNST is recognized as a special area, 
nor given its appropriate treatment as a congressionally designated area, CDT A strongly 
encourages a review of the treatment of the CDNST in the DEIS. This includes compliance 
with Section 7-c of the National Trails System Act. As a Trail that has been designated by 
Congress, the treatment and concern for the CDNST should be consistent with a 
Congressional designation and therefore any actions affecting the Trail environment should 
be carefully evaluated. Furthermore, over the past 4 years, CDTA has worked with the 
Rawlins Field office to find a more scenic and remote location for the Trail. To that end, we 
feel it does an injustice to the countless volunteer hours and COAT and BLM staff time to 
not adequately address the CDNST and ensure the protection of the scenic qualities and 
visual resources in the affected project area (Sierra Madre Project Area). While we 
understand the need to identify large areas where wind energy developments may occur, it 
would seem inconsistent with the management direction for the CDNST to weaken the 
protection for this congressionally designated resource. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST).  

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0200-0014 Visual impacts to tourism were not considered. Tourism is a major source of income for 
Carbon County and as such, impacts from all VRM alternatives should be considered. The 
selected visual resources alternative should be chosen based on which alternative has the 
least compromise for visual resources in regard to recreation and tourism. 

Impacts to recreation have been addressed 
in Volume I, Section 4.9. The discussion 
includes potential impacts to the recreation 
setting, including the CDNST and North 
Platte River. Additional impact discussion 
focused on general "tourism" has been 
incorporated in the Final EIS. 
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Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0305-001 According to the Section 3.9 of the DEIS, the location of the Trail is as shown in the Rawlins 
Final EIS, p. 3-55 (incorporated by reference). Map 2-17a of that document depicts the 
CDNST as following Highway 71 south from Interstate-80 to the junction with BLM 3301, the 
Bridger Pass Road. The current location south of Rawlins, as shown on BLM's own Maps 3 
and 4> Wyoming> Programs> NLCS> Continental Divide National Scenic Trail >Maps], is 
west of the highway. The visual resource inventory and management should be based upon 
the correct location of the Trail (and, if needed, the Rawlins RMP should be amended as 
part of the current review). 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0305-006 The objects or resources for which the CDNST was designated are as set out (quoted 
supra) in the Comprehensive Plan "to provide for high quality scenic, primitive hiking and 
horseback riding opportunities and to conserve natural, historic, and cultural resources 
along the CDNST corridor." In arriving at its decision, BLM must illustrate how these values 
are protected by the plan amendment. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST). 

Minerals 0484-005 In the Cumulative Impacts section, oil and gas is addressed as follows: "New oil and gas 
development may be allowed under some of the alternatives, but actual development would 
only occur after any proposed well locations, road and/or pipeline alignments, and/or other 
facilities/infrastructure have gone through a permitting process and NEPA analysis." (DEIS 
Section 5.0.3.1, p. 5-3) APC agrees with this statement; however, are again would request 
that that BLM allow APC to review final Siting of facilities affecting APC minerals. 

The opportunity for review of project facility 
locations would occur during site-specific 
NEPA review of project activities on federal 
lands and during the state-required 
landowner notification process on state and 
private lands. See Volume II, Section 1.7 of 
the EIS document for more text detailing 
these processes. 

Socioeconomics 0200-007 This document did not consider economic and social impacts from VRM decisions. Please see the response to GCR-9 
(Resource Analysis Incorporated by 
Reference).  

Socioeconomics 0202-003 Although the BLM has indicated that the VRM plan amendment does not apply to private 
and state lands we question whether or not the BLM has considered the fact they may be 
committing inverse condemnation by their action to downgrade or upgrade a class 
designation or changing a scenic quality rating, and should the BLM disclose the 
possibilities of reduced land value to the landowners as a result of allowing development to 
occur? 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). Additionally, in areas of 
checkerboard or fragmented land ownership, 
it is highly likely that in order to construct a 
project on public lands, adjacent landowners 
(private or state) would need to grant 
permission to the developer to access the 
property.  
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Socioeconomics 0483-002 Balanced land use requires energy needs be met without destroying the existing local 
economy. Visual impacts to tourism were not addressed. The value of open viewsheds in 
regards to tourism was not addressed. Wind energy development should not be visible from 
Highways 71 and 130 (as previously noted). Wind energy development should not be visible 
from the towns of Saratoga or Encampment. The visual impact of industrial wind energy 
development will have major detrimental effects on tourism and recreation. Each VRM 
alternative should specifically consider the visual impacts of wind energy development on 
local tourism. 

Although impacts to recreation was 
addressed in Volume I, Section 4.9, 
additional impact discussion focused on 
general "tourism" has been incorporated in 
the Final EIS. Both highways 71 and 130 as 
well as the towns of Saratoga and 
Encampment are in areas of checkerboard 
and fragmented landownership, please see 
the response for GCR-5 (Checkerboard). 

Wildlife -  
Sage-grouse 

0313-004 As part of its justification for re-classifying VRM Class III lands as VRM Class IV lands in the 
northern part of the SM portion of the proposed project, BLM states that it has assigned 
VRM Class IV to an area south of the checkerboard that consists "of fractured ownership 
within a high wind potential area outside of the boundaries of the greater sage-grouse core 
breeding areas" (emphasis added; VRM DEIS at 2-13). Considering this area occurs in 
excellent sage-grouse habitat that was excised from "core area" (after lobbying by project 
developers) solely to accommodate the potential CCSM project is circular logic and 
undermines the validity of BLM's justification. The southern portion of the SM project area 
should remain a VRM Class II area. 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). VRM is not the appropriate 
management tool for greater sage-grouse 
protection. See response to GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency) for an explanation of 
the intent and use of the VRI and VRM 
classes, and GCR-15 (Core Area V2) for a 
description of greater sage-grouse 
management. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Final EIS Appendix M M.2-31 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-2 Volume I Comment Responses 
Primary Comment 

Category 
Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Cumulative 
Impacts - General 

0305-003 We have reviewed the cumulative impact analysis in the DEIS (Section 4.15.3), but find no 
consideration of the multiple wind project issue. An identification of 'reasonably foreseeable" 
actions is a necessary first step. Once this has been done, BLM should be able to determine 
with greater confidence whether its VRM decisions assure that the values for which the trail 
is established are not jeopardized. This would involve a broader view than the CCSM 
Project alone, and belongs in the DEIS for the VRM plan amendment. There should, of 
course, be an opportunity for public review and comment prior to any decision. 

The plan amendment considered reasonably 
foreseeable wind energy projects as part of 
the project baseline information (See 
Volume I Section 3.5 and Figure 3-2) for 
developing a range of VRM alternatives (as 
discussed in Section 2.2.1) and impacts are 
disclosed in the impact analysis as well as 
the cumulative impact analysis in Chapter 4. 
The cumulative impact analysis in 
Section 4.15.2 discusses the currently known 
reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
including pending wind energy applications. 
The text in Section 4.15.3 discloses the 
potential for cumulative impacts from "larger 
developments that require major 
modifications of the existing character of the 
landscape” that would include future potential 
wind energy projects. While the information 
requested was already considered and 
included in the draft plan amendment and 
DEIS, additional clarification has been added 
in the FEIS in response to this comment. 

Other 0209-001 MBCD would ask that the EIS process be started over. Please see the response for GCR-1 (Project 
Level PA).  

Other 0212-007 I am equally concerned about the inherent difficulties of siting transmission projects under a 
Class Ill designation. The land along 1-80 should be classified in a reasonable way 
recognizing the land along I-80 is a logical infrastructure corridor. I recommend reclassifying 
the area along the North Platte River where it intersects I-80 as Class IV. It is critical that 
appropriate provisions be made for electric transmission lines along proposed corridors. 
There are currently two high-voltage electric transmission lines being considered along I-80, 
PacifiCorp's Gateway West and Gateway South lines. 

Thank you for your comment. The BLM has 
made some adjustments to the Proposed 
Plan Amendment in the FEIS that considers 
designated ROW corridors in the proposed 
plan as a result of public comments. 
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Out of Scope 0305-002 The area to which we call your attention includes the CDNST itself (including its 1/4 mile 
buffer) and extends due west from the Trail to the crest of Atlantic Rim, from Rim Lake south 
to Muddy Creek. Under the Otak, Inc. inventory analysis, it is currently within SQRU 039 
(Volume II, Figure 3.12-4), for which a SQRU rating of C was assigned (Volume II, 
Table 3.12-3). We will not here question the appropriateness of a SQRU exceeding 
50,000 acres as in the case of SQRU 039. It is evident, however, that the area we have 
identified - several thousand acres in extent - is well within the size standards established by 
BLM. There are three reasons that this area should be inventoried separately. The first is 
that the landscape, in proximity to and dominated by Atlantic Rim, is not at all homogeneous 
with the remainder of SQRU 039. The second is that the area is both a highly scenic area 
and an area of known high sensitivity and thus merits more detailed attention as well as a 
Class B, if not Class A, scenic quality rating. The third is that the CDNST is a SRMA (as 
discussed below); singling it out for inventory and analysis can help to assure a resource 
allocation that is consistent with the Trail's nature and purpose. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 
(CDNST) and GCR-3 (VRI Information). 

Out of Scope 0305-004 We observe that in the adjacent Lander Field Office, the visual resource inventory uses a 
foreground-middle ground distance of five miles. Lander Draft RMP and EIS, Sept. 2011. 
There are no stated factors to account for this discrepancy from the Rawlins DEIS. We 
regard the Lander approach as a better basis for a scenic inventory under these conditions. 
(This is the sort of issue that merits examination in the cumulative effects analysis referred 
to above.) In any event, with the identification of a new SRQU as we have proposed, there 
should be a fresh examination. Sightings should be made from key observation points such 
as the crest of Atlantic Rim above Rim Lake, with the boundary of the foreground-middle 
ground set accordingly. 

Please see response to GCR-3 (VRI 
Information). The foreground-middleground 
distance zones were developed in 
accordance with guidance from BLM Manual 
8410-1 (available here: http://www.blm.gov/ 
nstc/VRM/8410.html#Anchor-IV-14210), 
which provides the following 
definition:"Foreground-Middleground Zone: 
This is the area that can be seen from each 
travel route for a distance of 3 to 5 miles 
where management activities might be 
viewed in detail. The outer boundary of this 
distance zone is defined as the point where 
the texture and form of individual plants are 
no longer apparent in the landscape. In some 
areas, atmospheric conditions can reduce 
visibility and shorten the distance normally 
covered by each zone. Also, where the 
foreground-middleground zone from one 
travel route overlaps the background from 
another route, use only the foreground-
middleground designation." 
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Out of Scope 0305-007 The topography of the planning area provides opportunities for relocating sections of the 
CDNST to areas that are largely shielded from view of the CCSM wind turbines. The 
feasibility of such relocations is uncertain inasmuch as some land interests required for this 
purpose are not under BLM's jurisdiction. However, if successfully implemented, the 
conflicting values of the energy development and protection of the Trail might be more 
nearly reconciled. 

There are many sensitive viewing roads, 
trails, and recreation sites including the 
CDNST that were considered to be shielded 
from view of the CCSM wind turbines, as 
described in Volume II, Section 3.12.3.3 
Visibility and Distance Zones (see also 
Volume II, Figure 3.12-3 Visual Resource 
Inventory Sensitivity Rating Level Rating 
Units, Figure 3.12-5 Ground-Level Viewshed 
Analysis, and Figure 3.12-6 Turbine-Level 
Viewshed Analysis). The turbine-level 
viewshed analysis found that there were very 
few locations, such as the Sage Creek Basin 
east of Miller Hill, where turbines could be 
shielded from view of most roads, trails, and 
recreation sites. Volume II, Section 4.7 
evaluated the overall visibility of project 
alternatives. A new viewshed map specific to 
the CDNST was incorporated into Volume II, 
Section 4.7 to identify and compare 
alternative impacts to the CDNST. 

Out of Scope 0305-008 We have been unable to access the CDNST Management Goals and Management 
Objectives in the BLM RMP and ROD, but assume that they have been carried over 
verbatim in Table 4. 7-1. Our first observation is that these goals and objectives do not fully 
reflect the visual quality concerns in the original comprehensive plan. That plan calls for a 
determination of "the highest visual quality objective which can be achieved consistent with 
legislative direction that established the trail and existing land use plans; this achievable 
VQO will be incorporated as management direction." (p. 48). The classification of a High 
sensitivity level "will result, in most cases involving the CDNST, in visual quality objectives of 
Class 2 (BLM) and Class 3 (BLM). Under both these objectives, most resource 
management activities and industrial uses of the public lands can be accomplished at full 
target levels if reasonable care is taken in the project planning and design stages." (p. 46). 
Implementation must of course follow the guidance of the Trails Act, 16 USC 1242 that 
national scenic trails are to be so located as to provide for maximum outdoor recreation 
potential and for the conservation of nationally significant scenic, historic, natural, or cultural 
qualities of the areas through which such trails may pass. 

CDNST Management Goals and 
Management Objectives in the BLM RMP 
and ROD are carried over verbatim in 
Table 4. 7-1 of the DEIS. Volumes I and II of 
the FEIS are compatible with the 2009 
CDNST Comprehensive Management Plan, 
which does not reflect the original 
comprehensive plan language cited. See 
also GCR-11 (CDNST). 
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Out of Scope 0308-002 Therefore, CDT A suggests the inclusion of CDNST management direction and 
recommends the direction achieve the following: 1. serve to protect the significant 
experiences and features that exist along the CDNST; 2. establish the best location for a 
non-motorized CDNST through the most primitive, scenic, diverse and undeveloped 
landscapes on or near the CDNST that will provide a wide range of experiences and 
challenges; 3. allow for existing trails to be considered for the final CDNST route so long as 
they are non-motorized and meet the nature and purpose for a National Scenic Trail; 4. 
foster communication, participation and partnership along the CDNST; 5. require monitoring 
and evaluation of the conditions on and around the CDNST; 6. assure proper and sensitive 
standards pertaining to establishment, operation and maintenance of the trail. Further, it 
would provide common objectives and means to coordinate the efforts of many agencies 
and interests having responsibility for implementation" (Study Report; page 5). 

Changes to the CDNST SRMA management 
direction found in the Rawlins RMP/ROD are 
out of scope for the targeted VRM 
amendment of this project. For 
Recommendation 2, the BLM plans to 
complete an RMP maintenance action to 
incorporate a relocation of the CDNST 
through the most appropriate landscapes 
south of Miller Hill. BLM considered a 
relocation of the CDNST north of Miller Hill to 
move the trail further west of WY 71 and the 
proposal was dismissed due to 
manageability. For Recommendations 5 and 
6, the FEIS incorporates a new mitigation 
measure (Rec-1) in Volume II, Section 4.7 for 
long-term monitoring, operation, and 
maintenance of the CDNST.  

Out of Scope 0476-001 The VRM Plan Amendment references a Visual Resource Inventory ("VRI") for the Rawlins 
Field Office prepared by Otak, Inc. which serves as a baseline for developing a reasonable 
range of alternatives for VRM classes. Some of the results of this inventory, as displayed in 
Figure 2-1, are difficult to reconcile with conditions on the ground. For example, an area 
adjacent to I-80 and the Town of Sinclair (in view of the Sinclair Refinery and the Union 
Pacific Railroad as well as other disturbances) is classified as VRI Class III; given the level 
of existing disturbances, TWE questions whether it is appropriate to classify this area as VRI 
Class III. 

Please see the response to GCR-4 (VRI 
Ratings Consistency) and GCR-3 (VRI 
Information). 
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NEPA Process 0315-002 The BLM has the responsibility to plan and mitigate the proposed project through 
careful siting decisions.  

This broad-scale EIS evaluates a general area 
which is the first step in evaluating the project. 
Specific impacts will be evaluated in subsequent 
NEPA analysis based on site-specific proposals 
within the selected alternative boundary. 

NEPA Process 0204-0011 Based upon our review of the Draft EIS for the CCSM Project, we are rating this 
document as "Environmental Concerns - Adequate" (EC-1). Because the preferred 
alternative was not identified in the Draft EIS, our rating is based on Alternatives 1R, 
2, 3, and 4 (we do not rate the No Action alternative). The ''EC" rating indicates that 
our review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to 
fully protect the environment. The "1" rating indicates the EPA's belief that the Draft 
EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impacts of the project alternatives. While 
no further analysis is necessary, our comments above recommend the addition of 
clarifying information to the Final EIS. Our comments on the Visual Resource 
Management Plan Amendment Draft EIS are submitted under separate cover. 

Thank you for your comment. 

NEPA Process 0204-009 The Draft EIS asserts that "the wind farm project would not be possible without 
overhead transmission lines," and therefore that any one of five applications before 
BLM Wyoming for large scale overhead electric transmission line projects could be 
considered a connected action (Draft EIS pg. 2-1). We appreciate the information 
about these transmission projects provided in the cumulative impacts analysis section, 
including quantifying disturbance acreages within sub-watersheds of the project area 
to assess the potential for cumulative impacts to water resources. However. for clarity 
and full consideration of all direct and indirect impacts of the proposed project, and 
because a transmission line connected to the proposed wind farm will have additional 
impacts outside of the project area, we recommend that connected actions be 
distinguished from those future activities that will occur in the cumulative impact area 
regardless of the outcome of this NEPA analysis. Many EISs perform a robust 
analysis of the impacts of connected actions by including them as a separate 
subsection in the discussion of alternatives (Chapter 2) and environmental impacts 
(Chapter 4); however, this is often in a situation in which the connected actions 
themselves would not be subject to NEPA. Since NEPA is already underway for some 
or all of the proposed transmission line projects, we recommend that information on 
the potential impacts from a representative EIS for one of these possible connected 
actions be briefly summarized and incorporated by reference into the Final EIS. 
Relevant information includes that already disclosed in the cumulative impacts section 
as well as any additional information needed to clearly indicate how the proposed 
action will interact with transmission line installation. 

Thank you for your comment. Additional text from 
an available NEPA document (Gateway West 
DEIS) has been added to the cumulative analysis 
(Chapter 5). 
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NEPA Process 0206-0019 A preferred alternative is identified and analyzed in the Final EIS. As required by the BLM NEPA handbook, a 
preferred alternative has been identified in the 
Final EIS. 

NEPA Process 0212-009 At this time, I do not support development within the WHMA. I do recognize that the 
referenced MOU does not preclude development within WHMA. In the event that 
development in the WHMA is authorized, I believe the parties to the MOU and the 
project proponent should work collaboratively to determine adequate mitigation that 
ensures the management objectives are achieved. 

See GCR-14 (No Grizzly), GCR -13 (No Sierra 
Madre) and GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives) as 
well as Appendix C, Table C-4, GEN-2 (off-site 
mitigation). 

NEPA Process 0213-007 The purpose and need section of the DEIS should provide the framework for 
reasonable alternatives, including the implementation of amended CDNST SRMA 
direction. 

See GCR-11 (CDNST) and GCR-12 (Range of 
Alternatives) 

NEPA Process 0215-001 Notwithstanding the federal NEPA process or federal approvals, the project proponent 
must comply with the Rules and Regulations adopted by the Board of Land 
Commissioners in accordance with W.S. 36-2-107 and W.S. 36-9-118, in the event 
that development occurs on, or it is necessary to traverse, state lands. 

Comment noted. Section 1.6.2 of Volume II 
discusses other considerations that the applicant 
must consider including use of State Lands and 
the State of Wyoming Industrial Siting permit, both 
of which occur outside the BLM NEPA process. 

NEPA Process 0215-002 We would like to reaffirm to the project proponent that the State Wind Lease 
Agreement does not include rights of use for many ancillary uses such as easements, 
substations or mitigation banks among others. The proponent must enter into 
segregate processes for other defined uses. Multiple factors, including impact 
mitigation, decommissioning, easement micro-siting and consideration for all related 
site uses, shall be negotiated between the Office of State Lands and Investments 
(OSLI) and the applicant at the time of application review. In addition, siting of any sort 
on state trust lands will require the proponent to comply with the Governor's Executive 
Order (EO) 2011-5, Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection. 

Thank you for your comment. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-3 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

NEPA Process 0303-0038 While the National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation 
(WWF) support BLM's efforts to contribute to renewable energy demand, the BLM has 
not fully assessed the impacts this particular wind project will have on wildlife and their 
habitat. After reviewing the DEIS, we commend the BLM for undertaking a good-faith 
effort to adequately address many issues of concern associated with the CCSM 
project. However, as would be the case with siting any industrial project on public 
land, we feel more focused steps should be taken to ensure the long-term protection 
of wildlife populations and habitat by the BLM, especially in the prime wildlife and 
hunting area encompassed by this project. Specifically, we ask that the BLM and 
project proponent immediately begin steps to implement an adaptive management 
program, including gathering baseline wildlife and habitat data, establishing a 
monitoring system and objectives, and preparing a mitigation plan to prevent harmful 
impacts and manage them as they occur. Most importantly, the BLM and the project 
proponent should take a precautionary approach to development, avoiding potentially 
harmful impacts rather than promising to repair damage later. The BLM’s obligations 
under FLPMA and NEPA are to sustain multiple uses on the public lands, which, as 
the courts have repeatedly acknowledged, does not mean allowing every use on 
every acre, nor prioritizing for-profit uses over the public's right to use of the land. In 
this case, the Sierra Madre portions of the proposed project, and in particular, the 
Grizzly WHMA, are lands where the wildlife and recreation resources are too 
important and vulnerable for wind development to be consistent with multiple-use 
management of those lands. 

See GCR-5 (Checkerboard), GCR-14 
(No Grizzly), GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre) and 
GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). In addition, 
wildlife monitoring is described in Appendix J: 
Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan. 

NEPA Process 0304-001 We provided a thorough literature review of potential impacts of wind farms on wildlife 
in our scoping comments, and we will not repeat our scoping comments here. Please 
respond to the issues and queries raised during the scoping comments as part of your 
response-to-comments process. 

The referenced scoping letter has been included 
as Comment Letter 0315 on the DEIS per the 
commenter’s request. Responses to substantive 
comments are included in this appendix. 
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NEPA Process 0304-0025 Simply listing and not analyzing the effectiveness of these measures also results in 
violation of NEPA. NEPA requires agencies to "analyze the mitigation measures in 
detail [and] explain how effective the measure would be.... A mere listing of mitigation 
measures is insufficient to qualify as the reasoned discussion required by NEPA.") In 
a case where the Corps of Engineers attempted to rely on untested mitigation 
measures, the Wyoming District Court ruled, "the Court holds that the Corps' reliance 
on mitigation measures that were unsupported by any evidence in the record cannot 
be given deference under NEPA. Second, the mitigation measures relied upon must 
“constitute an adequate buffer” ... so as to “render such impacts so minor as to not 
warrant an EIS.” In other words, when the adequacy of proposed mitigation measures 
is supported by substantial evidence, the agency may use those measures as a 
mechanism to reduce environmental impacts below the level of significance that 
would require an EIS.” "In practice, mitigation measures have been found to be 
sufficiently supported when based on studies conducted by the agency, or when they 
are likely to be adequately policed." In particular, federal agencies must explore 
alternatives to proposed actions that will avoid or minimize adverse effects on the 
environment, alternative kinds of mitigation measures, alternatives that would help 
address unresolved conflicts over the use of available resources (e.g. sage grouse 
habitat conservation, preservation of historic trail settings), and other reasonable 
courses of action. The requirement to consider such less damaging alternatives helps 
agencies meet NEPA's primary purpose of promoting "efforts which will prevent or 
eliminate damage to the environment and biosphere … “These requirements are 
affirmed in BLM policy: "BLM officials may not so narrow the scope of a 
planning/NEPA document as to exclude a reasonable range of alternatives to the 
proposed action … " USDI Instruction Memorandum No. 2001-075. The IBLA has 
established that the elimination of reasonable alternatives without sufficient analysis 
does not satisfy NEPA. Such objective evaluation is gravely compromised when 
agency officials bind themselves to a particular outcome or foreclose certain 
alternatives at the outset. Importantly, BLM's decision to approve a high-impact 
project in sensitive and undeveloped lands when lower-impact alternatives and 
mitigation measures were readily available has resulted in a project that results in 
unnecessary impacts on the public lands. 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives) and 
Mitigation and Mitigation Effectiveness in 
applicable resource section of Volume II, 
Chapter 4. 
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NEPA Process 0304-0031 Because BLM is not explicit about why it believes that less than 1,000 turbines would 
render the project economically infeasible, it is left to the conjecture of the reader. 
Anschutz is also the proponent of the TransWest Express power line, being built to 
service this project (and perhaps others). If, however, the TransWest Express is not 
built, it is likely that the transmission needs for this project, be they for 1,000 turbines 
or many fewer, could be serviced by the Gateway West, Overland Express, and/or 
Gateway South Projects, which are being planned to pass quite near the Chokecherry 
project area. Indeed, the Gateway West is being fast-tracked by the federal 
government, meaning that it may come online as soon as or sooner than TransWest 
Express. In any case, the BLM cannot presuppose that the Chokecherry/Sierra Madre 
project must be big enough to pay not only for itself but also for the TransWest 
Express line given the fact that a number of other lines have been proposed to pass 
by the project area. 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 

NEPA Process 0304-005 We have heard that Power Company of Wyoming is also pursuing the construction of 
a gas-fired power plant to accompany this project and provide baseload generation 
capacity when the wind is not blowing at levels that generate the full nameplate 
capacity of the wind turbines. BLM should investigate this report, as any gas-fired 
turbine system is a connected action that will have cumulative impacts with the rest of 
the project, and needs to be analyzed in terms of its impacts in the EIS. 

BLM inquired with the proponent early in the 
NEPA process regarding construction or use of a 
gas-fired generator for WTG commissioning or 
base load. The proponent plans to use 
commercially available electricity for WTG 
commissioning and does not plan to construct/use 
a gas-fired generator. 

NEPA Process 0304-007 We are concerned that BLM is not properly applying agency policy direction in 
justifying the Purpose and Need for this project. In the Purpose and Need statement, 
BLM correctly cites Secretarial Order 3285 as promoting the "environmentally 
responsible production of renewable energy" as a national priority. DEIS Volume I and 
Volume II at 1-5. However, given this project's heavy impact on sage grouse, it 
represents environmentally irresponsible renewable energy production, in 
contravention of the Secretarial Order. Environmentally responsible wind energy 
production would entail the siting of wind turbines at least 5 miles from active sage 
grouse leks, which does not appear to be the case for any alternative considered in 
detail in this EIS. BLM should therefore amend its Purpose and Need statement to 
reflect this inconsistency. Similarly, BLM cited the National Energy Policy of2001, 
which calls for, in BLM's description, "environmentally sound production and 
distribution of energy for the future." Id. For the reasons outlined above, this project 
would not qualify as "environmentally sound production." 

Thank you for your comment. 
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NEPA Process 0304-008 Additionally, BLM cites IM 2009-043, put in place "to further support wind energy on 
public lands and also to minimize potential environmental and sociocultural impacts." 
This project clearly does not minimize environmental impacts, particularly with regard 
to sage grouse. It needs to be scaled back and relocated to achieve this goal. It does 
not minimize impacts to the Overland Historic Trail or the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail, which have sociocultural values. We urge BLM to reform this project in 
scope and location so that it can conform to these policy directives. 

Impacts from the project have been minimized 
through numerous Environmental Constraints, 
BMPs and ACMs (see Volume II, Appendix C). 
Minimization is not the same as elimination. Also 
see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 

NEPA Process 0309-001 Recommendation: Due to the project-specific nature of this RMPA, we recommend 
that BLM combine the Draft VRM Plan Amendment DEIS and the CCSM into one 
combined analysis, to better demonstrate the limited intent of this action and scope of 
the combined decisions. 

As explained in Volume I Chapter 1, the proposed 
plan amendment is not project-specific and was 
conducted in accordance with FLPMA and BLM 
Planning Guidance independently, but 
concurrently with the CCSM project. While the 
CCSM project would not be in conformance with 
the BLM's current VRM management and would 
require a modification to VRM classes as a 
prerequisite to project approval, the plan 
amendment considered all aspects of VRM class 
modifications that extend beyond the intent and 
geographical extent of the CCSM project. These 
considerations included the current Rawlins Field 
Office VRI, all wind energy applications and wind 
potential in the Decision Area, all mineral leases 
and potential in the Decision Area, landownership, 
recreation areas and trails, and special 
designations/management areas (discussed in 
Section 2.2.1).  

NEPA Process 0309-004 Recommendation: The FEIS should explicitly describe how additional project-specific 
information will be incorporated in compliance with the requirements of NEPA and 
incorporate assurances that adjacent lands will not be available to new energy 
development activities. 

See Response to Comment 0313-0021. 

NEPA Process 0309-004 Recommendation: BLM should broaden its purpose and need statement to help 
ensure that this and other EISs considering renewable energy ROW authorizations 
are legally defensible. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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NEPA Process 0309-006 Recommendation: BLM should further clarify its discussion and treatment of project 
information-including, for example, project areas should focus on the CCSM proposal 
to narrow analysis and avoid confusion about areas of permitted development for not 
only this project but also speculative future proposals. Also, the project area should 
explicitly exclude sage-grouse core area to clarify the commitment of BLM, 
proponents, and other stakeholders to comply with the Core Areas Strategy adopted 
by both BLM and the State of Wyoming. 

Descriptions of Application Area, Alternative 
Boundary and Conceptual Area of Development 
have been expanded in the EIS. As a 
development EIS BLM is not showing specific 
facility locations to reinforce the general nature of 
the analysis. Specific facility locations will be 
shown in the future POD and NEPA analyses (see 
Volume II, Section 1.4). 

NEPA Process 0312-001 Trout Unlimited (TU) requests that the Final EIS include the requirement that all PODs 
provided under this project must receive subsequent NEPA analyses and further 
public review. We also request that Best Management Practices (BMPs) for Wind 
Energy Development be updated to better reflect changes, research, and technology 
improvements that have occurred since the initial BMP development 4 years ago (with 
a ROD in 2008). 

Project-specific NEPA for site-specific PODs will 
be required as discussed in Section 1.4. The BLM 
applies BMPs approved through the BLM 
RMP/EIS process and other BLM guidance, the 
most current set of wind energy BMPs will be 
applied to all ROW grants. Additional measures 
deemed necessary through the impact analysis 
have been incorporated as mitigation.  

NEPA Process 0313-0010 A full1,000-turbine build-out may be the expressed "purpose and need" of PCW but it 
should not be the "purpose and need" of the BLM which is tasked only with facilitating 
renewable energy on public lands, not catering to the desires of any and all energy 
companies, regardless of the size and breadth of their proposed projects. Indeed, as 
the Department of Interior's NEPA handbook explains: the "purpose and need 
statement for an externally generated action must describe the BLM purpose and 
need, not an applicant's or external proponent's purpose and need" (emphasis 
added). "The applicant's purpose and need may provide useful background 
information, but this description must not be confused with the BLM purpose and need 
for action. It is the BLM purpose and need for action that will dictate the range of 
alternatives. Department of lnterior, Bureau of Land Management, National 
Environmental Policy Act Handbook 35, (citing 40 CFR §1502.13). BLM's repeated 
statements that a potential alternative was dismissed because it did "not meet PCW's 
objectives in that it does not allow for the development of a 2,000 to 3,0000-MW 
project consisting of approximately 1,000 [wind turbine generators]" (CCSM EIS at 
2-19- 20) appear to be in clear violation of this mandate. 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 

NEPA Process 0313-0013 Given the many layers and pieces comprising each alternative and given that 
excluding the SM component inevitably would change the various boundaries, 
conceptual development areas, and turbine/facility layouts since the company likely 
would try to maximize its build-out of the CC portion if the SM component were 
excluded, a separate analysis of a no-SM alternative is imperative. 

See GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre); also see 
Response to Comments 0303-0024 and 
0304-0029. 
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NEPA Process 0313-0021 Because so many resources will be affected by each phase of the CCSM project and 
so many details remain unknown to the public, we urge the BLM to ensure that 
separate Plans of Development (one each for the internal haul road, transmission line 
between the two sites, SM development, and CC development) undergo individual 
NEPA review rather than just being tiered to the CCSM DEIS. CCSM DEIS at 2-2. (In 
actuality, we advocate a total of three PODs because we urge the BLM not to grant a 
Right-of-Way (ROW) for the SM portion of the proposed development project). 
Ensuring that each POD undergoes individual NEPA review is particularly important 
since BLM has given PCW the latitude to deviate from the conceptual areas depicted 
for each alternative because of the way it has developed project alternatives. Greater 
oversight and public input during the development of individual PODs also would 
ensure that micro-siting of turbines and other infrastructure minimized impacts to 
cherished natural and cultural resources. 

Site specific NEPA analysis will be required to 
adhere to all requirements in the ROD. 
Appendix B (NEPA Tiering Plan) has been added 
to the FEIS describing the site specific NEPA 
review/tiering process. Additional site specific 
NEPA analysis will be performed for those 
resources not previously analyzed in sufficient 
detail. 

NEPA Process 0315-004 Recommends an open and meaningful process for public input to avoid lawsuits and 
ordinances that will slow the permitting process. 

Please refer to Chapter 6, Consultation and 
Coordination, for a description of the various 
public involvement opportunities and coordination 
efforts.  

NEPA Process 0315-033 Project planning should include local support and acceptance of local communities 
where the project will be visible. 

Please refer to Chapter 6, Consultation and 
Coordination, for a description of the various 
public involvement opportunities, and coordination 
efforts.  

NEPA Process 0315-044 BLM should ensure that local concerns are fully addressed, particularly regarding 
aesthetic resources. 

The issues and concerns expressed during 
scoping that were used to develop alternatives 
and analyze environmental consequences, 
including aesthetics, are presented in 
Section 1.10. A thorough visual resource analysis 
including visual simulations from key observation 
points was conducted to inform the alternatives 
and analysis as presented in Appendix I. The 
visual effects from the alternatives are presented 
in Section 4.12. 
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NEPA Process 0474-006 Finally, it is important to note that courts have explained the reason for the rule that 
connected actions should be considered in a single EIS is to avoid improper 
segmentation of a single action into several smaller projects. In cases where an EIS is 
being prepared on all of the proposals (as is the case here for the wind projects and 
for the various transmission line proposals), the courts have not required that both of 
the projects be considered in a single EIS. For example, in the Cape Wind case 
involving a proposed wind project in Nantucket Sound, the agency prepared an EIS 
for the wind project and an EA for a data tower on the sea floor. After finding that the 
tower and the wind project were not connected actions, the court stated that it "finds it 
significant that the [agency] did not in any way seek to avoid its NEPA requirements in 
considering the data tower application apart from the wind energy plant application." 
Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound, Inc. v. U.S. Department of the Army, 288 F. 
Supp. 2d 64, 81 (D. Mass. 2003). Similarly, the IBLA rejected a claim that a coal 
exploration license was a connected action with a proposed coal lease, explaining: 
"the overall purpose of the [CEQ] regulation is to ensure that closely related actions 
which may have cumulatively significant impacts, and therefore should be discussed 
in the same impact statement are not improperly segmented into separate actions, 
each having less than significant impacts, thus overlooking or, worse, deliberately 
ignoring their cumulatively significant impacts." Bill Barrett Corp., 177 IBLA 214,234 
(2009) (internal citations and quotations omitted). No such risk exists here where the 
BLM is preparing separate EISs on the various proposed transmission line projects. 

Thank you for your comment. Our approach, 
which also reflects these court findings as being 
compliant with NEPA, is disclosed in Sections 1.2 
and 2.1. All possible transmission connections are 
being evaluated under separate EIS documents 
and each of these proposed projects are 
described and analyzed in the cumulative impacts 
analysis included in Chapter 5.0.  

NEPA Process 0484-002 To address this concern, BLM should include an alternative that requires 
management generating turbines to avoid location on the coal resources. The 
attached map depicts the location of the Kindt Basin coal reserves (shown in orange) 
and the potential conflict with wind-generating turbines (shown in pink). Developing an 
alternative that realigns or eliminates the turbines placement to avoid conflict with 
future coal resource development is supported by the fact that" micro-siting of turbine 
locations, roads, transmission lines, and support facilities has not been completed." 
(DEIS Section 2.2, p. 2-3). 

The BLM does not believe an alternative to 
relocate project facilities to avoid conflict with coal 
resources is justified by the speculative nature of 
future coal resource development (see response 
to Comment 0212-0010). Furthermore, such an 
alternative would not be effective in eliminating 
conflicts since the BLM can only impose this 
requirement on federal lands and not on the 
considerable amount of private land in the 
application area. 

NEPA Process 0488-001 The other issue I have is that this land for these projects belongs to the BLM - the 
PEOPLE OF THE UNITED STATES. Why does the BLM appear to have the power to 
do whatever their management team deems to be appropriate? This decision should 
be put on the ballot for a vote of the people. The state government officials might find 
that the minimal job creation is not worth the impact on the lifestyle of Wyoming and 
that the people of Wyoming, if they have an opportunity to vote on this type of huge 
project, would vote 'NO'. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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NEPA Process 0496-007 I request that the FEIS include a thorough discussion of energy development 
opportunities these states are building that will alleviate impacts to our local 
communities. I request that the FEIS identify what new conservation measures those 
states receiving this new electricity supply will be required to implement to reduce 
their desire to convert more of our local area to an industrial site. In short, I would like 
to know if these states are assuming their own responsibilities for electricity 
production before they expect others to assume that responsibility. 

This topic is not within the scope of this NEPA 
analysis. 

NEPA Process 0501-001 Please refer to and USE Biodiversity Conservation Alliance's "Smart from the Start" 
recommendations for this project. 

Thank you for your comment. 

NEPA Process 0528-003 Based on all of the above I feel that the DEIS was issued to soon and it should have 
waited for more complete information and data. 

Thank you for your comment. As stated in the 
DEIS this is a project-wide EIS and subsequent 
location specific analyses will be conducted prior 
to issuing right-of-way grants and Notice to 
Proceed authorization (Volume II, Section 1.4). 

NEPA Process 0528-005 Because of all of the above I feel no permits should be issued at this time. See response to Comment 0528-003. 

Alternatives - 
Construction 
Sequencing 

0214-002 Even with the most effective Best Management Practices (BMPs) in place, building 
roads in year 1 and leaving them unreclaimed and unused will significantly increase 
erosion and add to increased sediment loads. Costs for reclamation for this project will 
be several million dollars to reclaim the thousands of acres of surface disturbance. 
Delaying reclamation will significantly add to these costs because of the loss of soil 
viability over time, increased costs of weed control, increased storm water BMP 
maintenance costs, etc. The Water Quality Division (WQD) believes it is extremely 
important to apply the proposed GEN-1 phased construction sequence mitigation to 
limit the amount of disturbed surface exposed to erosion. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Alternatives - 
Construction 
Sequencing 

0214-003 Even though Alternatives 2 and 3 have significantly smaller footprints than Alternative 
1R, the estimated amount of surface disturbance and miles of roads are significantly 
higher. Likewise Alternative 4 has a similarly sized foot print as Alternative 1R, yet the 
estimates of surface disturbance and miles of roads arc also significantly higher. 
Therefore, the DEIS does not appear to accurately reflect the differences in miles of 
roads and acres of surface disturbance between the alternatives. Consequently, 
without understanding how the miles of roads and acres of surface disturbance 
between the alternatives were calculated, and why those numbers were so much 
higher for Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 than for Alternative 1R, it is difficult to justify 
selecting one alternative over another. 

Miles of roads were estimated based on 
conceptual areas of development (Volume II, 
Section 2.1) within the alternative boundary 
considering environmental constraints (e.g., no 
surface use areas, raptor and sage grouse 
buffers, etc.) and wind potential for that area 
(Volume II, Appendix A.2.1 and Figure A.3-1). 
Based on environmental constraints and superb 
wind potential (Class 7) in the Miller Hill area a 
more optimized layout for Alternative 1R was 
possible requiring fewer miles of roads. Alternative 
2 has been revised to include a haul road route 
along Hwy 71, also serving as access to the 
230 kV transmission line. Alternative 4 has been 
revised to remove roads from NSU and ACM 
areas. Any selected action alternative, if 
approved, would be optimized during final design 
to minimize surface disturbance.  

Alternatives - 
Construction 
Sequencing 

0474-007 The DEIS states on page 1-6 that following completion of the EIS, PCW would submit 
up to four separate PODs for the internal haul road, the transmission line between the 
two sites (i.e., Chokecherry and Sierra Madre), the Sierra Madre development and the 
Chokecherry development. PCW anticipates, however, that a more logical approach 
would be the development of multiple PODs based on the flow of construction work by 
area within the Project. PCW requests that BLM allow for the scope and content of 
each POD to be determined by PCW based upon the final project layout and 
construction schedule. Allowing a flexible approach will permit PCW to utilize adaptive 
design methods based upon field experience and changes in technology without 
requiring excessive and expensive rework and delays. PCW certainly understands 
that all aspects of the Project's scope will need to be reflected in a POD, and will allow 
BLM sufficient time to review each POD. By requiring the approach described in the 
DEIS, BLM will be mandating that PCW set the project design years ahead of 
construction and will minimize opportunities for design improvements that could 
improve overall efficiency and reduce impacts. 

The Sierra Madre (all including Sage Creek Basin) 
and Chokecherry are the only two PODS for wind 
development to align with the site testing and 
monitoring applications. 
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Alternatives - 
Construction 
Sequencing 

0474-008 In discussing the BLM's approach to POD development, it also becomes necessary to 
discuss mitigation measure GEN-1 which reiterates the four defined PODs 
contemplated by BLM and ties them to the right-of-way grants. PCW understands that 
the driving element of the GEN-1 mitigation measure is the desire to begin 
reclamation within 12 months after ground disturbance has occurred. While PCW 
supports the intent of the measure, to minimize impacts and begin reclamation as 
soon as possible, the 12 month time period as presented creates difficulties with 
construction scheduling that may ultimately reduce the effectiveness of this measure 
by extending the project schedule if sequencing cannot be done efficiently. While 
GEN-1 alters PCW's initial approach of constructing all project roads within the first 
year of construction, in response to BLM concerns, PCW is already revising its 
construction schedule and developing a new approach that will build project 
components as close in time to corresponding wind turbine installation as practicable. 
Considerations such as the unpredictable nature of the weather and the size and 
complexity of the Project, however, may require building some of these components 
(e.g., roads and wind turbine pads) more than 12 months ahead of the corresponding 
wind turbine installation. Such construction, including soil storage and stabilization, 
would be performed per the provisions of the Master Reclamation Plan to insure that 
reclamation would be successful. 

If the proponent is able to demonstrate 
construction practices (using BMPs, etc., to insure 
no loss of soil productivity) that would not result in 
impacts greater than those seen in GEN-1 but 
allow for areas to be disturbed for longer than 
12 months, a waiver to GEN-1 may be approved 
on a site-by-site basis. 

Alternatives - 
Construction 
Sequencing 

0474-009 PCW requests that in addition to maintaining flexibility in the POD content, that BLM 
also leave flexibility in the construction sequencing restriction in GEN-1 so that the 
most effective and efficient methods can be used to complete construction and 
minimize impacts. PCW believes that it would be appropriate for BLM to leave 
flexibility in GEN-1 contingent upon subsequent site specific NEPA analysis to permit 
the most detailed and current data to be used in developing proper and effective 
mitigation measures. 

See response to Comment 0474-008. 

Alternatives - 
Proposed Action 

0309-005 Recommendation: We propose analysis of a modified version of Alternative 3, which 
further avoids sensitive wildlife habitat areas such as Miller Hill and the southern 
portion of Chokecherry. 

See GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre). 
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Alternatives - 
Proposed Action 

0474-0012 In addition to the difference in the Application Area and efficiencies previously 
discussed, Alternative 1R also differs from the other action alternatives in that it places 
the project transmission line generally along the internal haul road, rather than 
paralleling Highway 71, as is considered in the other action alternatives. While PCW 
believes that the preferred location for the transmission line is likely to be along the 
haul road as that location will result in the least amount of disturbance, PCW 
encourages BLM to select Alternative 1R while still retaining the option to locate the 
transmission line either internally or along Highway 71 based on which alternative is 
ultimately determined to be preferable during final POD analysis. 

Thank you for your comment. BLM can select 
design features analyzed in various alternatives 
when approving a project. 

Alternatives - 
Proposed Action 

0510-002 Do transmission lines currently exist for this project? If not, when will transmission 
lines be completed? 

As presented in Section 1.2, power generated by 
the project would be routed to transmission lines 
analyzed in detail in separate NEPA documents. 
A transmission line does not currently exist to 
support the CCSM project. BLM is analyzing five 
applications, each of which is described and 
analyzed in the CCSM cumulative impact 
analysis. Transmission lines would be completed, 
if approved, between 2015 and 2018. 

Alternatives - 
Proposed Action 

0510-005 How many permanent jobs will be created by this project, and after construction to 
maintain the project? 

An estimated 205 to 284 permanent jobs would be 
supported by the Project and alternatives -- see 
Table 4.8-3. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-0020 We urge the BLM to consider this development scenario in a new alternative so that 
project development does not occur in BLM's avoidance areas and so that a greater 
balance is achieved between resource protection and much-needed renewable 
energy development. 

Please see GCR-14 (No Grizzly), as well as 
GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives) and GCR-13 (No 
Sierra Madre) for additional information. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0471-001 I also want to make sure that you put In enough wind turbines to make sure that this 
project is actually financially viable. Based on some of the alternatives, I think there 
are a couple of plans that just don't provide for enough wind turbines in the project 
area. I can't stress this enough, we need enough turbines - that means that the VRM 
amendment and the alternative chosen must allow for all of that. 

Please see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0206-001 The Department objectives for the Grizzly Wildlife Management Area (GWMA) are to 
provide seasonal habitat for mule deer, pronghorn, elk and sage grouse, and, 
exceptional recreational opportunities. In fact portions of the GWMA lie within a sage 
grouse core area and, recent mule deer research has shown the area to be important 
summering and transitional habitat for mule deer that winter on the Atlantic Rim 
(Sawyer et al. 2009). In addition, the GWMA is an important area of public access for 
outdoor enjoyment including hunting and fishing. Over the years, the WGFD has 
worked cooperatively with BLM and other partnered entities to complete fence 
conversions, conduct prescribed burns, manage grazing, and enhance trout habitat all 
to make the GWMA a more productive public habitat management area. The 
placement of wind turbines within the GWMA would negatively affect the purpose for 
which this area was developed. We cannot support any construction or placement of 
wind turbines within the boundaries of the GWMA in any alternative within the EIS that 
does not maintain the integrity of the GWMA for the above mentioned purposes. 
However, the WGFD recognizes and honors our MOU with the BLM and other parties 
concerning the management of the GWMA, which does not preclude energy 
development. In the event development proceeds on BLM owned portions of the 
GWMA, we will work collaboratively with the BLM and the proponents to determine 
adequate mitigation measures to ensure our management objectives are achieved. 

See GEN-2 (Off-site Compensatory Mitigation), 
GCR-14 (No Grizzly), GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre) 
and Response to Comment 0309-0014. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0206-0018 At least one alterative should require the use and potential upgrading of the existing 
road system and the EIS display the impacts from that road system. 

The existing road network (two track and 
improved) does not sufficiently cover the 
construction areas to serve as the internal road 
network. During detailed project design existing 
roads will be utilized or upgraded where possible 
(see Volume II, Appendix Table C-3, Summary of 
Applicant-Committed Best Management 
Practices, Roads - General Design). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0206-002 The Department recommends that the alternatives include the consideration and 
analysis of a haul road using the existing Highway 71 corridor south of Rawlins. This 
analysis would increase the range of alternatives and provide full disclosure to the 
public. In addition, including this route as an alternative will enable BLM to analyze 
and weigh consequences of impacts to mule deer by comparing the Highway 71 route 
to the current proposed route that stretches south of Sinclair. The Sinclair route 
crosses mapped mule deer crucial winter range and we are concerned that this large 
haul road will severely impair the functionality of this portion of the winter range. 

See GCR-17 (Haul Road); also see Response to 
Comment 0206-0018. 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0206-005 We advise using the name “No Miller Hill” on this alternative may be misleading to 
anyone who fails to read the description or review the map in Figure 2-5 since, under 
this alternative, turbines would still be constructed on much of the eastern face of 
Miller Hill. 

The complete name of Alternative 3 is "No Miller 
Hill or South Sierra Madre" (see Volume II, 
Section 2.3.4), which is an accurate description. 
WTGs would not be placed on Miller Hill or in the 
southern area defined as the Sierra Madre portion 
of the proposed project. WTGs would be placed 
east of the base of the slope to Miller Hill and into 
Sage Creek Basin. Section titles have been edited 
to include the full alternative name for clarity. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0211-002 The BLM's EIS analysis should heavily emphasize that the world-class wind 
resources across the 320,000-acre Overland Trail Ranch site could easily and 
responsibly be leveraged to produce even more than 2,000-3,000 MW of Wyoming 
wind energy. 

Sections 1.5 and A.2.1 disclose the wind energy 
potential for the site. Additional information has 
been added to the FEIS to elaborate on the site's 
wind energy potential with information from the 
applicant's updated POD. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0302-002 Generally speaking, our recommendations accord most closely with Alternative 3 in 
the DEIS, although we do suggest some modifications as described in the following 
sections. We support prohibiting development south of the checkerboard land pattern 
(that is, north of T 18N), as described in both Alternative 2 (2-8) and Alternative 3 
(2-12). We support the proposed timing stipulations for sage grouse in Alternative 3 
(2-12) from March 1 to July 15, applied to the entire sage grouse core breeding areas 
and within 2 miles of any sage grouse lek outside the core breeding area. 

Thank you for your comment. 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0302-004 Sierra Club recommends designating more of the western part of the Sierra Madre 
unit as off-limits to development than is described in Alternative 3, by permitting 
development only to the east of County Road 401. This would better protect raptors 
that heavily use the western parts of the Sierra Madre unit (as shown on 
Figure 3.14-8, Raptor Nest Locations), and would provide a needed buffer between 
development and the adjacent Red Rim and Grizzly Wildlife Habitat Management 
Areas (WHMA). Miller Hill was identified in the DEIS as a "highly sensitive area for 
wildlife, specifically greater sage grouse, mule deer, elk, and raptors based on its 
proximity to the Grizzly WHMA" (2-12). Protecting the area west of County Road 401 
would also provide a more appropriate buffer from visual impacts of development for 
areas to the south and west that are highly valued for their recreational values. 
Protecting these recreational values in the western part of the Sierra Madre unit would 
benefit not only local Wyoming citizens who enjoy the area but would also help reduce 
the negative economic impacts of development on local tourist-based economies 
(primarily Saratoga but potentially Rawlins as well). The area west of County Road 
401 in the Sierra Madre unit provides important sage grouse nesting and brood-
rearing habitat, as shown in Figure 3.15-3, Greater Sage-grouse Core Breeding Areas 
and Nesting/Brooding Habitat. This map starkly displays just how much sage grouse 
nesting and brooding habitat will be lost in the Chokecherry unit and in the eastern 
part of the Sierra Madre unit as a result of the proposed development, and protecting 
the area west of County Road 401 seems entirely justified. Figure 3.15-2, Wyoming 
Pocket Gopher Distribution Model, and Figure 3.15-1, Pygmy Rabbit Distribution 
Model, reveal additional justification for prohibiting development west of County Road 
401. The entire area is considered to have high probability of pocket gopher 
presence, and a substantial portion of the area to have moderate to high probability of 
pygmy rabbit presence. According to the DEIS (5-31), anticipated cumulative indirect 
impacts to sagebrush obligate birds· including several BLM sensitive species were 
determined to be significant. In the Sierra Madre unit west of County Road 410, 
vegetation is substantially dominated by sagebrush species (primarily Basin Big 
Sagebrush and Mountain Big Sagebrush) as depicted on Figure 3.11-1, Vegetation 
Cover Types in the Application Area. Designating the area west of County Road 410 
at least would somewhat diminish cumulative indirect impacts to sagebrush obligate 
birds. So, protecting the area west of County Road 401 would protect nesting raptors, 
provide a buffer for a variety of wildlife that uses the Grizzly WHMA, protect important 
sage grouse nesting and brood-rearing habitat, protect important pocket gopher 
habitat, protect potentially important pygmy rabbit habitat, preserve the visual 
resource for recreational users, and diminish cumulative indirect impacts to sagebrush 
obligate bird species. 

Please see the response to GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre), GCR-14 (Grizzly WHMA), and GCR-16 
(Form letter). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0302-005 Looking north to the Chokecherry unit, we support moving the area in which turbines 
may be located slightly north from the southern boundary of the Chokecherry unit, 
primarily to protect raptors, as Figure 3.14-8 reveals a high density of raptor nests 
along these rims. If the developer adheres to the conceptual area of development for 
Alternative 3 (Figure 2-5), that would largely address our concern about these 
southern areas of raptor nesting density, but it isn't at all clear how closely the 
developer will be required to follow these conceptual plans. We would be more 
comfortable if these areas where development was restricted were more explicitly 
defined. Additional benefits from moving the development area away from the very 
southern edge of the Chokecherry unit include protecting some additional Wyoming 
pocket gopher habitat (Figure 3.15-2), pygmy rabbit habitat (Figure 3.15-1), and sage 
grouse nesting and brooding habitat (Figure 3.15-3). 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0302-006 The Overland Trail is currently being considered for designation as a National Historic 
Trail (NHT) in the California Trail NHT system (Del Bene, 2011), in express 
recognition of the national significance of the route. We urge the BLM to protect the 
historic and scenic values along the Overland Trail route by prohibiting wind energy 
development within five miles of the route, unless development is screened from sight 
by intervening topography. This would mostly be accomplished by modifying 
permissible development boundaries as we have proposed along the southern 
boundary of the Chokecherry unit and the western part of the Sierra Madre unit, with 
small additional adjustments as necessary to protect the scenic values along the 
Overland Trail. 

Thank you for your comment. See GCR-11 
(CDNST) and GCR-5 (Checkerboard). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0302-007 Further protection of the Overland Trail would be accomplished by locating the 
transmission line as described in Alternatives 2, 3, and 4, to follow existing linear 
developments including WY Highway 71, other roads, and pipelines. We support this 
proposed transmission line location, to avoid a new crossing of the Overland Trail. 

Thank you for your comment. The transmission 
line and haul road crossing in Sage Creek Basin 
occur near an area where an existing Class 5 
road follows the Overland Trail. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0013 The proposed haul road in the Chokecherry Portion of the proposal is particularly 
problematic. The road would be new construction and cut mule deer crucial winter 
range in half. We encourage PCW and the BLM to consider using Highway 71 as the 
haul road instead. Although using Highway 71 will increase traffic on a road popular to 
recreationists, it will minimize disturbance to mule deer winter range. 

See GCR-17 (Haul Road). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0013 In addition, National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation 
(WWF) recommend that the project proponent use temporary roads wherever 
possible. To minimize the mitigation needed for these temporary roads, reduce 
reclamation costs and to minimize the impact of temporary roads, NWF and WWF 
would like to encourage the proponent to implement disappearing roads technology 
for all temporary roads. In 2008, a team of University of Wyoming students won the 
"Disappearing Roads Competition" for their layered mat, roll-out road system. UW 
Wins First Place in Environmental Competition, University of Wyoming News (2008), 
available at http://www.uwyo.edu/uw/news/2008/06/uw-wins-first-place-in-
environmentalcompetition.html. The roll-out road is designed with synthetic boards 
and developed by Heartland Biocomposites. The mats can reduce ground and habitat 
disruption by up to 88 percent. If these mats are unavailable, NWF and WWF 
encourages the proponent to take advantage of other temporary road mats. These 
roll-out mats can be laid down on top of the sagebrush steppe and removed when the 
road is no longer needed. Instead of building temporary gravel roads, which requires 
removing vegetation, creating the road, and then attempting to restore the sagebrush 
steppe, these temporary roads leave the root system in place, allowing sagebrush to 
grow back more quickly. 

Temporary roads would not be used for this long-
term energy development project. During 
construction roads must be constructed to safely 
support large, heavy loads. During operations 
roads will be partially reclaimed, but may be 
temporarily widened to support periodic heavy 
maintenance activities. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0014 Because greater sage-grouse core habitat is crucial to the survival of the species and 
because greater sage-grouse inhabit nearly the entire Application Area, it is critical 
that BLM closely monitor PCW's compliance with its own "applicant committed 
measure" to site all project facilities outside the boundary of the greater sage-grouse 
core breeding areas. In addition, because studies have shown that greater 
sage-grouse react negatively to wind development but '"there is not sufficient data to 
determine exactly how far wind energy facility structures may influence greater 
sage-grouse habitats," no project components should be constructed within four miles 
of any sage-grouse core habitat boundary ("studies of oil and gas development 
indicate that impacts may occur as far as 4 miles from the disturbance") DEIS 
4.15-12. We acknowledge that the BLM's alternatives propose avoiding actual turbine 
construction within the core areas, but are deeply troubled by the fact that the project 
area even encompasses core area lands, raising the possibility of potential later 
amendments to allow construction within the core areas. As the Wyoming BLM well 
knows, management of BLM sagebrush habitats is key to trying to stop the trend 
towards sage-grouse extinction, and the core area concept is the key to that 
management in Wyoming. We strongly recommend a bright-line rule to exclude all 
core areas entirely from any final decision. 

A research program is currently being 
implemented by PCW on greater sage-grouse, the 
results of which will be used to avoid and minimize 
impacts to greater sage-grouse when siting wind 
project facilities. The ROD will include stipulations 
ensuring that future expansion of the CCSM 
project does not include current greater sage-
grouse core areas. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0021 The BLM conducted a detailed analysis of five development alternatives in the DEIS. 
Of these five alternatives, Alternative 3 best addresses the concerns of National 
Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF). However, we 
have identified several disadvantages to the selection of Alternative 3, including the 
fact that the entire area encompassed by the Sierra Madre unit is highly valued for its 
recreational opportunity, aesthetics, intact landscape, and wildlife habitat. Therefore, 
the BLM should consider removing the Sierra Madre unit from the proposed 
development area, or in other words, should reconsider Alternative 6, Chokecherry 
Only/No Sierra Madre Development. 

Please see the response to GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0022 National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF) strongly 
oppose any development within the Red Rim-Grizzly Wildlife Habitat Management 
Area (Grizzly WHMA). According to the WGFD, the Grizzly WHMA is a crucial habitat 
area for several wildlife species, some of which are listed as Species of Greatest 
Conservation Need in Wyoming's Comprehensive Wildlife Conservation Strategy 
plan. WGFD, Strategic Habitat Plan (2009), Sierra Madre Habitat Priority Area; Baggs 
Habitat Enhancement Area. For this reason, the WGFD aims to "[i]ncrease] 
preservation of this area from development threats" and "pursue permanent 
withdrawals of energy development leases" within and surrounding the Grizzly 
WHMA. In addition, numerous habitat improvement projects have been accomplished 
throughout the Grizzly WHMA. The financial cost of these projects and the benefits to 
wildlife should be taken into account. 

See GCR-14 (No Grizzly) and GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre) as well as Appendix C, Table C-4, GEN-2 
(off-site mitigation). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0024 The BLM rejected Alternative 6, Chokecherry Only/No Sierra Madre Development, 
because it "does not meet PCW's objectives in that it does not allow for the 
development of a 2,000 to 3,000-MW project consisting of approximately 1,000 Wind 
Turbine Generator (WTG) locations and maximize energy production." DEIS 
Volume II 2, 2-20. However, in the same paragraph, the BLM admits that Alternative 6 
would allow for the development of a nearly 2,000-MW project using current 
technology (The installed project capacity would be between 1,326 and 1,989-MW. 
[DEIS Volume 2, 2-19]). Given the fact that WTG installation on the Chokecherry unit 
may not begin for over a year and that wind turbine technology is advancing at a rapid 
pace, it is quite possible that the 663 Chokecherry WTGs proposed under 
Alternative 6 will have the capacity to produce over 2,000 MW. 

Please see the response to GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre). 
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Primary Comment 
Category 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0026 National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF) would 
support additional concentration within the Chokecherry portion of the project if that 
could result in avoidance of wildlife and recreation complications in the Sierra Madre 
portion. The state of Wyoming and the quality of life Wyoming residents experience 
will benefit by safeguarding important wildlife habitat and recreation opportunities. 
Prudent planning before development begins will prove advantageous for the long 
term wildlife and sporting culture of this state. 

Please see the response to GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre); also see the response to Comment 
0303-0013 regarding crucial winter range 
fragmentation. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0027 Under Alternative 3, the BLM promises to avoid WTG construction in the Grizzly 
WHMA. While we are in favor of this option and agree that the BLM should not 
expand the Application Area elsewhere to make up for the acreage lost to the Grizzly 
WHMA, we are concerned that decreasing the size of the Sierra Madre Application 
Area to 50,070 acres will lead to an increase in the density of project components and 
associated disturbance in this unit. The data provided in the DEIS regarding the 
distribution of ancillary facilities under each Alternative indicate that the number of 
facilities that will be sited in the Sierra Madre site under Alternative 3 is approximately 
equal to that under Alternative 1R. While we note a distinct lack of data in the DEIS 
regarding the distribution of WTGs between the two project sites under each 
Alternative, we can extrapolate the data on other project components and assume 
that the number of WTGs located on the Sierra Madre unit will be the same under 
Alternative 1R and Alternative 3. Because the total surface area of the Sierra Madre 
unit under Alternative 3 is less than half of the surface area under Alternative 1R, 
PCW will be forced to concentrate project components closer together. Crowding the 
construction activities and project components into a smaller area of the Sierra Madre 
unit can intensify impacts on wildlife. In comparison, increasing the concentration of 
development in the Chokecherry unit will have fewer wildlife impacts. 

See GCR-14 (No Grizzly), GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre) and GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives), as 
well as Appendix C, Table C-4, GEN-2 (off-site 
mitigation). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0028 Another benefit of removing the Sierra Madre unit from the Application Area is that 
doing so would significantly decrease the number of project components related to 
transmission. By decreasing the total surface area covered by the project and 
eliminating the need for a major transmission line connecting the two units, PCW can 
drastically reduce the amount of overhead and underground transmission equipment 
as well as surface disturbance from roads and underground transmission lines. 

See GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre) and GCR -12 
(Range of Alternatives). 
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Primary Comment 
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Comment 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0029 The BLM has elected to take a tiered approach to developing the CCSM Wind Energy 
Project. Under this approach, impacts are evaluated on a broad, project-wide level 
and specific impacts will be evaluated in subsequent NEPA analysis based on 
site-specific proposals within the selected alternative boundary. See DEIS Volume II, 
Chapter 1. This raises two issues. First, this approach would allow the BLM to modify 
the environmental protections and stipulations set out in the Final EIS to allow future 
site-specific proposals to go forward. As an example, the BLM has proposed to relax 
the Visual Resources guidelines in the Rawlins RMP to permit development of the 
CCSM project. A second issue is the lack of concrete information about the proposed 
location of project components, making it difficult to predict impacts on wildlife. Of 
particular concern is a lack of clarity in the DEIS's definition of the "project area" 
versus "likely area of turbine construction." We note that within the Proponent's 
Preferred alternative the project area overlaps with sage-grouse core area. 

A description of the NEPA tiering process has 
been added as Appendix B in the FEIS, which 
explains the steps that the BLM will undertake to 
evaluate whether subsequent PODs conform to 
the project-wide level EIS and the additional 
NEPA documentation required if the subsequent 
siting deviates from what has already been 
evaluated. Therefore, subsequent approvals will 
apply the environmental constraints and 
measures at a minimum, most of which are based 
on the 2008 BLM RMP and state legislation. 
Section 2.1 clearly explains the difference 
between Application Area, alternative boundary, 
and conceptual area of development. Any 
development on public lands must adhere to the 
BLM RMP or undergo a plan amendment, if 
deemed appropriate by the BLM. The no surface 
use constraints, shown in Figure 2-1 are derived 
from the 2008 BLM RMP and provide the basis of 
the "likely area of turbine construction." While the 
Application Area and Alternative Boundaries may 
overlap with the sage-grouse core area, the 
applicant has committed to no development within 
the sage-grouse core area (as discussed in 
Appendix C). Please see the response to GCR-15 
(Core Area V2). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-003 Preferably avoid any development in the Sierra Madre unit of the proposal, and at all 
costs avoid development within the extremely high-value habitats of the Grizzly 
Wildlife Habitat Management Area. 

See GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre); also see 
Response to Comment 0206-001. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0303-0030 It is imperative that the BLM require and enforce the implementation of a science-
based adaptive management program for the life of the CCSM project. The purpose 
of an adaptive management program is to reduce uncertainty about the effects of 
wind facilities on wildlife and wildlife habitat. According to the DOI's principles of 
adaptive management, the key elements of an adaptive management program are: 
stakeholder involvement, management objectives, management alternatives, 
predictive models, monitoring plans, decision making, monitoring responses to 
management, assessment, and adjustment to management actions. Williams, B.K., 
R. C. Szaro, and C.D. Shapiro, Adaptive Management Working Group, US DOI, 
Adaptive Management: the U.S. Department of Interior Technical Guide (2009). This 
feedback loop is all the more important for the CCSM project, considering the lack of 
data available regarding wind impacts on wildlife and the biologically significant 
cumulative impacts predicted in the DEIS. 

Adaptive management is effective when there is 
long term construction (e.g. 10+ years) which is 
not occurring for this project. The proponent has 
included Adaptive management for avian 
monitoring. BLM is in the process of obtaining 
funding to support additional baseline mule deer 
data collection. Additional monitoring is also 
described in Appendix J: Wildlife Monitoring and 
Protection Plan. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0015 It is broadly agreed that wind power facilities cannot be sited in VRM Class I or II 
lands, because wind turbines are 150 feet tall and always draw the attention of the 
casual observer. BLM itself notes, "The proposed CCSM Wind Energy Project does 
not conform to the existing VRM Class designations in the Rawlins RMP" DEIS 
Volume I at 1-4. Instead of changing the plan to fit the project, BLM should change the 
project to fit the plan. 

See the response to GCR-1 (Project-level PA). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-002 We are supportive of wind energy development as a clean, renewable alternative to 
fossil fuels, as long as development proceeds responsibly. The precepts of our 
responsible wind energy development are laid out in our report Wind Power in 
Wyoming: Doing it Smart from the Start. Siting is of paramount importance: For a 
badly sited wind farm, no amount of mitigation can reduce the level of impact to 
acceptable levels. In the case of this project, the wind farm is proposed to be sited in 
the midst of highly productive sage grouse habitat, and will result in heavy impacts to 
these sage grouse populations. Thus, this project is the antithesis of Doing it Smart 
from the Start. In addition, we are concerned that this massive, poorly sited project is 
likely to trigger a public backlash against future wind development that will give wind 
power a bad name and make it difficult to pursue responsible, thoughtfully-sited 
projects well into the future. The Teton Wind LLC White Mountain project is already 
having this effect in southwest Wyoming. 

Thank you for your comment. Facilities (roads, 
WTGs, substations, etc.) for all action alternatives 
are located outside sage grouse core breeding 
area (see Volume II, Section 2.2.1 and 
Appendix C, Table C-2, Summary of Applicant 
Committed Measures). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0024 Formulation of alternatives during the NEPA disclosure and study process is at the 
heart of Congress' choice of NEPA as the procedural method that guides federal 
agencies' management of the public lands. See Natural Resources Defense Council 
v. Hodel, 865 F.2d 288, 299 (D.C. Cir. 1988) (citing Kleppe v. Sierra Club, 427 U.S. 
390,410 (1976)). In fact, NEPA requirements state that "no action concerning the 
proposal should be taken which would: (1) Have an adverse environmental impact; or 
(2) Limit the choice of reasonable alternatives." In addition, the law requires 
consideration of a range of mitigation measures. Section 102(2)(C) of NEPA requires 
an agency to present alternatives to the proposed action, and Section 102(2)(E) 
requires the agency to "study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to 
recommended courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts 
concerning alternative uses of available resources." The fact that this basic, 
fundamental requirement that is the touchstone of every NEPA document has not 
gone unnoticed on the federal judiciary in sending back environmental studies that fail 
to meet this requirement, is noteworthy. The failure to look at the full range of 
reasonable alternatives is related to BLM's duty in any environmental analysis to 
develop, study, analyze and adopt mitigation measures to protect other resources. 
This is particularly true given that BLM, pursuant to FLPMA, must manage public 
lands in a manner that does not cause either "undue" or "unnecessary" degradation. 
Put simply, the failure of BLM to study and adopt these types of mitigation measures 
especially when feasible and economic means that the agency is proposing to allow 
this project to go forward with unnecessary impacts to public lands, in violation of 
FLPMA. The Tenth Circuit examined NEPA's alternatives requirement and agreed 
with other courts that "have interpreted NEPA to preclude agencies from defining the 
objectives of their actions in terms so unreasonably narrow that they can be 
accomplished be only one alternative At the same time, an agency may not 
completely ignore an applicant's objectives. Taken together, these directives "instruct 
agencies to take responsibility for defining the objectives of an action and then provide 
legitimate consideration to alternatives that fall between the obvious extremes." The 
failure to look at the full range of reasonable alternatives is related to BLM's duty in 
any environmental analysis to develop, study, analyze and adopt mitigation measures 
to protect other resources. The ability to adopt post-leasing mitigation measures is 
quite broad, as all reasonable measures not inconsistent with a given lease may be 
imposed by BLM. This is particularly true given that BLM, pursuant to FLPMA, must 
manage public lands in a manner that does not cause either "undue" or 
"unnecessary" degradation. Put simply, the failure of BLM to study and adopt these 
types of mitigation measures - especially when feasible and economic - means that 
the agency is proposing to allow this project to go forward with unnecessary impacts 
to public lands, in violation of FLPMA. 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0026 The action alternatives for this project are virtually the same. Each alternative calls for 
1,000 turbines. Each alternative places them in two groupings within the same, very 
tight spatial confines. One alternative excludes Miller Hill, but otherwise the 
alternatives cover virtually identical geography. The similarity of the three alternatives 
becomes obvious when examining the impacts analysis maps for visual resources; 
the maps for the four action alternatives are virtually indistinguishable. See 
Figures 4.12-1, 4.12-3, 4.12-5, and 4.12-7. In effect, the BLM has a No Action 
Alternative and three slight variations on the same Action Alternative. This violates 
NEPA's range of alternatives requirements. 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0028 BLM discusses wind power potential in terms of being between Class 5 and Class 7 in 
the project area, and in terms of average wind velocity. DEIS Volume II at 1-8. 
However, the real measure of productivity is the proportion of time that the wind is 
blowing between 30 mph (the speed at which turbines reach nameplate power output) 
and 60 mph (the speed at which turbines have to be shut down to avoid burning up 
their components and "running away"). This is an oversimplification, of course, 
because there is a wind power-density component in which winds of the same velocity 
at higher altitudes produce less power than the same velocity at lower altitudes due to 
less-dense air. But the point is, it is possible that the higher wind power classifications 
may not be the most optimal for wind power production if the wind is blowing too hard 
with a great enough frequency, regardless of how laminar the flow. For these reasons, 
average wind speeds and wind power classifications may not be the best metrics to 
measure the potential of an area for wind power production. We recommend that BLM 
publish the proportion of the year which the turbines would be operating at maximum 
output and use this figure to compare the CCSM project to other projects in Wyoming 
and around the region in order to properly evaluate how good a prospect the project 
area really is for wind power development and whether equally prospective areas are 
available in the general area but outside sensitive viewsheds and sage grouse 
habitats. 

Please see the description for Section 2.4.10, 
Alternate Project Site in the section under 
Alternatives Considered but Eliminated from 
Detailed Analysis 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0029 BLM declined to consider in detail an alternative that would constrain wind turbine 
placement to lands outside the original (Version 2) sage grouse Core Area 
boundaries. DEIS Volume II at 2-19, "Alternative 5." This alternative would have 
resulted in 301 turbines as opposed to the applicant's preference of 1,000. In the first 
place, why must BLM honor the applicant's preference in terms of turbine number? 
Clearly, the agency has a multiple-use mandate in which compromises must be made 
in order to provide responsible management for all resources under BLM's care. 
Secondly, why did BLM not expand the project area in other directions (away from 
sage grouse leks) to increase the number of turbines in this alternative toward the 
applicant's preferred goal? BLM claims "this alternative is no longer necessary" 
because the current alternatives comply with the gerrymandered new sage grouse 
Core Area boundaries and therefore meet the letter of Wyoming IM 2010-4. But BLM 
also has an affirmative mandate to manage for sage grouse persistence as a BLM 
Sensitive Species regardless of the arbitrary boundaries placed on a map by the 
State. The project could have been relocated in part into other neighboring areas to 
expand the number of turbines beyond 301. (If it is impossible to relocate the turbines 
to environmentally acceptable sites nearby, then that is an indication that PCW is 
trying to shoehorn a large wind farm into an area that cannot handle it). Finally, there 
is no particular reason that BLM should approve more than 301 turbines. All wind 
farms built so far in Wyoming have been less than this number, and they appear to be 
profitable. BLM's constraining of action alternatives analyzed in detail to 1,000 
turbines is therefore arbitrary and capricious and an abuse of discretion. 

See GCR-15 (Core Area V2). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-003 The proposed project occurs largely within what was originally designated as sage 
grouse Core Area habitat by the State of Wyoming. In response to pressure from the 
project proponents, the Core Area boundaries were gerrymandered to largely exclude 
the location of the proposed turbines. We urge BLM to reject the State's alteration of 
the Core Areas, and recognize that the lands originally designated as Core are as 
important to sage grouse now as they were before the decision of the Sage Grouse 
Implementation Team to carve them out to appease an industrial interest. As such, 
these lands should be subjected to the same protective BLM stipulations as would 
Core Area habitats, recognizing that BLM (being a federal agency) has an 
independent authority to set its own standards (and set them higher than State 
standards) in the interest of preventing further declines of sage grouse populations 
and protect the interests of the rest of the stakeholders within the range of the sage 
grouse. 

See GCR-15 (Core Area V2). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0030 BLM also declined to analyze in detail an alternative that would eliminate the Sierra 
Madre Unit and simply move forward with the Chokecherry part of the project. Again, 
this doesn't get the applicant to 1,000 turbines, but it doesn't need to, many wind 
projects (some as small as 25 turbines like the Shell Wind Energy Sand Hills Project 
in the Rawlins Field Office) are smaller still and remain sufficiently profitable for 
companies to pursue. 

See GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre); also see 
response to Comments 0303-0024 and 
0304-0029. Chokecherry only is analyzed as a 
portion of multiple action alternatives (see 
Volume II, Section 2.4.5). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0032 BLM's dismissal of alternate site locations for the project is vague and disappointing. 
See DEIS Volume II at 2-22 and 23. First, applicant's preference to develop the entire 
project on the TOTCO Ranch properties is not a legitimate constraint; multiple other 
concepts (including leasing lands from other private landowners) are commonly 
developed by other wind power producers. BLM's statement that alternate locations 
"may not possess" ideal characteristics is indicative that the agency failed to look into 
alternate locations in any detail (i.d.; otherwise the agency would have been able to 
conclude that alternate sites "did not possess" the desired attributes). BLM needs to 
go back and look at alternate sites, particularly those bordering the project area. 
Power Company of Wyoming should examine areas east of the Laramie Range that 
have high wind potential, no sage grouse, and low levels of other type of 
environmental conflict if they wish to pursue a project on this scale. 

The BLM is required to develop a range of 
alternatives to explore "alternative means of 
meeting the purpose and need for the action. As 
stated in Section 6.2.1, The Role of the Purpose 
and Need Statement, the purpose and need 
statement helps define the range of alternatives" 
(BLM NEPA Handbook, H1790-1). Volume II 
Section 1.3 of the DEIS clearly identifies BLM's 
purpose and need as "to determine appropriate 
areas and restrictions for PCW to develop a wind 
energy facility on public lands" and "respond to a 
FLPMA ROW application request submitted by 
the applicant". The PCW ROW application clearly 
identifies the TOTCO Ranch as the area in which 
they wish to develop a wind energy facility to meet 
the needs identified in Section 1.5. Independently 
of the PCW ROW application, the BLM is also 
considering other ROW applications to develop 
wind energy within the Rawlins Field Office, which 
is outside the scope of this project. A range of 
alternatives varying from No Action to eliminating 
portions of the proposed development area are 
analyzed in this EIS to enable BLM decision-
makers to make an informed decision in 
accordance with NEPA. 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0037 Under Alternative 1R, there would be 842 miles of buried 34.5 kV power lines, but 
also 146 miles of overhead 34.5 kV lines and 193 miles of 230 kV lines. DEIS 
Volume II at Table 2-2. Other alternatives have similar build-outs for overhead power 
lines. Overhead power lines invite raptor perching (which could increase turbine-strike 
mortality) and represent an additional and unnecessary visual impact. No other wind 
farm in Wyoming of which we are aware uses overhead power lines to a significant 
extent within the wind farm site itself. Why are all of these overhead power lines 
necessary? The explanations at DEIS Volume II 2-21 are uninformative on these 
points as a significant proportion on the 34.5 kV power lines are in fact slated for 
underground siting in the various action alternatives. We recommend that all power 
lines within the wind farm units be buried. 

A detailed description of the electrical system is 
provided in Appendix A, Section A.3.4. The 
electrical system would be buried to the extent 
practical and feasible unless geotechnical, 
environmental, or electrical efficiency reasons 
require building overhead. Due to the 
programmatic nature of this document, 
approximately 15 percent of the collection system 
was estimated to be overhead line construction for 
the purposes of the analysis. Detailed design will 
be considered in subsequent NEPA analysis. 
BMPs and mitigation are included to deter raptor 
perching and visual resource impacts. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0038 Federal agencies have special stewardship responsibilities with respect to historic 
resources on land that is under the agency's "jurisdiction or control." All historic 
properties under federal jurisdiction or control must be "managed and maintained in a 
way that considers the preservation of their historic, archaeological. And cultural 
values, and those properties must be "identified, evaluated, and nominated to the 
National Register." Failure to adequately protect identified cultural and historic 
properties, and traditional religious and cultural properties results in a violation of the 
NHPA. BLM adopted an agency-wide Cultural Resource Management Program 
(CRMP), which includes four manuals. These four manuals direct BLM field offices to 
carry out their responsibilities under Section 110 of the NHPA. The National Historic 
Preservation Act requires consultation for all projects that would have an adverse 
effect on properties eligible for the National Register of Historic Places. The Section 
106 regulations also confirm that the "[p]hysical destruction of or damage to all or part 
of the Property," "[a]lteration of a property, including restoration, rehabilitation, repair, 
maintenance, stabilization, hazardous material remediation, and provision of 
handicapped access, that is not consistent with the Secretary's standards for the 
treatment of historic properties (36 CFR part 68) and applicable guidelines" or the 
"[c]hange of the character of the property's use or of physical features within the 
property's setting that contribute to its historic significance" results in an "adverse 
effect" on historic properties. These regulations clearly communicate that avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate impacts to eligible properties be considered. Furthermore, the 
regulations instruct Federal agencies to initiate Section 106 early in an undertaking's 
planning to ensure that "a broad range of alternatives may be considered during the 
planning process for the undertaking." Id. (emphasis added). As noted above, a broad 
range of alternatives has not been considered for this project. 

Comment noted. Please also see GCR-12 (Range 
of Alternatives). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0039 According to BLM's analysis, Alternatives 1R, 2, and 4 would result in "Visual effects 
to historic properties, specifically the Overland Trail, by introducing visual elements 
that diminish the integrity of the property's setting." DEIS Volume II at ES-6. Under 
Alternative 3, visual impacts tithe Overland Trail would be "slightly reduced" compared 
to the other three action alternatives. DEIS Volume II at 4.2-6. Alternative 4 would 
have the heaviest impacts on the viewshed of the Overland trail. DEIS Volume II at 
4.2-6. For Alternative 1R, impacts to the Overland Trail are as follows: "Introduction of 
structures such as the proposed WTGs and transmission line into an otherwise rural 
or natural setting could diminish the integrity of a property's historic features that 
contribute to its significance. Significant impacts would occur if the effects of project 
construction and operation could not be mitigated to eliminate adverse effects to the 
setting of a historic property" DEIS Volume II at 4.2-4. These outcomes violate the 
National Historic Preservation Act’s provisions requiring the protection of sites and 
their settings, and therefore render these three alternatives illegal to implement. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act directs all federal agencies to take into 
account effects of their undertakings (actions and 
authorizations) on properties included in or eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. The programmatic agreement regarding 
adverse effects to historic properties (PA) will 
stipulate how the BLM will identify adverse effects 
and avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate those effects 
appropriately. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0062 We were unable to locate any applicant-committed measures regarding anemometer 
(met) towers in the DEIS. See DEIS Volume II at Appendix A. In our scoping 
comments, we asked BLM to require unguyed met towers as a means of decreasing 
collision mortality for passerine birds. This is a measure that is part of the agency's 
Preferred Alternative for the White Mountain wind project near Rock Springs, so 
obviously it is a reasonable alternative. BLM should require this in its package of 
mitigation measures. Why has this not been analyzed in detail? 

Appendix A of the FEIS has been updated to 
reflect information from the revised draft POD 
(PCW 2012a), including information on permanent 
met towers. The wind energy project BMPs cited 
in BLM IM WO-2009-043 are also applicable to 
this project (as noted in Section 2.2.1). 
Attachment 1-5 of IM WO-2009-043 specifies that 
“Guy wires on permanent meteorological towers 
shall be avoided, however, if guy wires are 
necessary, the meteorological towers shall be 
periodically inspected to determine whether 
permanent markers (bird flight diverters) attached 
to the guy wires are necessary to increase 
visibility.” This approach will be the case on the 
CCSM project as non-guyed towers are the 
preferred option, except in areas where site 
conditions (such as geotechnical constraints) may 
require guyed structures that adhere to the 
requirements specified in IM WO-2009-043.No 
new met towers are proposed as part of the wind 
farm application. All met towers are required to 
have bird diverters when authorized.  
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0065 BLM notes that a sage-grouse plan amendment is forthcoming, and that this could 
affect the project. DEIS Volume II at ES-3. One of the concepts that the BLM has 
already been asked to consider at the cooperators' meetings for this plan amendment 
process is for BLM to restore the original Core Area boundaries established under the 
State policy, an action which would place both the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre 
project units inside Core Area boundaries. BLM should craft an alternative that would 
be in compliance with Wyoming Instruction Memoranda 2012-012 and 2011-013 
should this outcome come to pass. In the meantime, BLM should not approve this 
project, which would limit the range of options BLM could consider in its sage grouse 
plan amendment process. BLM notes that PCW has committed to stay out of 
designated Core Areas under all action alternatives. DEIS Volume II at ES-4. This 
statement is disingenuous in the extreme. Under the original Core Area boundary 
designations, all action alternatives would have been inside designated Core Areas. 
PCW approached the Sage Grouse Implementation Team (SGIT) and sought 
boundary adjustments that would exclude the project units from Core Areas. The 
SGIT complied with this request, to the detriment of sage grouse conservation. If 
PCW was genuinely intending to stay out of designated Core Areas, it would never 
have sought the boundary adjustment. We view such gerrymandering of Core Area 
boundaries to allow projects clearly incompatible with sage grouse persistence as 
dirty pool, and to seek it is deeply dishonorable; we condemn PCW in the strongest 
possible terms for failing to respect the spirit of the sage grouse Core Area policy, 
which is designed to protect sage grouse. 

See GCR-15 (Core Area V2) and GCR-12 (Range 
of Alternatives). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0068 In Alternative 2, BLM references its standard 2-mile NSU buffer for structures less 
than 20 feet tall. DEIS Volume II at 2-8. It is important to note that this 2-mile buffer 
has been deemed inadequate by scientists and wildlife managers, and would place 
these structures not only too close to the lek itself but also within the heart of sage 
grouse nesting habitat, which surrounds the lek for a distance of up to 5.3 miles. 
Buffers should be applied under all alternatives, not just Alternative 2. 

Please see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0304-0089 None of the action alternatives analyzed in detail in the DEIS are environmentally 
acceptable, despite the advantages of renewable power over fossil fuels. Alternative 3 
has a lower impact on wetlands (DEIS Volume II at 4.11-25), lower impact on sage 
grouse (Table 4.15-5), lower impact on some sections of the Overland Trail and 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail but still has a massive impact on sage grouse 
and a heavy impact on raptors and bats as well, in addition to having a greater 
mileage of roads and power lines. But even this alternative does not meet the most 
basic recommendations of Wind Power in Wyoming: Doing it Smart from the Start. 
BLM has several options in order to approve a project that is environmentally 
responsible. It can reanalyze Alternative 5 in detail and approve it, which may (or may 
not) constrain Power Company of Wyoming to utilize one of the number of 
transmission lines slated pass near it (Gateway West, Overland Express, Gateway 
South) rather than constructing their own TransWest Express line to service the 
project. Alternately, Power Company of Wyoming could pursue the entire thousand-
turbine project on lands in the ''Green Rectangle" that have been identified as having 
no environmental conflicts in our Smart from the Start report, located east of the 
Laramie Range and in areas of extremely high wind energy potential, with our full 
endorsement. 

See GCR-14 (No Grizzly), GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre), GCR-21 (Bat and Avian Impacts), and 
GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives) as well as 
Appendix C, Table C-4, GEN-2 (off-site mitigation) 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0309-0014 Recommendation: The actual footprint of the project should be adjusted in a manner 
that clearly avoids core areas, thus ensuring that this high value area is inappropriate 
for and off limits to wind development activities. Where development does occur, the 
best available science should be used in developing protective measures and 
stipulations. Ongoing research and monitoring results should be used to influence 
siting decisions to avoid conflict areas, such as the movement corridor in the 
northwest comer of Chokecherry. 

The CCSM project already avoids sage grouse 
core breeding area (see Volume II, Section 2.2.1 
and Appendix C, Table C-2, Summary of 
Applicant Committed Measures). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-0011 Given that the SM portion of the project area contains important wildlife habitat, 
abundant wildlife, and cultural resources with national significance, and is exceedingly 
popular with hunters and other recreationists, the BLM should give serious 
consideration to an alternative that excludes this area. 

See GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre); also see 
Response to Comments 0303-0024 and 
0304-0029. 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-006 As a result, we do not feel that the BLM has provided an adequate range of 
alternatives for this project. The net benefits of providing an alternative (Alternative 3) 
that limits development in areas that are of particularly concern to the public (as 
demonstrated during the scoping period) are completely undermined by proposing so 
much added disturbance in this alternative that it makes it untenable for the public to 
support it. The BLM (or the project applicant) seems to be trying to coerce the public 
into accepting the applicant proposed alternative which includes development in areas 
that it particularly opposes (for example, Miller Hill and southern Sierra Madre) by 
providing/analyzing only alternatives to this proposal that have significantly higher 
levels of overall disturbance. 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives); also see 
Response to Comment 0214-003. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-007 The BLM typically provides a range of alternatives that consist of a development 
option, a conservation option, and an option that finds a balance between these two 
scenarios, as it does in its VRM DEIS. However, in the CCSM DEIS, the BLM has 
addressed alternatives with different boundaries, and one boundary in particular that 
is more likely to appeal to the public (Alternative 3), but has only included alternatives 
that would result in even more disturbance than the applicant's proposed alternative. 
The BLM needs to provide a range of alternatives that would allow for more and less 
development than that desired by the project applicant in its preferred proposal. 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives); also see 
Response to Comment 0214-003. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-0070 In light of these concerns, BLM may well want to reconsider evaluating Alternative 5, 
which would avoid developing wind energy in greater sage-grouse core areas based 
on the earlier (version 2) of the core sage-grouse area map before "core area" habitat 
was excised to accommodate the proposed CCSM project. Such a project would still 
consist of over 300 turbines with an installed project capacity between 602-903 MW 
(CCSM DEIS at 2-19), but would dramatically reduce impacts to sage-grouse as well 
as a host of other sensitive wildlife in the Application Area. 

See GCR-15 (Core Area V2) and GCR-12 (Range 
of Alternatives). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-008 We urge the BLM to provide an appropriate range of alternatives that not only 
addresses different boundaries, but also addresses different levels of development. 
BLM must not be constrained in its selection of alternatives by the proponent's 
intransigence in considering a smaller-scale project. (Alternative 4 - private lands only 
proposes fewer turbines but its projected road and habitat disturbances are so much 
greater than all of the other alternatives that this option is not even worthy of 
consideration). 

See GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-0081 Should BLM consider only the alternatives that are currently outlined in the CCSM 
DEIS and not attempt to achieve a better balance between energy development and 
resource protection, we should state that we are less opposed to Alternative 3 than 
we are to the other alternatives with regards to historic and scenic trails. Adverse 
visual impacts to the Overland Trail from the CCSM project would be slightly reduced 
in Alternative 3 compared to Alternatives 1R and 2 because of the exclusion of the 
western and southern portions of the SM area (CCSM DEIS at 4.2-6). 

Thank you for your comment. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0313-009 We believe that Alternative 6 (Chokecherry only/No Sierra Madre development) is a 
viable alternative that certainly is desirable from the public's perspective and should 
not have been eliminated. We urge the BLM to include this alternative in its final 
analysis and to give it serious consideration. 

Please see the response to GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre). 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0474-0013 We note that there are a number of references throughout the DEIS (for example, see 
pages 2-8 and 2-19) to the Wyoming Governor's EO 2010-4 which establishes greater 
sage-grouse core area protection. EO 2011-5 was signed by Governor Mead on 
June 2, 2011 and supersedes EO 2010-4. References to EO 2010-4 should be 
updated throughout the FEIS to EO 2011-5. All of the mapping of greater sage-grouse 
core areas and analysis within the DEIS was properly based upon the greater 
sage-grouse habitats, populations and connectivity areas identified in Attachment A of 
the current EO (Sage-Grouse Core Breeding Areas Version 3). 

An editorial correction has been made in the FEIS. 
The reference has been updated to reflect the 
current state legislative reference for Greater 
sage-grouse core area protection. As noted in the 
comment, all mapping in the DEIS related to 
Greater sage-grouse was correct. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0474-0014 Alternative 2 includes an additional stipulation for protection of greater sage-grouse 
which prohibits facilities over 20 feet in height within 1 mile or the visual horizon of a 
lek, whichever is closer. This stipulation varies only slightly from the constraint on all 
alternatives described in Table C-1 that allows high profile structures only on a case-
by-case basis within 0.25 to 1.0 mile of occupied sage-grouse leks. It is not clear that 
BLM has analyzed the effectiveness of this variation of the constraint already included 
in Table C-1. Alternative 1R complies with the Governor's EO for the protection of 
sage-grouse core population areas and sage-grouse and their habitat outside of the 
core areas. Therefore, the additional restriction on construction included in 
Alternative 2 would not provide any further protection for the sage-grouse not already 
provided under Alternative 1R. 

Because Alternative 1R allows turbines to be 
constructed within 0.25 mile of leks, there would 
not be the same level of protection as there is in 
Alternative 2, even if Alternative 1R is sited 
outside of core areas. 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0474-0015 The description of Alternative 3 states that this alternative incorporates an "additional 
stipulation for greater sage-grouse protection" by prohibiting activity from March 1 to 
July 15 in sage-grouse cores breeding areas and within 2 miles of a lek outside the 
core breeding area. This additional stipulation does not provide any further protection 
for sage-grouse inside the core breeding areas because PCW has already committed 
to no construction within those areas. Furthermore, this stipulation is similar to the one 
already described as a constraint in Table C-1. Because this additional stipulation 
actually provides no further protection for the sage-grouse than is already provided for 
under Alternative 1R, this measure is unnecessary. Furthermore, as noted above, 
Alternative 1R complies with Wyoming EO 2011-5 for the protection of sage-grouse 
and their habitat. 

This stipulation would apply to all alternatives, not 
just Alternative 3, and the EIS now includes this 
adjustment in Section 2.3.  

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0474-0016 The statement on p. 2-12 that elk and mule deer winter range is present on Miller Hill 
is incorrect. Figure 3.14-1 shows only spring/summer/fall mule deer range on Miller 
Hill (no mule deer winter range), and Figure 3.14-2 shows that only a portion of Miller 
Hill provides winter/yearlong (and no crucial winter/yearlong) habitat for elk. 
Therefore, one of the purported rationales for Alternative 3 is not applicable. 

The comment is correct that Miller Hill does not 
contain crucial winter range. Furthermore, the 
headwaters of Muddy Creek, home to three BLM 
sensitive species, are located on Miller Hill. Mule 
deer and elk migration routes have been identified 
as terminating on Miller Hill, as the area is used by 
both species as summer range." However, the 
rationale for Alternative 3 is still applicable 
because it is based on the proximity of Miller Hill 
to the Grizzly WHMA and the fact that mule deer 
and elk migrate through the area. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0474-0017 Under Alternative 4, the BLM would authorize access across its even-numbered 
sections to allow construction of wind turbines by PCW on its private lands. As is 
stated on p. 2-15, BLM is required to provide reasonable access to private lands. This 
alternative reduces the number of turbines which were proposed by PCW and, 
accordingly, reduces the amount of electricity that can be produced from the 
renewable wind source. At the same time, this alternative would result in more than 
40% greater amounts of surface disturbance than Alternative 1R. Alternative 4 does 
not meet PCW's purpose and need and is therefore not a reasonable alternative. 

Comment noted. Since Alternative 4 meets the 
minimum capacity requirements of a 2,000-MW 
project, this alternative suggested by the public 
during scoping is being considered in the 
reasonable range of alternatives. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0474-0019 Table 2-14 (p. 2-30) should be revised to show that the "Annual bat collision mortality" 
is estimated (just as the raptor and bird collision mortalities are estimated). As drafted, 
the table implies more certainty regarding bat collision mortality than actually exists. In 
addition, please see our comments below regarding the impacts analysis for bats. 

This table has been corrected in the EIS to state 
that the bat fatality rate is estimated. 
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Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

0474-005 The revisions to the proposed wind development areas within the Application Area 
include, but are not limited to, removal of turbines from over 97% of the Red Rim - 
Grizzly Wildlife Habitat Management Area, removal of turbines from the western 
portion of the Sierra Madre site and removal of all infrastructure from Wyoming's 
designated core sage-grouse areas. On page 2-18, the Applicant's proposed action is 
briefly discussed; however, a map of the original proposed action was omitted. 
Attached as Exhibit 1 to this letter is a figure showing the area of development for 
Applicant's proposed action. For comparison, DEIS Figure 2-3 is attached as 
Exhibit 2. The APA (Alternative 1R) represents an unprecedented commitment to 
developing a renewable energy project in an environmentally responsible manner. 
BLM and the public should recognize that Alternative 1R unlike many third party 
proposed action alternatives evaluated by federal agencies in an EIS, already 
incorporates significant alterations and mitigation from the original proposed action. 

The information presented in this comment is 
correct. The BLM has taken this comment into 
consideration during development of the FEIS. A 
figure has been added to Chapter 2 to depict the 
original proposed action. 

Alternatives - Wind 
Project General 

1000-002 I urge you to consider Alternative 3 as a starting place for more thorough planning. I 
also urge you to further reduce the potential effects on the greater sage-grouse 
population by keeping all development out of the Sierra Madre area. Over one third of 
the remaining greater sage-grouse in the world live in Wyoming, and we cannot risk 
blindly developing in some of their most important habitat. They are dangerously close 
to becoming listed as a threatened species; and, the natural life support system, 
which is the ecosystem, cannot or should not be replaced. 

See GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre). The CCSM 
project already avoids sage grouse core areas 
(see Volume II, Section 2.2.1 and Appendix C, 
Table C-2, Summary of Applicant Committed 
Measures). In addition, PCW is conducting a 
research study on sage-grouse in the Application 
Area and the results of the study will be used to 
help site facilities in areas that will reduce impacts 
to important sage-grouse habitat. 

Purpose and Need 0304-007 The DEIS also identifies a goal of producing 10,000 megawatts of renewable power, a 
goal that the Secretary of lnterior should reach by 2015 under the Energy Policy Act of 
2005. How far along is the Secretary in reaching this goal? Has 10,000 MW already 
been constructed? What other projects are contributing to the effort to reach this goal? 

Please refer to the BLM's website here:  
http://www.blm.gov/wo/st/en/prog/energy/epca_ch
art.html for information on key BLM actions that 
are related to the Energy Policy Act of 2005. 
Renewable energy is addressed in Section 211 of 
the Act. 

Purpose and Need 0474-0010 The discussion on pages 1-7 to 1-8 states that some wind projects become 
economically competitive with conventional generation when coupled with the 
renewable electricity production tax credit. While it is not relevant to this analysis, 
please be advised that under current law the CCSM project is not eligible for this tax 
credit. 

Comment noted. No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 
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Purpose and Need 0474-0011 As noted above, PCW has submitted a separate comment letter on the Draft RMP 
VRM Amendment. As noted therein, although PCW disagrees that wind energy 
development is incompatible with VRM Class III, it is clear that the proposed project 
would be in conformance with the Preferred Alternative (and with Alternative 2) of the 
Draft RMP Amendment. 

Comment noted. 

Air Resources 0312-0029 Water will be applied twice per day for heavy truck traffic, using magnesium chloride 
on an as needed basis for dust suppression where appropriate and when no harm will 
occur to aquatic habitats. Roads will be covered with gravel and dust abatement 
techniques will be used on unpaved, unvegetated surfaces. We recommend that 
monitoring of dust levels occur so that increased measures to mitigate can be 
implemented proactively rather that reactively. 

See Response 0204-003 

Air Resources 0204-002 The EPA appreciates the detailed emissions inventory and analysis of potential air 
quality impacts associated with construction of the wind farm included in the Draft EIS. 
We are also pleased to see the five Applicant Committed Best Management Practices 
(BMPs) to reduce fugitive dust emissions, which are assumed to control emissions by 
50%. Even with these BMPs, however, annual fugitive dust emissions are 6,287 tons 
PM10 and 2,413 tons PM2.5 in the max emission year, which is a substantial amount of 
dust, particularly considering the proposed project's proximity to the Mt. Zirkel 
Wilderness Class I area. The EPA is therefore pleased to see that "a screen analysis 
shows that these emissions would not cause a violation of ambient air quality 
standards or degradation of regional air quality'' (Draft EIS page 4.1-4). For disclosure 
purposes, please provide additional information in the Final EIS regarding what 
method was used in the screen analysis as well as summarize the results obtained. 
This information will help to clarify any potential concerns, or lack thereof, relating to 
the fugitive dust emissions. 

Screening dispersion modeling was also 
performed to assess PM10 impacts of haul truck 
emissions and dirt roads. Air modeling was 
performed using USEPA approved SCREEN3. 
The trucks were modeled as volume sources 
using full meteorology as well as regulatory model 
default values for mixing heights and anemometer 
heights. Impacts were assessed at distances of 
10 meters to 500 meters from the road for a 
generic road segment that is representative of all 
dirt roads in the direct impacts assessment area. 

Air Resources 0204-003 The EPA recommends that, in addition to the Applicant Committed BMPs, the BLM 
include Proposed Mitigation Measures for air quality in Section 4.1.6 of the Draft EIS 
and Appendix C Table C-4 in case fugitive dust impacts are more severe than 
anticipated. Additional mitigation could include resin treatments (84% control 
efficiency), paving the roads (99% control efficiency), or contingency plans such as 
ceasing construction activities when wind speeds are greater than 30 mph. The EPA 
also recommends use of a monitoring provision, for example: limit visible dust 
emissions to 20% opacity by watering, graveling, phasing of work, applying water 
during active operations or applying chemical treatments to the unpaved roads." 

It is anticipated that the currently committed ACMs 
will limit visible dust emissions to 20% opacity. 
These ACMs are listed in Appendix C in 
Table C-3.  
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Air Resources 0204-004 While the Draft EIS analysis and discussion of potential air quality impacts focuses on 
construction, dust particulates from ongoing operations on roadways are also a 
concern. Depending on the alternative selected, 335 to 477 miles of road will remain 
open throughout the project life with continuous use for turbine maintenance. The 
EPA recommends that dust control mitigation strategies for operations and 
maintenance activities be included in the Final EIS and be implemented as operating 
requirements to minimize air quality impacts. 

The FEIS text has been modified to include a 
mitigation measure that addresses treatment of 
roads to reduce fugitive dust emissions during 
operations. 

Air Resources 0204-005 We appreciate the disclosure of greenhouse gas emissions associated with 
construction of the proposed wind farm and the inclusion of detailed emission 
spreadsheets indicating the sources of emissions in Appendix H. Regarding 
operational emissions, however, the brief discussion leaves us with two questions. 
First, please provide additional detail clarifying the source(s) of the estimated 1,400 to 
2,100 tons CO2 per year during facility operation. Second, it would be helpful if an 
estimate of emissions from other electrical grid power generation assumed to be 
offset by the proposed project was provided. Clarification on these two points will help 
to more clearly convey what is likely to be a positive impact of the proposed project on 
greenhouse gas emissions and climate change. 

Initial estimate of 1,400 to 2,100 tons is incorrect; 
the text in the FEIS has been modified 
accordingly. To the second point, the electrical 
power generation of perhaps 3.6 -9 million 
megawatts per year would potentially replace a 
like amount of power generation from fossil fueled 
power generation. From the USEPA GHG 
Equivalencies Calculator, the project would 
reduce GHG by 2,700,000 to 6,800,000 tons 
CO2e per year.  

Air Resources 0474-00125 For example, the discussion in Section 5.1 on cumulative impacts for air quality 
describes only the impacts of the proposed project, not the cumulative impacts to air 
quality which may occur when the incremental impact of Alternative 1R (or of the other 
alternatives) is combined with the impacts of the past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable actions in the CIA area for air resources. It may be that, because the 
impacts of the proposed wind energy project on air quality are expected to be minimal 
(e.g., ozone formation unlikely and visibility impacts to Class I areas unlikely), BLM 
assumes that the incremental impact of the project will not, when considered together 
with the gas development, transmission line and other projects mentioned in 
Table 5.0-1, cause a cumulative impact on air quality. However, to ensure compliance 
with 40 C.F.R. §1508.25(c)(3), that rationale should be detailed in the FEIS. 

Text has been revised in the FEIS with content 
similar to the comment. 

Air Resources 0474-00132 For example, Section 5.1 does not discuss how simultaneous construction of one or 
more of the transmission line projects with the wind energy project might cumulatively 
impact air quality. 

Text has been revised in FEIS with content similar 
to the comment. 
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Air Resources 0474-0020 Table 3.1-1 reflects an outdated national standard for ozone as 0.08 ppm. In fact, the 
current national standard is 0.075 ppm. See Memorandum dated September 22, 2011 
from EPA Asst. Administrator Gina McCarthy to EPA Regional Air Division Directors 
("... the current ozone NAAQS is 0.075 ppm ... and EPA fully intends to implement this 
current standard"). Of course, because the ozone precursor emissions from the 
proposed project are nominal, there are no expected impacts under any of the 
alternatives to ozone national standards even if the lower standard is correctly 
reflected. PCW understands that the Wyoming State Implementation Plan has not yet 
been formally amended to reflect the current 0.075 ppm standard. With respect to the 
discussions of PM10 and PM2.5, PCW requests clarification as to whether the PM10 
data is inclusive of the PM2.5 data. 

Table 3.1-1 has been changed to reflect the 
current standard of 0.075 ppm. 

Air Resources 0474-0021 Tables 3.1-2, 3.1-3, 3.1-4, 3.1-5 and 3.1-6 all show reported emissions from major 
sources as of 2002. It may be that 2002 was the most current data when this section 
of the DEIS was being written but, if there is more recent data, then we request that 
the current data be reflected in the FEIS. 

These are the most recent years on the USEPA 
Air Data Web Page. 

Air Resources 0474-0036 The conclusion on page 4.1-4 with respect to air emissions under Alternative 1R is 
that the emissions from the various project elements would not cause a violation of 
ambient air quality standards or degradation of regional air quality. This conclusion 
was based upon a "screen analysis." Given the relatively low level of emissions from 
project construction (and virtually none during project operation), PCW agrees that a 
qualitative analysis of those identified emissions would result in the regional 
conclusion that air quality standards will not be adversely affected by Alternative 1R, 
and NEPA only requires that agencies assess impacts "in proportion to their 
significance." 40 C.F.R. §1502.2(b). Therefore, it is entirely appropriate for BLM to 
provide only a qualitative assessment of the potential impacts to air quality, given the 
low level of anticipated emissions during construction (and virtually no emissions 
during project operations). Nonetheless, PCW suggests that the screen analysis used 
to reach that conclusion should be described in the FEIS. 

See Response to Comment 0204-002. 
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Air Resources 0474-0037 The only emissions from construction of the project with a remote potential for 
significance are particulates (PM10 and PM2.5). Table 3.1-1 discloses the Wyoming 
and national Ambient Air Quality Standards for coarse and fine particulates but 
Section 4.1 does not disclose whether the fugitive dust emissions from project 
construction are anticipated to exceed the WAAQS and/or NAAQS. We note that the 
EIS on the Atlantic Rim Natural Gas Project, which is adjacent to much of the CCSM 
Application Area, reported background concentrations of PM10 and PM2.5 based on 
data collected by the Wyoming DEQ at the Emerson Building in Cheyenne. Those 
data (unless a more appropriate source is now available), together with expected 
concentrations as a result of the Proposed Action, should be compared to the 
WAAQS and NAAQS in the FEIS. PCW anticipates that the Proposed Action will not 
result in any exceedances of the particulate standards. 

Section 4.1 of the FEIS has been modified to state 
that the WAAQS or NAAQS would not be 
exceeded. 

Air Resources 0474-0038 The discussion of the impact of the project on greenhouse gases at the bottom of 
page 4.1-5 and the top of page 4.1-6 appears to use incorrect data. The concluding 
sentence states that, upon completion, the 2,000-3,000 MW of the proposed project 
would replace emissions by other electrical grid power generation by 1,400 to 2,100 
tons of CO2 per year. PCW has calculated that 7.3 million metric tons of CO2 per year 
would be displaced by the CCSM project. Therefore, the 1,400 to 2,100 tons of CO2 
per year figure appears to be grossly understated. This statement should be corrected 
in the FEIS. 

See Response to comment 0204-005 

Air Resources 0474-0046 The discussion on page 4.6-3 regarding analysis assumptions for the impacts on 
grazing seems to contradict the discussion in Section 4.1 .8 regarding the effects of 
air emissions on grazing. The discussion on page 4.6-3 states that deposition of 
fugitive dust from traffic on unpaved roadways is assumed to affect approximately 
36.36 acres per mile of road. While page 4.6-5 states that airborne dust is a common 
respiratory irritant for animals, particularly young animals, Section 4.1.8 states that 
impacts of air emissions would not produce a detectable effect on vegetation or 
grazing. That section goes on to state that the deposition of dust on vegetation may 
be noticeable at times, but is short-lived during construction. The conclusions in 
Section 4.1.8 conflict with those described in Section 4.6.2, and the FEIS should 
clarify why these sections conflict. 

Additional clarification has been added in both the 
FEIS air and the range sections. Air section: 
“Fugitive dust from traffic on unpaved roads would 
impact air quality immediately adjacent to these 
roads, but the air quality in the broader project 
area would not be impacted to the level that it 
would constitute a violation of national or state 
AAQS." Range: “Air quality in the broader project 
area would not be impacted to the level that it 
would constitute a violation of national or state 
AAQS; however fugitive dust from traffic on 
unpaved roads will impact air quality immediately 
adjacent to these roads.” 
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Cultural Resources 0213-001 The DRMP amendment and DEIS appear to have relied on the 1985 CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan for direction even though the CDNST Comprehensive Plan was 
amended in 2009. The amendment is described in a Federal Register Notice that was 
published on October 5. 2009 (74 FR 5111 6). Consistent with the CDNST Study 
Report, the amendment sets forth direction to guide the development and 
management of the CDNST across all Federal agencies. 

Please see response to GCR-11 (CDNST). 

Cultural Resources 0304-0040 BLM notes that features eligible for NRHP listing are managed under Appendix 5 of 
the Rawlins RMP. DEIS Volume II at 4.2-2. This Appendix specifically lists the 
Overland and Cherokee Trails as eligible, but states that there may be contributing 
segments (where setting would be protected) and noncontributing segments (where 
presumably it would not) Rawlins RMP at A5-4. This sets up a FLPMA nonconformity 
issue. The Chokecherry DEIS does not clearly identify which segments of these two 
historic trails are contributing and noncontributing (a NEPA failure to supply baseline 
information). Also, it is unclear whether under the NHPA the BLM may elect not to 
protect the setting of a historic feature that is NRHP eligible by declaring it a 
noncontributing segment." We can find no such loophole in the law. Regardless, the 
1/4 mile limit on industrial activity around these historic trails in the DEIS is clearly 
insufficient to prevent major impacts to the settings of historic features in the context 
of wind farm development. Stronger measures are needed so that the project can be 
brought into compliance with the NHPA. We recommend the same stipulations 
proposed for implementation in the Rawlins RMP: a 3-mile No Surface Use limitation 
paired with an additional 2-mile Controlled Surface Use stipulation that prevents 
surface occupancy unless all visible features are screened from view from the historic 
trail. The fact that this is a reasonable alternative can be inferred from the fact that 
BLM is proposing this level of management for the Oregon, California, Mormon, and 
Pony Express trails network as it passed through the Lander Field Office; we expect 
this standard to be expanded throughout all Field Offices in Wyoming in the years to 
come. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act directs all federal agencies to take into 
account effects of their undertakings (actions and 
authorizations) on properties included in or eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. Properties that encompass large areas 
can be deemed to have contributing and non-
contributing portions. Contributing portions are 
seen to retain integrity of the values for which the 
property is considered eligible for the NRHP. Non-
contributing portions are identified portions of the 
property which are not deemed to retain the 
integrity of values which would render the property 
eligible for the NRHP. The Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan specifies that, “Surface 
disturbing and disruptive activities will not be 
allowed within one-quarter mile or the visual 
horizon, whichever is closer, of the historic trails,” 
and that “where the integrity of historic trails 
setting contributes to NRHP eligibility, 
management actions resulting in visual elements 
that diminish the integrity of the property’s setting 
will be managed in accordance with the Wyoming 
State Protocol and BMPs.” The programmatic 
agreement regarding adverse effects to historic 
properties (PA) will stipulate how the BLM will 
identify adverse effects and avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate those effects appropriately. Please 
see additional text in the Final EIS regarding 
contributing and non-contributing segments of the 
Overland Trail (Section 3.2.1.2, Cultural 
Resources). 
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Cultural Resources 0304-0041 According to the RMP Appendix 5, "A setting assessment is used to determine what 
physical features of a proposed undertaking will be visible from a historic property for 
which setting is an important aspect of integrity. Visibility of undertakings will vary. In 
the majority of cases, undertakings will not be seen beyond 3 miles; pipelines, fiber-
optic, and other ground-level disturbance will not likely be seen beyond a mile. In rare 
cases, undertakings may be seen beyond 5 miles if they are unusually large or are 
skylined on the horizon, such as wind turbines and communication towers." Rawlins 
RMP at A5-8. The Chokecherry/Sierra Madre project clearly appears to be one of 
these "rare cases." However, we find no evidence that BLM has undertaken a setting 
assessment for any historic property within or near the project area. This failure 
appears to reveal a FLMPA nonconformity between the Chokecherry/Sierra Madre 
DEIS and the Rawlins RMP. Apparently, BLM is deferring the setting analysis is being 
deferred to a later date. DEIS Volume II at 4.2-4. This is not only inconsistent with 
RMP requirements but also constitutes a failure to gather appropriate baseline 
information under NEPA. 

A setting assessment has been completed for 
those historic properties where the setting is an 
aspect of integrity. The programmatic agreement 
regarding adverse effects to historic properties 
(PA) will stipulate how the BLM will identify 
adverse effects and avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate those effects appropriately. Please see 
the updated text in the Final EIS regarding setting 
(Section 4.2.5.2, Cultural Resources). 

Cultural Resources 0304-0042 To remedy potential impacts to historic properties, "Avoidance, through modification of 
the proposed undertaking, is the primary and preferred measure used to protect 
cultural resources. This can be accomplished at the project planning stage." Rawlins 
RMP at A5-8. Well, here we are at the project planning stage, and BLM seems to 
have failed to implement the strategy of avoidance, the "primary and preferred 
measure" to protect historic properties, in any of the action alternatives for the 
Chokecherry/Sierra Madre project. Under Alternative 1R, the applicant has committed 
to a 1-mile buffer from the Overland Trail. DEIS Volume II at 4.2-5. This is only 
enough to meet legal standards for protection of NRHP-eligible properties in cases 
where it renders the turbines invisible from the trail. Appendix 5 does apparently allow 
BLM the discretion to approve projects beyond 0.25-mile from the historic trail of a 
contributing segment if BMPs are applied. Rawlins RMP at A5-4. However, the NHPA 
does not allow the agency to approve actions that would impair the historic setting, 
and federal law clearly trumps an RMP that proposes a lower level of protection. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act directs all federal agencies to take into 
account effects of their undertakings (actions and 
authorizations) on properties included in or eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. The programmatic agreement regarding 
adverse effects to historic properties (PA) will 
stipulate how the BLM will identify adverse effects 
and avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate those effects 
appropriately. 
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Cultural Resources 0304-0044 In the final analysis, "Since some of the cultural value associated with these [NRHP-
eligible] sites cannot be fully mitigated, it is anticipated that residual impacts to these 
resources would occur." DEIS at 4.2-7. BLM concludes in its Cumulative Impact 
Analysis: Cumulative effects to the Overland Trail where the setting is an important 
aspect of integrity are expected to occur. Past, present, and reasonably foreseeable 
future actions have altered and most likely would continue to alter the landscape 
surrounding the Trail to the point that the integrity of the setting would no longer 
contribute to the eligibility of the site. The incremental damage and loss of integrity 
would result in the fragmentation of the Trail and would destroy the values that make 
this resource significant. DEIS Volume II at 5-7. These are unacceptable outcomes. 

Comment noted.  

Cultural Resources 0310-003 Specific to the CCSM project, there is concern that the Rawlins Historic District and 
the Historic Wyoming Prison will be only four-miles from the turbines, well within the 
viewshed. Other historic properties such as Parco-Sinclair and Fort Fred Steele will 
also be within a very narrow visual distance. Additionally, tourist traveling along I-80 or 
the Union Pacific rail lines expecting a view of the "Real Wyoming" advertised by the 
tourist bureaus will see nothing but a sea of wind turbines. 

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act directs all federal agencies to take into 
account effects of their undertakings (actions and 
authorizations) on properties included in or eligible 
for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. The programmatic agreement regarding 
adverse effects to historic properties (PA) will 
stipulate how the BLM will identify adverse effects 
and avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate those effects 
appropriately. 

Cultural Resources 0310-004 AHW is deeply concerned about the impact of the proposed internal haul road on the 
Overland and Cherokee historic trails and their settings. The internal haul road should 
definitely not parallel the historic trails! 

Applicant committed measures and proposed 
mitigation measures would be applied to avoid or 
minimize effects to historic properties (see 
Appendix C). Where adverse effects cannot be 
avoided or minimized, mitigation measures will be 
developed that are appropriate to the scope of the 
effect being mitigated as identified in the 
programmatic agreement regarding adverse 
effects to historic properties (PA). 
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Cultural Resources 0310-006 And finally, overwhelming concerns surround the visual and physical impacts to the 
Overland Trail, Cherokee Trail, Rawlins to Fort Washakie Stage Road and Rawlins to 
Baggs Stage Road as well as the Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (CDNST). 
At the present time two of these trails are eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places and are also being considered by the National Park Service for addition to the 
National Historic Trails System. The Overland and Cherokee trails. The Overland and 
Cherokee Historic Trails and their settings as well should be afforded the same No 
Surface Occupancy restrictions as the National Historic Trails. 

The Rawlins Resource Management Plan 
specifies that, “Surface disturbing and disruptive 
activities will not be allowed within one-quarter 
mile or the visual horizon, whichever is closer, of 
the historic trails,” and that “where the integrity of 
historic trails setting contributes to NRHP 
eligibility, management actions resulting in visual 
elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s setting will be managed in accordance 
with the Wyoming State Protocol and BMPs.” The 
programmatic agreement regarding adverse 
effects to historic properties (PA) will stipulate how 
the BLM will identify adverse effects and avoid, 
minimize, and/or mitigate those effects 
appropriately. 

Cultural Resources 0310-008 The CCSM project will impact both prehistoric and historic properties, primarily 
because the practice of avoidance of cultural resources has given way to mitigation 
once the damage is already done. For example, the base of Miller Hill is the planned 
location for an electric substation and staging area, while Miller Hill itself is deemed 
the ideal location for several hundred turbines in three of the four proposed 
alternatives. The Overland Trail is located in this same area. A change in location of 
the turbines would ameliorate any concern for any impact of the Overland Trail, 
except for the fact that the elevated ridges of Miller Hill are said to be the best possible 
wind source in the entire project. If this conflict is to be resolved by mitigation rather 
than avoidance, then the value of this historic resource is forever lost. 

Please see GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre). The 
programmatic agreement regarding adverse 
effects to historic properties (PA) will stipulate how 
the BLM will avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
adverse effects to the Overland Trail. 

Cultural Resources 0310-009 Another concern is the assessment of eligible properties for the Nation Register as a 
Rural Historic Landscape (RHL). In examining the "historical assessment" and other 
project documents it would appear such an assessment was not made. Considering 
the Overland Trail, the related stage stations, the area's role in the military-Indian 
campaigns and its rich ranching history, this local may qualify as an RHL. Another 
question that needs to be answered is whether or not the Overland Trail is eligible as 
a Traditional Cultural Property. Until this is known to be the case, we really don't know 
what the status of the resource is that is slated for mitigation. Both assessments 
appear to be needed. 

Historic properties within the area of potential 
effects (APE) were identified and evaluated for 
their eligibility to the National Register of Historic 
Places. The programmatic agreement regarding 
adverse effects to historic properties (PA) will 
stipulate how the BLM will avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate adverse effects to those properties. 
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Cultural Resources 0310-010 There are additional questions regarding mitigation procedures handled during 
Section 106 negotiations, beginning with the "area of potential effect" (APE) and 
clarification if an APE can be extended beyond a project's boundary? The very 
essence of these nationally significant emigrant trails is their contiguity over long 
distances. The Chokecherry-Sierra Madre project boundary cannot artificially dissect 
.the Overland Trail unless the nature of the resource itself is ignored. Through a series 
of projects, this cramped understanding of APEs has led to increased fragmentation 
of the Overland Trail. Yet, this cumulative impact is never formally acknowledged as 
each project starts with its own artificially circumscribed (from a trail standpoint) APE. 
This project is a perfect example of the blinders needed to sustain this pretense. The 
Overland Trail needs to be acknowledged as an interconnected linear resource not 
easily tied to a particular project area. There is a great deal of positive work that could 
be done to enhance the trail while simultaneously providing greater certainty to project 
proponents, if we can embrace this opportunity to think creatively about the resource 
itself, the APE and what constitutes appropriate mitigation. The RFO draft EIS dictates 
that all cultural resources must be inventoried, evaluated, and managed during the 
construction process. 

For the proposed CCSM Wind Energy Project, the 
area of potential effects (APE) for direct and 
indirect impacts encompasses the Application 
Area, and the APE for visual impacts includes the 
Application Area plus an additional 5-mile area. 
The Draft EIS states that Class III field inventories 
would be conducted for all proposed disturbance 
areas prior to project construction (Section 4.2.2, 
Cultural Resources). The programmatic 
agreement regarding adverse effects to historic 
properties (PA) will stipulate how the BLM will 
avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects to 
the Overland Trail. 

Cultural Resources 0310-011 VRM Class IV, the preferred alternative, is an amalgam that attempts to allow some 
modification while partially retaining the existing character of the landscape. This 
modification would place the Overland and Cherokee trails and their setting in Class 
IV. Such a classification is not compatible with NRHP status and should be 
designated at least Class II. 

The BLM must identify and mitigate adverse 
effects to the setting of historic properties 
regardless of the VRM Class. The programmatic 
agreement regarding adverse effects to historic 
properties (PA) will stipulate how the BLM will 
avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate adverse effects to 
the Overland and Cherokee Trails. 

Cultural Resources 0310-012 We remain concerned that the viewshed will be negatively impacted and that further 
negative impacts are possible as a result of both noise pollution and degradation in air 
quality, especially during the construction phase. Looking at the maps provided, we 
would be especially concerned with ensuring that Sierra Madre is not visible from the 
trails. Also, the proposed electric substation appears to be sited very close to the 
Overland Trail. We are also obviously concerned about the impact of the proposed 
access roads and the overhead power lines. All of these concerns must be thoroughly 
addressed in your EIS due to the fact the CCSM project is inconsistent with the 
current RFO RMP. 

The Rawlins Resource Management Plan 
specifies that, “Surface disturbing and disruptive 
activities will not be allowed within one-quarter 
mile or the visual horizon, whichever is closer, of 
the historic trails,” and that “where the integrity of 
historic trails setting contributes to NRHP 
eligibility, management actions resulting in visual 
elements that diminish the integrity of the 
property’s setting will be managed in accordance 
with the Wyoming State Protocol and BMPs.” The 
programmatic agreement regarding adverse 
effects to historic properties (PA) will stipulate how 
the BLM will avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
adverse effects to the Overland Trail. 
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Cultural Resources 0310-013 In particular, we wish to request that, if the Chokecherry-Sierra Madre wind project 
goes forward as proposed under any of the listed alternatives, the BLM strongly 
consider establishing a mitigation office to provide overall management of certain on-
site and off-site mitigation deemed appropriate for this project as part of the Record of 
Decision. It is our belief that the scale of the CCSM wind project, and its likely adverse 
effects on the region's cultural landscapes, the I-80 heritage tourism corridor and the 
overall integrity of the Overland Trail will be impossible to address solely through the 
Section 106 process. 

Mitigation for cultural resources under Section 106 
will be addressed by the PA. The following 
mitigation measure has been added to 
Appendix C, Table C-4: Off-site compensatory 
mitigation may be considered through future 
consultations between the BLM, Cooperating 
Agencies, and PCW if mitigation measures 
established through the project-wide EIS are later 
determined to not be adequate. 

Cultural Resources 0310-014 The establishment of a mitigation office, similar to the Jonah Interagency Office and 
the Pinedale Anticline Project Office, established through the Pinedale Anticline and 
Jonah Records of Decision, offers a model for the type of effort we believe would be 
appropriate. Such an organization would be capable of addressing a number of our 
concerns with this project while also soliciting and backing innovative strategies to 
address the impacts of this project on southern Wyoming's landscape. Creation of this 
office would also help provide suitable mitigation for some of the other projects we 
know will be impacting this same terrain in the near future, including TransWest 
Express, Gateway West and Gateway South. Although, because of our organization's 
mission, these comments have focused on cultural and historic resources, we believe 
such an office would also be key to handling mitigation issues arising from this 
project's impacts on other resources, including the raptor and sage grouse 
communities. 

Please see Response to Comment 0310-013. It is 
beyond the scope of this NEPA analysis to 
consider mitigation for the transmission projects 
mentioned.  

Cultural Resources 0313-0016 And finally, avoiding development in the SM area would better protect the Overland 
Trail, which is eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP), 
since approximately three trail miles currently cross the northern portion of the SM 
site. 

Please see GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre).  

Cultural Resources 0313-0017 Moving the southernmost boundary of the CC portion of the project slightly northward 
so that it does not include the southern raptor nesting area also would reduce impacts 
to historic trails by creating a greater distance and allowing for more visual barriers 
between trails and turbines. In addition, it would reduce the project's impacts to golden 
eagles and other raptors, whose nests are abundant in this area. 

Comment noted. Also see responses to 
comments 0313-0015 and 0313-0019. 
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Cultural Resources 0313-0078 As mentioned earlier we recommend not developing the SM portion of the CCSM 
project to better avoid impacts to historic and scenic trails. Approximately three miles 
of the Overland Trail cross the northern portion of the SM site. The Overland Trail, a 
much-treasured national historic resource, is considered eligible for listing on the 
NRHP. Since setting is an integral component of the trail's historic value, visual 
threats to this iconic trail should be minimized to preserve Wyoming and the nation's 
cultural heritage. The ACM of a 1-mile setback from the center of the Overland Trail in 
all areas except in a significant number of sections where setbacks will be only a 
0.25 mile from the trail is inadequate to maintain the visual integrity of the Overland 
Trail's setting. 

Please see GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre). The 
programmatic agreement regarding adverse 
effects to historic properties (PA) will stipulate how 
the BLM will avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
adverse effects to the Overland Trail. 

Cultural Resources 0313-0079 Furthermore, all of the proposed alternatives show a haul road crossing the Overland 
Trail and a proposed electric substation and staging area in close proximity to the trail. 
We are concerned that traffic associated with the wind facility, particularly during the 
construction stage, fugitive dust from the traffic, and other anthropogenic disturbances 
will have an adverse impact on the trail and undermine its historic integrity. Eliminating 
the SM portion of the CCSM project would alleviate all of these potential threats to the 
historic Overland Trail. We do not believe that developing interpretive materials, which 
the BLM states will be a key tool used to "mitigate" impacts to NRHP-eligible sites, is 
adequate mitigation for disrupting the visual integrity of the historic Overland Trail. 
CCSM DEIS at 4.2-7. 

Please see GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre). The 
programmatic agreement regarding adverse 
effects to historic properties (PA) will stipulate how 
the BLM will avoid, minimize, and/or mitigate 
adverse effects to the Overland Trail. 

Cultural Resources 0313-0082 Class II cultural resources field inventories have not yet been conducted in the 
Application Area (CCSM DEIS 4.2-3 - 4). As a result, we cannot evaluate the potential 
impact of the various alternatives on the area's cultural resources. Since such surveys 
will only be completed prior to project construction, we again urge the BLM to require 
that each Plan of Development (internal haul road, transmission line between the two 
sites, SM development, and CC development) undergoes separate NEPA review 
rather than just being tiered to the CCSM DEIS. Information regarding cultural 
resources that will be impacted by various alternatives for each POD can then be 
evaluated more effectively by the public. 

Comment noted. Also see Response to Comment 
0303-0029. 
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Cultural Resources 0313-0083 Finally, we urge the BLM to ensure that appropriate BMPs are instituted to ensure 
minimal impact to cultural resources during construction and operation of the project. 
For example, heavy equipment field operators must have sufficient training to 
recognize remnants of historic trails and other important cultural resources so that 
these resources are not inadvertently and irretrievably damaged, particularly during 
construction. Although the BLM has stated that PCW and its contractors and 
construction personnel will attend training and be educated on the significance of 
cultural resources, construction personnel also must be trained to identify cultural 
resources such as historic trails. Field operators also must be trained to appropriately 
handle unanticipated discoveries so that these are not displaced or lost. In addition, 
such operators must be made aware that they could be held liable for damaging such 
resources under the Archaeological Resources Protection Act. 

Comment noted.  

Cultural Resources 0314-001 The inability of the Section 106 process to address these three significant cultural 
resources (i.e. wide-open landscapes, heritage tourism, and segmentation of the 
Overland Trail by various projects in Wyoming) and the associated socio-economic 
impacts is why we have proposed the creation of a dedicated funding stream through 
the NEPA process to address cumulative adverse effects through off-site 
compensatory mitigation. 

The following mitigation measure has been added 
to Appendix C, Table C-4: Off-site compensatory 
mitigation may be considered through future 
consultations between the BLM, Cooperating 
Agencies, and PCW if mitigation measures 
established through the project-wide EIS are later 
determined to not be adequate. 

Cultural Resources 0314-003 The Chokecherry-Sierra Madre project will negatively impact several contributing trail 
segments but, under Section 106, we can only mitigate what will occur within the 
designated APE. The true cumulative impact to this important resource remains 
unaddressed and the public remains uncompensated for the true loss of their 
irreplaceable heritage as reflected in the loss of the continuing linear integrity of these 
historic emigrant trails. 

The following mitigation measure has been added 
to Appendix C, Table C-4: Off-site compensatory 
mitigation may be considered through future 
consultations between the BLM, Cooperating 
Agencies, and PCW if mitigation measures 
established through the project-wide EIS are later 
determined to not be adequate. 

Cultural Resources 0474-0039 This analysis states on page 4.2-2 that it is assumed that a Class II sample survey on 
selected areas will be conducted to identify potential sites of traditional, cultural and 
religious importance to Native American groups. Yet on page 4.2-8, the DEIS states 
that the Class II sample survey has already been conducted in the Application Area. 

Text revised to address the comment.  
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Cultural Resources 0474-0040 The discussion on page 4.2-5 regarding adverse effects to the integrity of the 
Overland Trail states that compensatory mitigation would be considered after other 
forms of on-site mitigation have been exhausted. Please note that, under the 
Wyoming State Protocol, compensatory mitigation must be "appropriate to the scope 
of the effect being mitigated." Programmatic Agreement Among the BLM, ACHP, and 
the National Conference of State Historic Preservation Officers Regarding the Manner 
in which BLM Will Meet Its Responsibilities under the NHPA, Wyoming State Protocol 
§ VII(c) (Mar. 8, 2006). 

Comment noted. 

Cultural Resources 0491-003 Within five miles of the Overland Historic Trail or the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail, unless screened from sight, to protect historic and scenic values and 
wildlife habitat. 

Comment noted.  

Native American 
Consultation 

0315-025 Formal consultation with Native American tribes should take place to identify 
Traditional Cultural Properties to avoid impacts to these resources. 

Please refer to Section 4.2 Cultural Resources 
regarding Traditional Cultural Properties.  

Historic Trails 0315-024 Wind facilities should be sited such that intervening topography masks them from 
view of all parts of the Overland and Cherokee historic trails. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential visual impacts to the 
Overland and Cherokee Trails. Conceptual 
layouts evaluated in the Final EIS demonstrate 
proposed wind facilities cannot be masked from all 
parts of these trails.  
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Geology 0502-001 For the Chokecherry component, that represents a 145% increase in project area, 
and for the Sierra Madre component, that represents a 457% increase. In both cases, 
the greatest parts of expansions from 2008 are seen to be onto thin soils underlain by 
Upper Cretaceous, marine shale units (the Lewis Shale for Chokecherry and the 
Steele Shale for Sierra Madre). Both the Lewis and Steele Shales are rich with 
disseminated and locally concentrated volcanic ash that generally has been 
weathered into bentonitic swelling clays. The report under review does point out that 
the shrink-swell behavior of bentonite-rich clay units may contribute to landslides and, 
especially, to tower-foundation problems ("The shrinking and swelling of bentonite 
layers in the bedrock could undermine tower foundations resulting in damage to 
concrete footings and ultimately loss of support. The formations most likely to contain 
bentonites are the Lewis Shale, Mowry Shale, and the Thermopolis Shale" [4.3.2.2]). 
Oddly, however, the Steele Shale is not even mentioned in the report as a potentially 
problem unit for purposes of tower construction. That is very odd, because the Steele 
Shale is famous for its tendencies toward large- and small-scale ductile behavior and 
general mobility, both of which are principally due to the shale's rich concentrations 
(locally at mineable levels) of highly wet table and slippery, weathered volcanic ash. 
Prior to the project's post-2008 expansions in geographic footprints, the Chokecherry 
component was planned for development principally on sandy formations of the 
Mesaverde Group and the Sierra Madre component was to be set principally on the 
mid-Tertiary Browns Park Formation. Both of those rock units would have provided 
comparatively solid and stable substrates for construction of tall, massive structures 
expected to serve under almost continuous stresses of high winds. 

The Steele shale was inadvertently omitted. The 
text has been amended to include it.  

Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0315-026 The proposed project should be hidden from the Continental Divide National Scenic 
Trail in the Sierra Madre portion. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential visual impacts to the 
CDNST.  
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Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0474-001 Although Chapters 3 and 4 of the DEIS do an excellent job of describing most of the 
varied resources in the vicinity of the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre sites covered by 
PCW's Wind Site Testing and Monitoring Application Area ("Application Area") and 
the impacts of the alternatives on those resources, those chapters are essentially 
silent on the wind energy resource in the Application Area and the impacts of the 
alternatives on the wind energy resource. Section 1.5 (titled PCW's Objectives for the 
Proposed Action) does disclose that the wind power potential of the Application Area 
is extraordinary. An analysis by AWS Truewind Solutions, validated by the National 
Renewable Energy Laboratory, concluded that the wind power potential of the 
Application Area ranges from Class 5 (excellent) to Class 6 (outstanding) and Class 7 
(superb). The Application Area indisputably contains a world class wind energy 
resource that is capable of making a significant contribution toward the Energy Policy 
Act goal for the Secretary of the Interior to approve 10,000 MWs of electricity 
produced from no hydropower renewable energy projects on public lands. §211, 
Energy Policy Act of 2005, P.L. No. 109-58. Given the Secretary's oft-stated goal of 
promoting the development of renewable energy from public lands (see Secretarial 
Order No. 3283), the caliber of this wind resource should be discussed in Chapters 3 
and 4. More importantly, Chapter 4 should disclose the impacts (i.e., the lost or 
reduced opportunity to capture the considerable energy available from wind in the 
Application Area) if the No Action Alternative or Alternatives 2, 3 or 4 were to be 
selected by the BLM. Chapter 4 should also disclose the other factors listed on page 
1-10 that make the Application Area "optimal" for wind energy development and 
compare the advantages of the Application Area as a site for generating high quality 
renewable energy to other sites which likely lack the rail access, access to existing 
water rights, and cooperative landowners that exist in this unique location. 

Under the No Action, this proposal would not be 
approved. However, disapproval does not 
permanently foreclose the possibility of future 
development of the wind resource. The area 
would remain open to future right-of-way 
applications for wind development. Consequently, 
there would be no long-term loss or reduction in 
development opportunity. Furthermore, NREL and 
other assessments of wind potential are sufficient 
in and of themselves to address the issue of the 
comparative wind development potential for this 
site. No further analysis by the BLM is required. 
Finally, the BLM is responding to PCW's for a 
right-of-way application in this specific location. 
Since the BLM is not the project proponent, there 
is no requirement under NEPA for the BLM to 
evaluate alternative sites, technologies, etc. to 
accomplish the same goals. BLM's purpose and 
need is to respond to a right-of-way application. 

Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0474-002 Section 3.4.1.1 mentions this fact but it bears repeating at the outset that the majority 
of the Application Area is located in the "checkerboard," which is a legacy of the 
Pacific Railroad Acts. 

This information is presented in Section 3.4.1.1, 
which is the introductory paragraph of the Land 
Use Section. The introduction of Chapter 1 
(Sections 1.1 - Introduction and 1.2 - Project 
Description) also mentions that the Application 
Area occurs primarily in the checkerboard land 
ownership pattern. The text has not been further 
revised to include this information in Chapter 1 
and Section 3.4. 

Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0474-0023 Although not located within a designated utility corridor, the EIS should disclose the 
water pipeline rights-of-way owned by the City of Rawlins in and near the Application 
Area. 

Section 3.4.4 has been revised to disclose the 
location of the City of Rawlins Sage Creek Water 
Pipeline ROW in the Application Area. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0474-0024 The DEIS (p. 3.4-7) states that there are six inventory units (referring to areas 
determined to have wilderness characteristics) that intersect the Application Area, but 
only two inventory units are in the conceptual area of development and were 
determined to possess wilderness characteristics: Sage Creek Basin West and Sage 
Creek Basin East. However, that statement is contradicted by both Table 3.4-3 and 
the Notice of Availability ("NOA") for the DEIS. Table 3.4-3 states that it has yet to be 
determined whether Sage Creek Basin West and Sage Creek Basin East possess 
qualities of naturalness, solitude, opportunities for primitive and unconfined recreation, 
or have supplemental values and thus whether they have wilderness characteristics. 
The NOA published on July 22, 2011 states that "A recent inventory of wilderness 
characteristics determined that wilderness characteristics are not present." 76 Fed. 
Reg. 44042. The FEIS should clarify the status of these two inventory units. 

Section 3.4 has been revised to clarify the status 
of these two inventory units as per field 
investigations conducted in July 2011. 

Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0474-0025 Both the Sage Creek Basin West and Sage Creek Basin East inventory units are 
within the Overland Trail Ranch operated by PCW's affiliate TOTCO. Both of these 
units have substantially noticeable work of human beings in the form of two-track 
roads, fences and other grazing improvements and therefore lack naturalness. The 
inventory units have public access and receive intensive use during hunting season 
as discussed on page 3.7-2. Due to pervasive use of off-road vehicles and all-terrain 
vehicles both before and during hunting season the areas lack outstanding 
opportunities for solitude or a primitive and unconfined type of recreation. PCW 
believes that neither inventory unit contains wilderness characteristics. The BLM 
should reconcile its conflicting statements and clarify in the FEIS whether Sage Creek 
Basin East and Sage Creek Basin West inventory units possess wilderness 
characteristics. 

Section 3.7 has been revised to clarify the status 
of these two inventory units as per field 
investigations conducted in July 2011. 

Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0474-003 The majority of the odd-numbered sections in the Application Area are owned by The 
Overland Trail Cattle Company LLC (TOTCO), an affiliate of PCW. As a result of the 
checkerboard pattern of ownership and the Leo Sheep decision, access to the even-
numbered sections within the TOTCO ranch cannot be obtained by the public without 
TOTCO's consent (or without condemnation by the Government). There is very little 
public access to the public land sections in the checkerboard and land access will not 
be modified as a result of the CCSM project. 

Chapter 1 (Sections 1.2 - Introduction) and 
Section 3.4.1.1 describe TOTCO ownership in the 
checkerboard. Section 3.4 has been revised to 
include the information that access to private 
sections within the checkerboard owned by 
TOTCO cannot be obtained without TOTCO's 
consent. Public access as a result of the CCSM 
project is evaluated in Section 4.4. 
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Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0474-0042 Section 4.4.2.6 states that the Upper Muddy Creek/Grizzly WHMA was designated 
for, among other reasons, protection of unique Colorado River fish species and crucial 
winter habitat for elk and mule deer. This is listed as the reason for the avoidance 
area designation. First, no crucial winter habitat for mule deer or elk is identified within 
the Upper Muddy Creek/Grizzly WHMA inside the Application Area. See Figures 3.14-
1 and 3.14-2. More importantly, the proposed project is not inconsistent with the 
purposes for which the WHMA was established. The Applicant Committed Measures 
and best management practices proposed to be implemented in the WHMA under 
Alternative 1R, include setbacks from perennial streams, watershed monitoring and a 
commitment to cause no additional water depletions to the North Platte River and 
Colorado River Drainage watersheds all of which will protect sensitive fish species. 
The BLM should clarify these points in the FEIS. 

Section 4.4.2.6 correctly describes the important 
resource values that are the basis of the 
Avoidance Area designation. The species that 
occur within the Application Area are described in 
Sections 3.15 and 4.15, as indicated in the 
description of the Upper Muddy Creek/Grizzly 
WHMA Avoidance Area. 

Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0484-001 The location of wind generating turbines and other associated facilities has the 
potential to sterilize these resources for the duration of the wind energy project 
thereby depriving Anadarko Petroleum Corporation of the ability to develop these 
resources and generate revenue. Currently, there are approximately 7 million tons of 
high BTU (11,625/ton) of coal that can be strip mined and more than 45 million tons 
that can be mined through underground methods. BLM's current draft document fails 
to account for these resources and inaccurately dismisses the value of these coals 
[DEIS Section 4.3, p. 4.3-2]. 

Please see Response to Comment 0212-0010 
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Land Use/Lands and 
Realty 

0484-003 As currently drafted, the EIS does not clearly address co-development issues. This 
area of Wyoming is prospective for oil and gas development in addition to the 
potential for exploitation of the coal resources. BLM should promote cooperative 
development options in order to maximize the economic benefits to the State of 
Wyoming and the federal government. Such an alternative, if adopted, could 
potentially avoid the long-term sterilization and potential loss of significant mineral 
resources. If BLM declines to include such an alternative, at a minimum, it must revise 
the EIS to include an assessment of the economic effects to both the coal interests 
and the oil and gas interests, including loss of revenues to the state and the federal 
government. 

As noted in Section 3.3.2 of Volume II of the 
DEIS, there are existing oil and gas leases and 
potentially recoverable coal reserves located 
within the Application Area. Potential impacts to 
future oil and gas development are expected to be 
minor given the low levels of surface occupancy 
associated with the Proposed Project, 
maintenance of surface accessibility, and the 
increasing capabilities to employ directional drilling 
to pursue oil and gas development. Consequently, 
as noted in Section 4.3.2.1, the potential for 
surface location conflicts would only occur in the 
case of shallow hydrocarbon resources, in which 
case applicants can often work with the Wyoming 
Oil and Gas Conservation Commission to allow 
location exceptions in certain cases. Also, any 
limitation on development would only extend over 
the life of the project, as development could 
proceed following decommissioning and 
reclamation. Section 3.3.2 notes the potential for 
development of the coal resources is low because 
they are thin and with limited lateral extent. Based 
on this, the Rawlins RMP did not identify the 
Application Area as an area with coal 
development potential over the Plan’s 20-year 
planning horizon. According to the BLM’s 2003 
Mineral Occurrence & Development Potential 
Report for the Rawlins Resource Management 
Plan Planning Area, Anadarko Petroleum Corp. 
currently owns mineral rights for coal resources in 
the Analysis Area, but has no current plans to 
develop these rights. Furthermore, should 
Anadarko, or another party, choose to pursue 
development the BLM could work with the parties 
to come up with a workable solution that 
addresses the interests of both parties. Given the 
low potential for conflicts with oil and gas 
resources and the low potential for development 
of coal resources in the Application Area, little or  
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Land Use/Lands and 
Realty  
(continued) 

0484-003 
(continued) 

 no permanent loss of substantial mineral resource 
values would be anticipated under the Proposed 
Action or other action alternatives. 

Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0311-001 First is the concern that evaluation of the proposed Chokecherry and Sierra Madre 
Wind Energy Project was made without apparent awareness of the 2009 CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan (CMP), the stated nature and purposes of the CDNST, and the 
recommended management approach for the Trail contained in that document and 
sketched in the Continental Divide Trail Alliance's (CDTA) comments below. 
Respecting the nature and purposes of the CDNST and other elements of the CDNST 
CMP, the recently released draft Resource Management Plan (RMP) of the Lander, 
Wyoming BLM Field Office establishes a Special Recreation Management Area 
(SRMA) 5 miles wide on either side along the CDNST and a similar 10 mile wide 
Heritage Tourism corridor along the four national historic trails that cross the district. 
For these management zones along the national trails preservation or retention of the 
current uncluttered landscape in Visual Resource Management (VRM) classes I and II 
is prescribed. The draft Lander RMP provides further protection for the remote setting 
of these Congressionally authorized national trails by specifying an even wider zone 
around them in which large man-made objects. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 (CDNST) for 
changes consistent with the 2009 CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan. The preservation 
management strategy proposed in the Lander FO 
Draft RMP/DEIS does not apply to the Rawlins 
FO. Volume 1 developed and evaluated a range 
of VRM alternatives in response to several 
resources, including wider VRM Class II zones 
around the CDNST than the No Action (Existing 
Management) Alternative. No change was made 
to the FEIS." 
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Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0311-0010 In this proposal, the large polygons which identify the project areas are not specific 
enough to understand where exactly wind turbines might be placed. Because these 
land use changes have not been evaluated, it will be difficult to determine how these 
wind development areas may impact the CDNST. We recommend the mapping of 
visual resources and the impacts to these resources should be done in a manner 
consistent with the Visual Resource Management System to adequately protect the 
integrity and quality of the scenic resources in the areas traversed or impacted by the 
identified project location. We also recommend that no changes be made to the visual 
resource management classes around the CDNST until the 2009 CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan language is utilized. 

The conceptual areas of development, when 
combined with the conceptual WTG locations 
shown in Volume 2, Appendix I, represent the 
best available information and are adequate to 
determine project-wide impacts and mitigation. 
Contrast ratings, photographic simulations, and 
viewshed analyses were based on the best 
available conceptual WTG locations and were 
prepared and evaluated in accordance with the 
BLM's Visual Resource Management System 
(BLM Handbook H-8432-1). Actual WTG sites 
may differ somewhat from the locations depicted 
in the simulations; however, the simulations are 
representative of the full build out scenario for 
each action alternative. Specific impacts 
associated with the siting/location of individual 
project components that are not covered in this 
document would be evaluated in subsequent 
NEPA analyses based on site-specific proposals 
within the selected alternative boundary (see 
Volume 2, Section 1.4). Viewshed maps of the 
CDNST have been added to 4.7. 
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Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0311-0011 In addition, we encourage the following guidelines to identify areas, where when 
necessary to cross, parallel or otherwise include the CDNST, utility lines and facilities 
may be located as to reduce their impacts to the CDNST: 1) Locating at a site where 
the CDNST crosses an existing state or federal highway or highway intersection. In 
these instances, through applying sound sighting procedures, many of these 
crossings may only be visible at the point of intersection; 2) Locating at a site where 
the CDNST crosses areas that are already developed, and classified as Rural or 
Urban by the USFS Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS); 3) Upgrading or co-
aligning a new corridor with existing lines, or relocating existing lines into new single 
corridors, and the subsequent decommissioning of replaced or relocated utility lines; 
4) Utilization of an underground route through open areas for natural gas pipelines; 
and 5) Passage through an area where Trail values, such as a sense of remoteness, 
would not be compromised. Most importantly, we highly encourage the review teams 
to engage with CDTA and our agency partners to identify these key areas and 
potential mitigation when the CDNST and its unique resources cannot be avoided. 

Volume 2, Section 4.12 contains mitigation 
measures to reduce CCSM impacts to the scenic 
experience from the CDNST. Guidelines 1 and 2 
relating to mitigating the proposed project where 
utility lines and facilities cross or parallel the 
CDNST were dismissed as the CDNST would not 
be crossed or paralleled by any action 
alternatives. No change made to the FEIS. 
Guideline 3, co-aligning a new corridor with 
existing lines, is consistent with Alternatives 2, 3 
and 4 where the transmission line would parallel 
existing linear features (WY 71, roads, and 
pipelines) to co-locate linear crossings of the 
historic Overland Trail. No change made to the 
FEIS. Guideline 4, utilization of an underground 
route, is consistent with the medium-voltage 
(34.5 kV) electrical collector system which would 
be primarily placed underground unless 
geotechnical, environmental or electrical efficiency 
reasons require building overhead. Approximately 
15 percent of the collection system could be 
overhead line construction as described in 
Volume 2, Appendix A. 3.4.1. Locating high 
voltage transmission lines underground is not a 
viable concept due to transmission constraints, 
maintenance concerns, and prohibitive costs as 
described in Volume 2, Section 2.4.7. Further, 
there are no natural gas pipelines associated with 
the proposed project. No change made to the 
FEIS. Guideline 5, locating the project where the 
CDNST value of remoteness (i.e., primitive hiking) 
has been incorporated as mitigation measure 
Rec-1 to require relocation of the CDNST to 
minimize visual resource impacts.  
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Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0311-0013 We recommend that the EIS address mitigation to help alleviate direct, ancillary and 
cumulative impacts to the CDNST in identification of this potential wind energy 
development project. The section should address the need for both on-site and off-
site enhancements to benefit the unavoidable scenery and Recreation Opportunity 
Spectrum setting effects on the CDNST and other National Scenic and Historic Trails. 
Potential mitigation to minimize impacts could be both on site and off site strategies 
and might include the following: 1) Funding for CDNST trail development and 
maintenance, corridor management, rights-of-way acquisition, and trailhead 
developments; 2) Removal of facilities that are no longer needed; 3) Relocation of 
existing smaller capacity transmission lines to the corridors identified by the EIS, and 
reclamation of those sites back to a natural state; 4) Careful review of the height and 
type of power line towers; 5) Careful location of power line towers so as to minimize 
their impacts; 6) Color and reflectivity of facilities; and 7) Landscape treatment within 
the right-of-way and at other places that screen structures. 

There were no direct impacts to the CDNST as it 
is not crossed by any project alternative. 
Mitigation to alleviate the ancillary and cumulative 
impacts to the CDNST viewshed is proposed in 
Volume 2, Section 4.12. Potential mitigation 1, 
funding for CDNST trail development and 
maintenance, corridor management, rights-of-way 
acquisition, and trailhead developments, have 
been incorporated as new mitigation measure 
Rec-1 in the FEIS in Volume 2, Section 4.7. 
Potential mitigation 2, removal of facilities, is 
dismissed as there are no existing energy facilities 
within the CCSM project area that could be 
decommissioned as a result of project 
alternatives. Potential mitigation 3, relocation and 
reclamation of existing smaller capacity 
transmission lines, is dismissed as there are no 
existing smaller capacity transmission lines that 
are compatible with the project alternatives. 
Potential mitigation 4, design of the power line 
towers, is addressed in the FEIS in Volume 2, 
Section 4.7 as VR-1. Potential mitigation 5, 
location of power line towers, are addressed in the 
development of Alternatives 2 through 4 where 
the transmission line would parallel existing linear 
features (WY 71, roads, pipelines) to collocate 
linear crossings of historic trails and minimize 
visual resource impacts. Potential mitigation 6, 
color of facilities, is addressed in the FEIS in 
Volume 2, Section 4.7 as VR-7. Potential 
mitigation 7, landscape treatment within the 
CDNST right-of-way, is dismissed because it is 
not feasible to screen 100m turbines in multiple 
directions.  
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Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0311-002 Second is the issue of consistent management of the extensive national scenic and 
historic trails across the various BLM jurisdictions they cross. As detailed in the 2009 
CDNST Comprehensive Plan (CMP) the consistency of management to provide a 
consistently high quality experience fitting the nature and purposes of the trail for 
those using it is a paramount concern. To that end (and equally applicable to the 
national historic trails managed by BLM, as well) the Bureau is in the final stages of 
developing management policy and manuals to guide the management of these 
special resources in a consistent manner on all the Public Lands they cross. This 
management policy and guidance initiative is an implementation of both the Bureau's 
10 year National Scenic and Historic Trails Strategy and Work Plan and the recently 
released National Landscape Conservation System 15 Year Strategy. The national 
scenic and historic trails are units of the National Landscape Conservation System 
and warrant special management practices as such. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 (CDNST) for 
changes consistent with the 2009 CDNST 
Comprehensive Plan. 

Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0311-003 Since the national scenic and historic trails cross other federal jurisdictions beyond the 
BLM one of the major goals of the Partners for the National Trail System (PNTS) (as 
the nonprofit component of the National Trails System partnerships) and of the 
National Park Service, Bureau of Land Management, and USDA Forest Service trail 
administrators (as the public side of those partnerships) has been to develop 
consistent management approaches along the length of each of these trails. The 2009 
CDNST Comprehensive Plan (CMP) prepared by the USDA Forest Service as the 
administering agency is one manifestation of implementing this goal. The Bureau's 
NSHTs Strategy and the policy and guidance manuals are also implementing this 
goal. Finally, the draft Lander RMP in its approach to preserving the settings of the 
national scenic and historic trails is implementing the 2009 CDNST Comprehensive 
Plan (CMP), the National Landscape Conservation System Strategy, and the 
Bureau's under development national scenic and historic trails policy and 
management guidance. To be consistent with all of these guidance documents the 
Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the proposed Chokecherry and 
Sierra Madre Wind Energy Project should at the very least incorporate the same 
preservation management accorded the CDNST and the four national historic trails by 
the draft Lander RMP. 

No change to the document. The preservation 
management strategy proposed in the Lander FO 
Draft RMP/DEIS does not apply to the Rawlins 
FO.  
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Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0313-0015 As currently proposed, the CCSM wind project is partially located within an avoidance 
area designated in the Rawlins RMP "based on the following criteria: the North Platte 
River, Historic Trails, Upper Muddy/Grizzly Wildlife Habitat Management Area 
(WHMA), and VRM Class II areas." CCSM DEIS at 1-11. We urge the BLM to respect 
these designations and not allow project development within any of these areas. As 
stated in the CCSM DEIS, "The RMP defines an avoidance area as "areas with 
sensitive resource values where ROWs and Section 302 permits, leases, and 
easements would be strongly discouraged." CCSM DEIS at 1-11. As we suggested 
previously, the PCW could still contribute significantly to Wyoming's and indeed the 
nation's energy portfolio by building a more limited project that avoids these BLM-
designated avoidance areas. Eliminating the SM portion of the project would eliminate 
conflicts with currently (rightfully) designated Class II areas. Refraining from 
developing wind energy in the SM area also would reduce potential conflicts with the 
Upper Muddy/Grizzly WHMA and reduce impacts to valued wildlife resources and 
recreation opportunities. 

Avoidance areas allow wind power development 
that is in compliance with stipulations and 
mitigation. Eliminating the Sierra Madre portion of 
the project is addressed in GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre). 

Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0313-0073 We are particularly concerned that the Applicant Proposed Alternative (1R) could 
allow wind turbines and supporting facilities to be constructed inside the Upper Muddy 
Creek Watershed/ Grizzly WHMA (hereafter Grizzly WHMA). Given the important 
wildlife resources that this area was designated to protect and given the significant 
multi-agency and multi-entity efforts that have gone into improving this area for 
wildlife, allowing wind energy development in this area would be untenable. Even if a 
different alternative is selected or developed, we remain concerned that the 
Application Area incorporates the Grizzly WHMA, thereby posing an uncertain future 
risk to this area and the rich wildlife resources it harbors in the event of a future 
build-out. 

See GCR-14 (No Grizzly). 
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Special 
Designations and 
Management Areas 

0313-0077 We urge the BLM to condition any ROW permit for the CCSM project so that it does 
not allow disturbances to the Sage Creek Basin East (SCBE) and Sage Creek Basin 
West (SCBW) inventory units. These areas have been designated as having 
wilderness characteristics. The proponent’s proposed alternative (1R) would destroy 
the wilderness qualities associated with these two areas. SCBE, in particular, would 
be disqualified as an area with wilderness characteristics since the initial disturbance 
to this area would encompass as many as 214 acres. Even Alternative 3, which 
minimizes the extent of development in the SM area, would disturb 49 acres of SCBE 
habitat. Given the high visibility, noise, and anthropogenic disturbances associated 
with wind turbines, allowing 49 acres of this wilderness-like area to be developed for 
wind energy would devalue the entire unit. Wilderness quality lands are highly valued 
by the public in general and recreationists in particular. The BLM must protect the 
value and integrity of these areas by ensuring that any wind energy development 
ROW that it grants does not impinge on these lands. 

Section 3.4 has been revised to clarify the status 
of these two inventory units as of field 
investigations conducted in July 2011. 

Minerals, Geology, 
Topography 

0212-0010 Coal development was not considered in the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre DEIS. 
The DEIS references coal at Section 4.3 (p. 4.3-2) which states: "Minable coal 
resources may underlie portions of the Application Area, but the Kindt Basin has been 
considered an unlikely area of commercial coal development (BLM 2003a)." Anadarko 
owns mineral rights in the Application Area. The company has no current plans to 
develop the coal. However, tens of millions of tons of coal are located under a portion 
of the proposed wind site. I think it is important, considering the comments the BLM 
received as a result of a request for information, that this resource be considered and 
its potential development be incorporated into the DEIS. 

As described in the text, coal beds are thin and 
discontinuous with a low potential for 
development. In addition to the speculative nature 
of future coal development, it is noted that the 
BLM has not issued leases for the coal underlying 
federal lands within the application area. However, 
the BLM has revised the text in the EIS to include 
consideration of coal resources in the impact 
analysis and to disclose the remote possibility of 
future conflict between coal development and 
operation of the wind farm. 

Minerals, Geology, 
Topography 

0474-0022 The discussion of oil and gas resources in the Application Area on page 3.3-4 is 
somewhat confusing. It states that the U.S. Geological Survey assessed the potential 
for undiscovered oil and gas resources in the Hanna, Laramie and Shirley Basins 
"hydrocarbon resources assessment province" and that the Kindt Basin was included 
in the "assessment province." The DEIS then states that the "entire assessment area" 
has a probable mean of technically recoverable undiscovered resources of 132 million 
barrels of oil and 317 billion cubic feet of gas. It is not clear whether the "entire 
assessment area" refers to the "assessment province" which includes not only the 
Kindt Basin (in which the CCSM project is located), but also the Hanna, Laramie and 
Shirley Basins, which cover a much larger area. For clarity, the FEIS should provide a 
disclosure of the likelihood for oil and gas resources within the Application Area. 

The USGS resource assessment (Dyman and 
Condon 2007) did not list potential oil and gas 
resources for the sub-basins. Rather, the resource 
assessment was conducted on the basis of 
petroleum assessment units or Total Petroleum 
Systems, some of which are located in the Kindt 
Basin. The text has not been revised.  



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-60 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Minerals, Geology, 
Topography 

0474-0041 This section states that the study area for impacts to mineral resources is the 
proposed Application Area. The analysis then assumes that construction of the project 
may increase the need for aggregate resources causing stress on local supplies. 
However, as noted on page 4.3-4, PCW's proposal involves importing all aggregate 
materials via railroad, so there would be no impacts on local sources of aggregate. 
The FEIS should clarify that the assumption about stress on local supplies of 
aggregate is not applicable to Alternative 1R. 

The text has been revised to clarify that the 
assumption regarding impact on local supplies of 
aggregate is not applicable to any of the 
alternatives.  

Paleontology 0304-0045 According to BLM, the Niobrara and Cloverly formations (both PFYC V) crop out in 
the project area. DEIS Volume II at 3.5-4. Each action alternative would disturb 
upwards of 6,200 acres of land improbable Fossil Yield Class IV or V, the lands with 
the greatest potential for scientifically significant fossil finds. DEIS Volume II at ES-7. 
BLM notes direct impacts for Alternative 1R "include the destruction or loss of 
scientifically important fossil resources as a result of construction activities. DEIS 
Volume II at 4.5-2. This is a completely preventable outcome. Similar outcomes would 
be expected for the other action alternatives given their similar approaches to 
mitigation. For these lands, BLM should require a qualified paleontologist to survey 
the areas proposed for surface-disturbing activities and recover important finds prior 
to the onset of construction activities. BLM, by contrast, relies on construction 
personnel to notice, correctly identify, and report fossil finds as they are turned up by 
construction activities, with no oversight by trained paleontological professionals. See 
DEIS Volume II at 4.5-3. This is a recipe for unnecessary and completely preventable 
loss of important fossil resources; BLM admits that residual impacts are likely even 
with the implementation of their proposed mitigation measures. DEIS Volume II at 4.5-
4.Even trained archaeologists cannot be expected to successfully identify important 
fossil finds, much less bulldozer operators and other construction workers being able 
to do so. In addition, there will be an incentive on the part of project workers to not 
report finds because they might cause delays in construction activities and interfere 
with end goals and timetables. 

The Rawlins RMP (2008) provides for 
management actions to be taken with respect to 
the protection of paleontological resources. These 
management actions are listed as bullet items 
under the first paragraph of Section 4.5.6, 
Mitigation and Mitigation Effectiveness. The third 
bullet item calls for the use of “on-the-ground 
survey[s] prior to approval of surface disturbing 
activities or land disposal actions for Class 4 and 
Class 5 formations to avoid resource bearing 
strata”. Monitoring is also called for on a case by 
case basis, the presumption being that if surveys 
indicate the potential for valuable fossil resources, 
monitoring would be required. It would be 
redundant to craft mitigation measures when the 
RMP has already identified management actions 
with regard to protection of these resources. The 
mitigation measures listed provide additional 
clarification and procedures not specified in the 
management actions set forth in the RMP. Based 
on the foregoing, there were no text changes with 
regard to mitigation measures as listed. However, 
the text under the “Effectiveness” heading has 
been revised to indicate that the mitigation 
measures combined with the management 
directives as specified by the RMP would be 
effective in reducing potential impacts to the 
resource.  
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Paleontology 0474-00140 In some cases, the cumulative impacts analysis fails to note potential beneficial 
cumulative impacts. For example, Section 5.5 on paleontological resources does not 
point out that cumulative beneficial consequences could occur from the discovery of 
as yet undiscovered fossil localities as a result of construction of the project and other 
present and reasonably foreseeable actions in previously unexcavated areas. 

The text has been amended to indicate that 
construction disturbance can have the beneficial 
impact of fossil discoveries that would otherwise 
not occur.  

Paleontology 0474-0026 There is an error in Table 3.5-1 in the description of Class 5 of the potential fossil yield 
classifications. The description of Class 5 states that it applies to highly fossiliferous 
geologic units that regularly and predictably produce invertebrate fossils and/or 
scientifically significant invertebrate fossils. The reference should be to vertebrate 
fossils and/or scientifically significant invertebrate fossils. 

The Table 3.5-1 descriptions are quoted directly 
from the source (Table 3-8, p. 3-49, 
Paleontological Classification Descriptions, BLM 
2008). However, the comment is correct and the 
original source is probably in error. The text in the 
table has been revised. 

Paleontology 0474-0043 The BLM has proposed a mitigation measure identified as PALEO-1 which provides 
that if any vertebrate fossils or scientifically important fossils (apparently, all vertebrate 
fossils are deemed to be scientifically important) are discovered during construction 
PCW would be required to cease all activities immediately and notify the BLM so that 
the agency can determine the significance of the discovery. The BLM will evaluate the 
discovery and notify PCW what action shall be taken with respect to such discoveries. 
PCW believes that this mitigation measure as written does not provide any certainty 
and could have substantial impacts to the construction schedule and project 
economics. Therefore, PCW proposes that the measure be rewritten with the 
clarification that while PCW will still cease activities and notify BLM, that PCW will also 
contract with a qualified paleontologist approved by the Bureau of Land Management 
("BLM") who shall be on call during all construction periods and available to travel to 
the site within 24 hours following notice of a discovery, and that the on-call 
paleontologist shall consult with the BLM to reach agreement on the significance of 
the discovery within 24 hours following arrival at the site by the on-call paleontologist. 
The BLM will then as previously discussed promptly notify PCW as to what actions 
shall be taken. 

Mitigation measure Paleo-1 has been revised to 
add specificity as requested by PCW. Also please 
refer to Comment 0304-0045 and the BLM's 
response.  

Paleontology 0474-0044 Both mitigation measures PALEO-1 and PALEO-2 should be clarified to provide that 
they apply only to public lands. The BLM does not have the right to paleontological 
resources discovered on private land. 

The text has been amended to clarify that only 
federal lands would be involved.  

Livestock 
Grazing/Range 

0206-006 The correct common name for Cirsium arvense is "Canada thistle" not "Canadian 
thistle". 

This correction has been made throughout the 
document. 
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Primary Comment 
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Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Livestock 
Grazing/Range 

0474-0045 PCW disagrees that the BLM's livestock range goals for the Application Area conflict 
with the proposed project, as asserted on p. 4.6-1. 98% of the lands subject to grazing 
permits within the Application Area are covered by TOTCO permits. TOTCO is 
responsibly grazing this area with the goal of improving the range condition. Impacts 
on other grazing permittees in the Application Area will be de minimis. As indicated in 
Table 4.6-2, even the impacts to the Pine Grove/Bolten and Sage Creek allotments 
which are held by TOTCO are much less than 10% of the surface area disturbed 
during construction (and even less than that during operations), which is the threshold 
specified on p. 4.6-2 for significant impacts to grazing. The Cottonwood Draw and 
Middlewood Hill Allotments will have surface disturbance of approximately 3.7% for 
Cottonwood Draw and 3.6% for Middlewood Hill during construction and each less 
than 1% during operations. 

Keeping impacts below the significance criteria is 
not the same as conformance with the BLM's 
rangeland health goals. No change to text.  

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0206-0010 The correct species "common" name, and the name used in hunting regulations is 
'"white-tailed deer'', not "whitetail deer.'' 

All references in the text to "whitetail deer" have 
been revised to "white-tailed deer". 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0206-0011 While the developed facilities for the Rochelle Easement lie immediately outside the 
Application Area, we advise BLM that several miles of the easement itself lie within 
the Application Area. In addition to fishing, waterfowl hunting is also allowed within this 
easement. 

Section 3.7.3 describes the Rochelle Easement 
as providing access to approximately 11 
continuous miles of the North Platte River south of 
I-80 in addition to the developed facilities. The 
section has been revised to include the 
information regarding waterfowl hunting in the 
easement. Section 4.7 has been revised to 
disclose impacts to the Rochelle Easement. 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0206-007 We suggest it is not necessary to have a public road accessing public lands in order 
for those lands to be available for public recreation. We have easements along the 
North Platte River within this project boundary that allow anglers and waterfowl 
hunters to access enclosed public lands by legally crossing deeded lands within 50 
feet of the river on foot. Similarly, recreationists could access enclosed public lands if 
a neighboring private landowner allows access, or if a navigable water reaches the 
public tract. 

Volume 2, Section 3.7.2.1 of the DEIS stated that 
recreationists must get permission from private 
landowners to use their private land unless there 
is an easement for public use. The North Platte 
recreation and other paragraphs (in dispersed 
recreation description) in Sections 3.4 and 3.7 has 
been revised to state that easements along North 
Platte provide access as indicated in comment; 
and that recreationists can access enclosed public 
lands with permission from landowner. A map of 
public lands within the checkerboard with access 
from public roads has been incorporated into 
Section 3.4. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0206-008 The statement “there is no way to track the number of hunters in these general 
license units'' is incorrect. The WGFD spends a significant amount of money each 
year to quantify hunter surveys and develop statistically defensible estimates or the 
number of hunters and subsequent harvest in general license areas. Because of 
differences in hunter numbers the confidence in these estimates may vary between 
areas and between years. We recommend BLM refer to the "Little Rawlins'' site as the 
junction of County Roads 401 and 503. This site is commonly referred to as "McCarty 
Campground"; "Little Cheyenne"; and "Middlewood Campground'' as well. Thus a 
road-referenced description is more appropriate. 

The WGFD provides active resident and non-
resident licenses/hunters and hunter success 
rates for hunt units. This data has been 
incorporated into Section 3.7.2.1 for the most 
recent year available (2010). The reference to 
"Little Rawlins" site has been revised to include 
the road-referenced description. 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0206-009 This table omits reference to Antelope Area 52, Deer Area 80 and Elk Area 15 which 
encompass over 30 square miles of land proposed for turbine development under all 
3 alternatives. We recommend BLM include these areas in the table and all analyses 
based upon this erroneous table should be recalculated. 

The table has been revised to include missing 
hunt units, as well as hunter information described 
in comment 0206-008. 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0208-0010 On page 3.7-6 at the bottom of the page where City of Rawlins Recreation is 
described, please note that in addition to Rochelle Ranch Golf Course and numerous 
municipal parks throughout the City, the City of Rawlins also operates a Recreation 
Center (with 3 indoor gym, an indoor track, 3 racquetball courts, a weight room, 
aerobic equipment, spinning bicycles, and an indoor shooting range), an outdoor 
shooting range and a host of recreational programs, green spaces, trails and athletic 
fields. 

The section has been revised to incorporate City 
of Rawlins recreation facilities. 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0208-0025 The City of Rawlins applied and was accepted as the first Tourism Assessment Pilot 
Community in the State of Wyoming in 2009 by the Wyoming Office of Tourism. This 
application was supported by business, community and an active and involved 
Tourism Committee. We have completed the Rawlins Tourism Assessment in 
coordination with the Wyoming Office of Tourism in 2010. We have been accepted to 
Tier One of Tourism Assessment Community and are working toward accomplishing 
the following research on tourism and visitor attractions in Rawlins. Rawlins has 
consistently been ranked in the top twenty for the last 4 years Outdoor Life 
Magazine's top 100 towns to live in for those who hunt and fish. We are concerned 
about what impact the CCSM project will have on tourism in Carbon County and 
Rawlins as a result of project construction and operations. There is similar concern 
about the partner TransWest Express project. 

Information drawn from the Rawlins Tourism 
Assessment (2010) has been incorporated into 
Section 3.7 of Volumes I and II of the FEIS. 
Volume II, Section 3.8.3.3 provides a description 
of the tourism and outdoor recreation economy in 
the study area. A subsection titled “Indirect Effects 
on Other Economic Sectors” in Section 4.8.3.1 of 
Volume II discusses potential effects of the 
proposed CCSM project on tourism and outdoor 
recreation including competition for lodging during 
construction. 
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Primary Comment 
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Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0303-0018 The loss of hunting opportunities in the proposed wind farm area is a cause for 
concern to sportsmen and outdoor enthusiasts. The big game hunt areas within the 
CCSM proposed project area include: Antelope hunt area: 56, 108, 52 and 53; mule 
deer hunt area: 83, 84, 80 and 82; and elk hunt area: 108, 130, 21 and 15. In order to 
protect the rights of sportsmen who hunt in these areas, National Wildlife Federation 
(NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF) recommend halting construction on 
public lands during hunting season within the above mentioned hunt areas. The 
disturbance caused by construction will negatively affect sportsmen's hunting 
experience and could possibly lead to lower success rates. We are particularly 
concerned about hunter access to Miller Hill. This popular hunting area for mule deer 
is of specific concern for our members, particularly those in Carbon County. 
Alternative 3 is the only alternative which eliminates Miller Hill from development and 
will protect this valuable hunting area, and NWF and WWF oppose any alternative 
which does not balance energy development with the preservation of this important 
recreation resource. 

The WGFD provides active resident and 
non-resident licenses/hunters and hunter success 
rates for the antelope, mule deer, and elk hunt 
units. This data has been incorporated into 
Section 3.7.2.1 for the most recent year available 
(2010). Section 4.7 has been revised with 
additional hunt area data from Wyoming Game 
and Fish although the Application Area includes 
only portions of the designated hunt areas. The 
construction schedule will not be adjusted 
according to hunting seasons; however, timing 
stipulations have been reviewed to determine 
compatibility with hunting season restrictions, and 
incorporated into Section 4.7, Impacts to 
Recreation.  

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0303-0019 A 2006 Trout Unlimited survey poll was performed in the Rocky Mountain states. That 
poll found that 55 percent of the public valued their hunting and fishing activities away 
from motorized vehicles and roads. In a different Rocky Mountain survey, performed 
by Theodore Roosevelt Conservation Partnership in 2007, showed that 86% of the 
public favored limiting or banning energy development on certain public lands that are 
unique and have special fish and wildlife management resources that offer different or 
unique hunting and fishing opportunities. The presence of wind turbines in a 
previously wild landscape, even in the absence of impacts to access, creates an 
impact on wildlife-associated recreation. In essence, this site will be fundamentally 
altered in its value to hunters and wildlife watchers, as it is converted from a wild 
landscape to an industrial landscape. The impacts of changing the character of this 
landscape should be mitigated. 

This relevant information from the two surveys 
regarding impacts to wildlife-associated recreation 
has been incorporated. The FEIS analysis 
discloses the change in landscape character in 
Volume II, Section 4.12 including mitigation 
measures to minimize changes. Volume II, 
Section 4.7 has been revised in the FEIS to 
disclose the impacts of landscape changes on 
hunters. The FEIS notes that changes in 
landscape character can affect recreation and 
tourism. 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0304-0083 We remain concerned that the action alternatives as proposed will have major 
impacts on recreation opportunities, particularly along the Continental Divide National 
Scenic Trail. The fact that "Scenic" is part of the trail's designation underscores the 
importance of visual resources to the integrity of the Trail and the experience of 
recreationists following it (who not only include through-travelers but also day users 
utilizing the trail to travel to the top of the Atlantic rim, DEIS Volume II at 3.7-4). In 
addition, the Trail is designed to give visitors a chance to view "prehistoric and historic 
human use of resources along the Continental Divide" (DEIS Volume II at 4.7-2), as 
opposed to the distinctively modem use of wind power development. 

The impact of project alternatives in Volume II, 
Section 4.7 has been revised to describe 
compliance with CDNST SRMA goals and 
objectives found in the Rawlins RMP/ROD. 
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Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0304-0084 BLM assumes that most recreation resources are associated with non-checkerboard 
lands. DEIS Volume II at 4.7-3. This appears to be a faulty assumption. Scenic driving 
opportunities along Wyoming Highway 71 are superb in the scenic cliff areas between 
Chokecherry Knob and Bridger Pass, all of which is within the Checkerboard. Both 
this state highway and a number of county roads grant legal public access to BLM 
checkerboard parcels, as does the CDNST. And Rim Lake and Teton Reservoir are 
focal points for public recreation, and they too are in the checkerboard. BLM should 
perform an analysis to determine which federally-owned checkerboard parcels have 
legal public access through a connection with a public easement of one kind or 
another, and present this information in the FEIS to better elucidate the recreational 
potential for checkerboard lands. 

Volume II Sections 3.7, 3.12, 4.7, and 4.12 have 
been revised to include scenic driving 
opportunities on Highway 71. A map showing 
public lands with unrestricted public access has 
been incorporated into the FEIS, and the analysis 
has been revised to identify public lands where 
access may be restricted due to proposed 
operations.  

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0304-0085 BLM acknowledges for Alternative 1R that the project "significantly affect visual 
resources" and "substantially degrade the recreational experience in the analysis area 
for some visitors." DEIS Volume II at 4.7-4. Construction activities would degrade 
recreation experiences on the CDNST and in the North Platte SRMA. Id at 4.7-5. For 
the operational life of the project, "The proposed project would result in effects to 
visual resources, and would likely degrade the recreational experience of some but 
not all visitors to the analysis area. Id. This seems to be an honest and accurate 
statement, but raises the question of whether degradation of the visual resources for 
the CDNST or North Platte SRMA is in fact appropriate at any level. Overall, BLM 
concludes that impacts to visual resources from Alternative 1R, perhaps lower than 
some other action alternatives due to turbine siting choices, are "not expected to be 
significant" but "may substantially alter or degrade the recreational experience for 
some visitors in the analysis area.” DEIS Volume II at 4.7-6. How is this not a 
significant impact? Degradation to various types of recreational uses in and adjacent 
to the project area is listed in the Residual Impacts section, however. DEIS Volume 2 
at 4.7-8. The internally inconsistent approach of the DEIS in describing the magnitude 
of impacts to recreation is indicative of an inability to reach a unified conclusion on this 
subject. 

Consistent impacts to the recreational experience 
have been clarified in the FEIS, Volume II, 
Sections 4.7 and 4.12. 
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Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0308-003 The location of the CDNST corridor is not accurately depicted in the DEIS documents. 
The Trail does bisect the southern portion of the Sierra Madre Project Area, but is not 
mentioned as a specific recreational resource. Because the CDNST is recognized as 
a special area, nor given its appropriate treatment as a congressionally designated 
area, Continental Divide Trail Alliance (CDTA) strongly encourages a review of the 
treatment of the CDNST in the DEIS. This includes compliance with Section 7c of the 
National Trails System Act. As a Trail that has been designated by Congress, the 
treatment and concern for the CDNST should be consistent with a Congressional 
designation and therefore any actions affecting the Trail environment should be 
carefully evaluated. 

Discussion regarding the recreational resources of 
the CDNST specific to the Sierra Madre and 
Chokecherry project sites has been incorporated 
in Sections 3.7 and 3.12 of Volumes 1 and 2 of 
the FEIS. Also please see the response to 
GCR-11 (CDNST). 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0311-0012 As a unit of the National Trails System, and otherwise considered designated area, 
the project proposal should include a more fully evaluated section on impacts to 
recreational experiences within, intersected by, or otherwise impacted by the 
proposed project. We realize that each section of the CDNST is unique with specific 
localized conditions, however, we also feel that there should be consistent treatment 
of the Trail and its resources and the experience it offers all users in the discussion of 
impacts to recreational resources in this document. This is not there. In fact, specific 
evaluation of recreation resources currently present in the project area is not included 
in the document. This is a potentially disastrous oversight. We recommended in our 
response to seeping in 2008 and we reiterate here that evaluation of the potential 
impacts to recreational resources be included in the final decision. 

Sections 3.7 and 4.7 have been revised to 
elaborate on the recreational benefits and 
outcomes afforded by specific sections of the 
CDNST, and to describe in greater detail the 
potential recreational impacts to the CDNST. 
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Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0312-007 Though the DEIS attempts to evaluate the impact that a wind project could have on 
the recreational experience, Trout Unlimited (TU) questions the assumption that 
impacts are not expected to be long term to the angler, hunter, tourist, or the 
important tourism economy of the area. If the public is restricted from certain access 
areas as described in the DEIS, there is the potential for a decrease in recreational 
use, a decrease in potential tourism income, and a higher level of negative outdoor 
recreation experience. All of these factors have yet to be determined because there is 
a lack of supported data from which the BLM can make such assumptions. 

As shown in Figures 2-3 through 2-6, and 
described in the recreation impact analysis, no 
recreation activities would be restricted in 
developed recreation areas such as the South 
Platte SMA, Rim Lake, or the Teton Reservoir and 
no recreational access to dispersed areas would 
be restricted except for safety reasons during 
construction. The majority of proposed facilities 
under any action alternative would be within the 
checkerboard land ownership area. Most public 
lands in the checkerboard within the Analysis Area 
are accessible only through private lands with the 
permission of TOTCO. Consequently, the level of 
potentially affected fishing, hunting and other 
outdoor recreation that could be affected by 
changes in access within the Application Area is 
low. A map showing public lands that do have 
unrestricted public access has been prepared in 
Section 3.4. 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0312-008 Trout Unlimited (TU) suggests that due to the unique nature of this wind project (and 
the potential for its expansion), the BLM implement long-term monitoring efforts in 
order to develop a database and an understanding from which future projects can be 
measured in terms of recreational impact. 

The FEIS has been revised to include a long-term 
monitoring program of baseline, construction, and 
post-construction effects to the recreational 
experience as part of the visual monitoring and 
compliance component of the Master Reclamation 
Plan and Environmental Compliance Plan.  

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0313-0080 Eliminating the SM portion of the proposed project also would reduce adverse visual 
impacts to the much-loved Continental Divide National Scenic Trail, which has been 
dubbed "the King of Trails." Designation of the CDNST secured some of the most 
scenic and remote landscapes in North America. Those who use the 3,100-mile trail 
deeply appreciate the trail's significant backcountry or primitive elements as they 
cross "the backbone" of North America. The protection of scenic quality is of 
paramount importance to those who use and support the CDNST. The significant 
visual intrusions that would result from this project would substantially degrade the 
scenic quality of the CDNST and the recreational experience of trail users. Eliminating 
the proposed SM turbines and infrastructure would significantly mitigate these 
impacts. 

The visual impact analysis in Volume II, 
Section 4.12 has been revised to clarify impacts to 
CDNST in the vicinity of Sierra Madre. Also please 
see the response to GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre). 
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Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0474-0027 Table 3.7-2 purports to show public use at the North Platte River Public Access Areas 
based on data collected by the Wyoming Department of Game and Fish using a 
combination of car counters and public use surveys. The FEIS should disclose that 
the counting methodology is not adjusted for access unrelated to recreation, such as 
trips by employees of TOT CO and other operators for ranch management activities. 

Section 3.7.3 has been revised to incorporate 
information on counting methodology as per 
comment. 

Recreation and 
Visitor Services 

0474-0052 There is also a statement on page 4.8-12 that long-term outdoor recreation may be 
somewhat sensitive to the land use effects of the project. It is not entirely clear what 
was meant by that statement. Due to very limited public access and as a conservation 
measure, the Overland Trail Ranch is generally not available to the public for hunting; 
therefore, there would be no incremental impact from Alternative 1R as compared to 
the No Action Alternative on recreational use. The BLM should clarify this in the FEIS. 

The paragraph on page 4.8-12 has been revised 
to state that the long-term effects of changes in 
character of the landscape on the tourism and 
outdoor recreation economy in the Rawlins area 
are unclear.  

Socioeconomics 0315-003 The EIS should analyze the economic impact of the proposed project, identifying the 
number and types of jobs, whether workers will be local, and what the projected tax 
revenues for the state and county will be. 

Please refer to Section 4.8 Socioeconomics, Local 
Economic Effects, of the Final EIS for this 
information. 

Socioeconomics 0450-002 I am disappointed in the section regarding the socioeconomic impacts of the 
Chokecherry EIS. Specifically, I am concerned with the less than factual statement 
that workers for the project would overrun the Rawlins housing capacity and that it 
was unlikely that workers would commute. 

Please see comment response 0429-001, 
GCR-19 (Temporary Housing), and GCR-20 
(Working Commuting).   

Socioeconomics 0208-0011 Recreational Facilities: Rawlins Recreation Services Director Chris Waller states that: 
"The wear and tear on recreational facilities that temporary workers cause is 
significant. We estimate that during that last boom period, our recreational facilities 
saw approximately a 33% increased usage due to temporary workers with some 
causing extreme over usage in areas such as weight room and cardio areas as well 
as others." 

Section 3.8.6.2 has been revised to include the 
Rawlins Recreation Center among the list of 
facilities and services that could be affected, and 
to briefly describe its facilities and programs. 
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Socioeconomics 0208-0012 The possibility of extending hours that the Recreation Center is open to accommodate 
workers in their off time would be a positive quality of life initiative. If PCW encourages 
its employees to use the Rawlins Family Recreation Center or facilities, which 
increases demand on the facilities and capacity we would encourage that the BLM 
require PCW to coordinate with the City of Rawlins to mitigate the impacts of 
workforce use of these facilities. For example:  
• Cover Increased Operating Hours - If increased hours at the recreation facilities are 
required to accommodate CCSM workers recreational schedules, then an 
arrangement with PCW should be made to offset the costs of staffing and maintaining 
the facilities for the additional hours, at least until tax revenues from the project are 
substantial enough to cover such costs.  
• Mitigate Wear and Tear on Recreational Facilities - The wear and tear on 
recreational facilities that temporary workers cause is significant. We estimate that 
during that last boom period, our recreational facilities saw approximately a 33% 
increased usage due to temporary workers with some causing extreme over usage in 
areas such as weight room and cardio areas as well as others. 
• Air Conditioning of Recreation Center - Given the fact that the work force population 
is anticipated to be present in Rawlins during the warmer spring, summer and fall 
months, we suggest that PCW could help in funding or advancing funds to achieve air 
conditioning of the Rawlins Family Recreation Center to make it more accessible and 
enjoyable in the summer months, during which construction will take place and your 
workers will be present for up to four years. This would make the facility more 
accessible and usable in the summer months and leave a long term benefit to the 
community.  
• Recreation Center Expansion - This would be extremely beneficial for PCW 
temporary and permanent staffs and would contribute long term to the community. 

Section 4.8.3.4 has been revised to include 
potential effects on the Rawlins Recreation Center 
among the list of facilities and services that could 
be affected by increased demand. A statement 
noting the City's interest in working cooperatively 
with the PCW to address housing, utility and other 
issues has been added to 4.8.3. 

Socioeconomics 0208-0019 Wastewater Sewers and Treatment Facilities and Requirements: The effect of 
additional discharge to the Rawlins Wastewater Treatment Facilities will need to be 
evaluated. The City is currently classified as a Major Discharger under its current 
permit No. WY0020427. To date however its requirements for WHOLE EFFLUENT 
TOXICITY TEXTING (ACUTE) has been limited. With just minor increase in sewage 
volumes the City's requirements for ACUTE and CHRONIC Wet Testing must be 
anticipated to increase with undetermined cost associated therewith. There is always 
the potential for needing to upgrade the City's sewage treatment to include tertiary 
treatment. Should the increase in population trigger such to occur provisions for these 
new developments to participate in the funding for such needs to be provided. 

Comment noted. A statement regarding the City's 
concern for its utility systems have been added to 
Section 4.8.3. 
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Socioeconomics 0208-0020 At present there is no Master Plan for Sewers for the City.  
• System needs assessments conducted in 2007 indicated portions of the local 
sewers reaching or exceeding their anticipated service life. Rehabilitation and 
replacement on parts of the City's sewer system have been ongoing since the 2007 
needs assessments were conducted. It is time now to reevaluate the sewer 
rehabilitation and replacements as most of the projects identified in the 2007 Needs 
Assessments are being completed. As new housing or temporary housing increases 
service demands on the City's ageing sewer systems the need for additional 
rehabilitation and or replacement will need to be assessed and addressed. 
• The expansion of development into the extraterritorial periphery to the city creates 
needs for trunk main sewers that have not been provided here to date. 
• Areas to the South and West of the City need to be Master planned for how such 
areas can and will need to be sewered. 

Comment noted. A statement regarding the City's 
concern for its utility systems have been added to 
Section 4.8.3. 

Socioeconomics 0208-0021 Solid Waste Management:  
• The City in February of 2011 ended the disposal of its Municipal Solid Waste (MSW) 
at the Rawlins Landfill entering into agreement with the City of Casper for transferring 
its MSW the Casper Regional Landfill. Increased waste handling as well as potential 
need for expansion of the Rawlins transfer facilities and waste hauling to Casper will 
increase costs.  
• The bailer for the City's transfer station is now estimated at more than 20 years old 
and is in need for major overhaul or replacement any increase in waste handling will 
need to be considered.  
• The Rawlins landfill is currently restricted to accept only Construction and Demolition 
Wastes to the year 2016 when permit extension will be reconsidered. The need for 
cover material to continue the current landfill usage is an ongoing concern for the 
landfill operation. 

Comment noted. The description of the City's solid 
waste management program has been revised in 
Section 3.8.6.2. 
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Socioeconomics 0208-0023 Community Development:  
• Planning - Preparing for and responding to cumulative impacts particularly for the 
spike in construction workforce as described in CCSM Employment summary for a 
multiyear seasonal employment impact the first 4 years of the project, peaking at over 
1,189 direct seasonal employees the first year with, and boom/bust impacts to the 
local economy. (See Construction and Operating Employment Schedule as described 
in CCSM Draft EIS pages 4.8-6- 4.8-9 attached). In preparation for dealing with 
anticipated significant growth, Rawlins is involved planning including review and 
comment on the proposed CCSM Draft EIS and follow-up with mitigation, a master 
plan update, creation of an economic development plan, and addressing housing and 
extraterritorial utility and infrastructure extension needs to accommodate 
development. 

Comment noted. No changes made to 
text/assessment.  

Socioeconomics 0208-0025 Extraterritorial Utility and Infrastructure Expansion Plan - In response to the Goal of 
the Carbon County Comprehensive Land Use Plan (2010) to: "Locate new residential 
developments and commercial sites in close proximity to municipalities and developed 
areas", the Rawlins City Council changed its policy on extension of water and sewer 
outside of City limits to not allow such extensions outside of City limits, unless they are 
in conformance with .an adopted utility and infrastructure expansion plan. The reason 
for adopting this policy was to ensure planned and organized development of water, 
sewer, storm drainage, streets and right of ways along with annexation consideration 
for developing properties on the periphery of the City. (See City of Rawlins 
Extraterritorial Utility and Infrastructure Extension Policy Rawlins Ordinance 
No. 11-2010 Amending Section 13.04.170 (November 16, 2010) and Rawlins 
Resolution No. 108-2010 Authorizing Development of An Extraterritorial Utility and 
Infrastructure Expansion Plan (October 19, 201 0) - Rawlins Attachment #3). 

Comment noted. A statement regarding the City's 
concern for its utility systems have been added to 
Section 4.8.3. 

Socioeconomics 0208-0026 Housing - We understand from the draft CCSM EIS that PCW would be required to 
address the shortfall in local housing accommodations in its Wyoming Industrial Siting 
Permit Application. We don't want to encourage over building for a temporary 
construction workforce, but we would like to emphasize our interest in encouraging 
infill development that is of quality construction, accessible to amenities of the 
community and connected to the community. We see an opportunity with the housing 
of some of your temporary workers that facilities could be turned into other uses when 
the CCSM project is done, or used by other employees of organizations and 
companies that expect to need housing for their employees. (Including The Wyoming 
State Penitentiary, Sinclair Oil Refinery, City of Rawlins, Carbon County, School 
District #1, BLM and the list of Current and Planned Projects and employers identified 
in Table 5.0-1 of the CCSM EIS). 

Comment noted. A statement noting the City's 
interest in working cooperatively with the PCW to 
address housing, utility and other issues has been 
added to 4.8.3.4.  
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Socioeconomics 0208-0027 The City would be interested in working with CCSM and BLM to coordinate solutions 
to temporary and permanent workforce housing challenges. New or temporary house 
located adjacent to or in close proximity to the City where City Services and or Utilities 
may be needed should be considered for annexation to the City, or at minimum be 
built to City Standard so annexation may be considered in the future. Streets and 
Utility Construction should also be built to City Standards so that they can be 
accepted by the City for future annexation. Connecting to said facilities should require 
the consideration for annexation before such is allowed. Building Setback should also 
be consistent with City Standard to allow annexation without having to consider 
variance before acceptance. 

Comment noted. The DEIS notes that "Other 
options for housing the temporary workforce may 
be possible such as cooperation with local 
governments, nonprofit housing organizations, 
other development projects or private developers 
to develop housing that could be used for the 
CCSM construction workforce and later serve 
other public or private housing purposes" 
(4.18-17, page 22).A statement noting the City's 
interest in working cooperatively with the PCW to 
address housing, utility and other issues has been 
added to 4.8.3.4. 

Socioeconomics 0208-0028 2007 Rawlins Housing Study needs updating - The City is interested in maintaining a 
diversified and safe housing mix paying special attention to the needs identified in the 
2007 Rawlins Housing Assessment. This includes the need for affordable housing, 
transitional housing (entry level apartments and townhomes to retain new residents in 
our community), senior citizen accessible small single family homes and assisted 
living housing options to encourage the location and retention of new residents and 
long term ones. The Rawlins May 2007 Housing Assessment needs to be updated 
because the supply and quality of structures has changed, as has the economy. An 
analysis should take into consideration a baseline analysis and various growth 
scenarios based on temporary and permanent workforce plans for CCSM and other 
large scale reasonably foreseeable development projects (like those identified 
summarized in Table 5.0-1 "List of Current and Planned Projects") beginning 
construction or development in overlapping time frames. Perhaps a synergistic 
approach to developing workforce and employee housing in Rawlins could be 
pursued which would benefit multiple parties (Employers and Employees). 

Comment noted. The FEIS and future WISC 
hearings will provide information that could be 
used to support an updated Housing Study. No 
changes made to the text/assessment. 
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Socioeconomics 0208-0029 (See attached summary of "Rooms, Campgrounds and RV Spaces Available in 
Carbon County, Wyoming (7/2010)"- Rawlins Attachment #4) which was provided by 
the City of Rawlins to CH2MHill in July 2010.) We have asked Lisa Howell, with 
Carbon County Visitors Council to review and update the information contained in the 
enclosed 7/2010 report and will forward any update when it becomes available. 

Comment noted. The BLM received most of the 
data presented from the Carbon County Visitors 
Council in 2009, supplementing it with additional 
information gained through personal contacts with 
several of the lodging establishments. Because of 
apparent changes in the intervening period of the 
two inventories, there are minor differences in the 
supply of temporary accommodations. However, 
the differences would not materially affect the 
assessment's conclusions with respect to 
temporary housing. No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 

Socioeconomics 0208-0030 Use of hotels and motels by construction workforces for long periods of time impacts 
Tourism stays, and lodging tax collections if they are staying for extended periods of 
time. Use of hotels and motels as temporary lodging facilities for April through 
November may create significant housing shortages if a snow closure of Interstate 80 
where to be necessary during this period, causing a flood of additional people in town 
looking for temporary quarters. 

The potential for competition between project 
related workers and other segments of the 
overnight/short-term lodging is acknowledged in 
Section 4.8.3.1 (page 4.8-12, line 22) and 
Section 4.8.3.3 (page 4.8-16, line 11).No changes 
made to the text/assessment. 

Socioeconomics 0208-0032 Human Resource Organizations - the Human Resource Organizations in Rawlins, 
many of them non-profit, will see an increase in demand for their services with a large 
influx of temporary workers as described in the CCSM Draft EIS. 

Section 4.8.3.4 has been revised to acknowledge 
the increase in demand on Human Resource 
Organizations and resources in Rawlins. 

Socioeconomics 0208-0033 Carbon County School District #1 is in the process of planning the construction of a 
new high school. Based upon historic student population figures, the Wyoming School 
Facilities Department (SFD) will only allow for a replacement school to be built for 501 
high school students. The SFD will only build a new facility based upon actual historic 
information or definite written and confirmed plans for scheduled increases in 
population and student enrollment. This will replace a facility that was designed for 
1,100 students. The excess capacity noted in the community facility evaluation of the 
schools will be a new, state of the art design for a twenty first century learning 
environment and safer, but greatly reduced from what the capacity analysis by the 
BLM reported in the CCSM draft EIS. 

Section 3.8.8 has been updated to reflect the 
ongoing planning process and likely reduction in 
secondary school capacity. Section 4.8.8 has 
been revised to include an estimate of the 
increase in secondary enrollments that would be 
associated with long-term operations of the 
project, characterizing the increase as within the 
typical year-to-year fluctuation that can occur 
normally, or in conjunction with other economic 
changes. 
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Socioeconomics 0208-004 Municipal Service needs - The City is concerned about being able to respond to 
service demand increases from an increased transient workforce population coming 
to our community before revenues begin to be generated by the project to offset 
costs. We are also concerned with challenges created by a possible growth 
environment involving potential multiple project impacts and the associated decline 
following the construction phase(s). We are particularly concerned about being able to 
staff service needs during a boom cycle coming off of our recent revenue decline and 
employment reductions. 

Comment noted. The views of the City are 
reflected in the description of the Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences and 
Cumulative Analysis. Additional text has been 
added in Section 4.8 to reiterate the City's views. 

Socioeconomics 0208-005 Legal Services, Felonies, Jail Services, Code Enforcement - Based on past 
experience during boom times, we have seen an increased demand on the need for 
law enforcement, judicial, jail services, code enforcement, recreation services and 
human service organizations, before significant tax revenues are realized locally. Dan 
Massey the City of Rawlins, City Attorney reports that: "During the boom years of 
2006, 2007 and 2008 the City of Rawlins hosted transient workers from three pipe 
lines and a rebuild at the Sinclair refinery. The transient workers had the following 
effect on crime and code enforcement for the City of Rawlins:  
• City Prosecutions: In 2006, 2007 and 2008 the City was prosecuting on average 147 
DWU's and 1039 non-traffic violations (battery, assault, property damage, disturbing 
the peace etc.). After all of the transient workers left we went back to prosecuting an 
average of 72 DWUI's and 476 non-traffic violations in 2010.  
• Jail Expense: Jail expense (the fee that Carbon County charges the City of Rawlins 
for incarcerating individuals under violation of City of Rawlins Ordinance) went from 
over $110,000.00 in 2006 and 2007 back down to $48,000.00 in 2010.  
• Code Enforcement: The City also had a huge increase in code violations (Building, 
Nuisance, Zoning and Safety) during that period. Workers were renting and living in 
uninhabitable houses or were turning homes into boarding houses. There was not 
such a drastic change from the boom years to 2010 when it came to permanent 
construction. Building Permits averaged 625 a year during the boom and the city 
issued 531 permits in 2010.  
• Nuisance Abatement: A citation is only issued after several attempts have been 
made to get the property owner to comply. During the boom years an average of 30 
citations were issued. Six people were issued nuisance citations in 2010.  
• Rawlins City Felonies: Violent felony and Drugs that our City Police arrested that 
went through District Court went from an average of 1325 prosecutions during the 
boom years down to 834 in 2010. Obviously there was a significant impact on the 
Municipal Court, the Police Department, code enforcement, nuisance abatement and 
the City Attorney's office with problem issues doubling during the boom." 

Comment noted. The views of the City are 
reflected in the description of the Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences and 
Cumulative Analysis. No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 
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Socioeconomics 0208-006 Emergency Services -What is the plan for emergency service response from multiple 
jurisdictions within the project area?  
• Law Enforcement 
• E911 Service for project area covered by Rawlins 911-Dispatch. 
• Coordination on Transportation Mitigation Issues -The Rawlins Police Department 
needs to be involved in coordination of BLM mitigation measures TRANS-1 through 
TRANS-4.  
• Fire and Emergency Medical Services  
• Calls for response will increase with a large population of temporary workers living in 
or near Rawlins. 
• The Rawlins Fire Department has also begun first responder service where they run 
parallel with the Memorial Hospital of Carbon County's Ambulance Service since the 
last boom in the years 2006, 2007 and 2008. An increase in the transient CCSM 
workforce as predicted will result in increased demand for Fire services. 
• A City of Rawlins Fire Response Area near the City limits is defined by mutual 
agreement between the City Rawlins and Carbon County. (Attached is a copy of the 
description of the "City of Rawlins and map of the response area - Rawlins 
Attachment #1.) 

Comment noted. The views of the City are 
reflected in the description of the Affected 
Environment, Environmental Consequences and 
Cumulative Analysis. The Rawlins Police 
Department is an entity within the City of Rawlins, 
so that it is included in the defined mitigation 
measures. Text revised to note that PCW will 
develop an emergency response prior to 
proceeding with construction -- see Appendix B of 
the POD. 

Socioeconomics 0208-007 Legislative Taxation Issues-Current tax revenue estimates as depicted in the EIS 
document are uncertain because of proposed changes to State Legislation on 
Taxation of Wind Energy which are proposed to be discussed during the 2012 
Wyoming Legislative budget session. We are seeking to ensure a predictable and 
long term revenue stream for City government in cooperation with Carbon County, 
Wind power developers including PCW and the Wyoming State Legislature. 

Comment noted. Speculating to what, if any, 
changes will be enacted by the Wyoming State 
Legislature is beyond the scope of this EIS. No 
changes made to the text/assessment. 

Socioeconomics 0208-008 Funding Gap -As mentioned in Section 4.8. 6.5 Local governments including the City 
of Rawlins will experience lags in revenue receipts during the initial construction year 
and would be required to provide services to accommodate CCSM traffic and 
workforce before we receive substantial revenues from the project. The EIS goes on 
to state: That fact, combined with recent cutbacks in some staffing could result in 
deterioration of service levels. ... During the initial construction year, but such effects 
may be tempered in subsequent years ... " The City of Rawlins reduced full-time 
general fund positions by 19.65 FTE from the original FY2009-10 Budget through mid-
year 2010-11--from 114.65 FTE to 95.00 FTE (see attached chart summarizing City of 
Rawlins General Fund Position Reduction Status (112512011 update)- Rawlins 
Attachment #2). 

See the comment responses to 0101-002.The 
changes in the City's fiscal conditions and staff 
reductions in 2010 were discussed in the narrative 
on pages 3.8-25 and 3.8-32 and considered in the 
assessment. Updating the tables to include 
another year of historical date would not affect the 
assessment. No changes made to the 
text/assessment.  
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Socioeconomics 0208-009 • FY2011-12 budget was proposed at $100,000 less than 2010-11 because of a 
continued decline in sales and use tax revenues. The City of Rawlins' total sales and 
use tax receipts for first quarter of FY2011-12 are down $25,000 from our estimate in 
the first quarter of FY 2011-12.  
• We are operating very leanly at present.  
• Assistance in monitoring and covering the front-end costs of growth related 
pressures is desired by the City of Rawlins. Hopefully this can be discussed with PCW 
and ISC as this project progresses. 5 Year Financial Plan - The City of Rawlins will 
prepare a 5 Year Financial Plan. 

See the comment responses to 0101-002.The 
changes in the City's fiscal conditions and staff 
reductions in 2010 were discussed in the narrative 
on pages 3.8-25 and 3.8-32 and considered in the 
assessment. Updating the tables to include 
another year of historical date would not affect the 
assessment. No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 

Socioeconomics 0211-001 The EIS analysis should heavily weigh and prioritize the vital importance of creating 
these jobs because consistent, reliable, good paying jobs will help sustain and grow 
southern Wyoming's rural economy for decades to come. 

Comment noted. The EIS describes the long-term 
employment and fiscal benefits that would 
accompany the project. No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 

Socioeconomics 0211-003 We suggest that the EIS analysis include the following economic benefits information 
from a 2010 study commissioned by WIA from the National Renewable Energy 
Laboratory: The development of 9,000 MW of new power transmission lines in 
Wyoming for export to California and other states would add $12 billion to $15 billion 
in total economic output in the State of Wyoming (construction plus 20 years of 
operation). An estimated average of 4,000 to 5,900 jobs would be supported from 
construction of infrastructure between 2011 and 2020 and a total of 2,300 to 2,600 
permanent jobs were estimated during operation. New infrastructure considered 
includes high voltage interstate transmission (required to export new electricity 
generation from the state); wind and natural gas-fired generation; and a collector 
system. 

Comment noted. The EIS provides estimates of 
the direct, indirect and induced employment 
effects associated with the Proposed Project, 
whereas the study cited is more of a policy level 
analysis addressing the potential economic 
implications of statewide development. The 
occurrence and timing of much of the 
infrastructure in the study are uncertain at this 
point and would not add to the assessment of 
potential beneficial and adverse effects of the 
Proposed Action and alternatives. The WIA and 
PCW each have other avenues to promote the 
findings of the cited study. No changes made to 
the text/assessment. 

Socioeconomics 0211-004 In other words, having more generation resources and more transmission resources 
developed in Wyoming will economically boost the entire region. (See attached WJA 
news release June 14, 2011). 

Comment noted. 
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Socioeconomics 0211-005 We suggest the BLM's EIS analysis also includes these key WECC results. In 
summary, WECC's economic analysis indicates that if California met just 20% of its 
huge renewable energy demand in 2020 with deliveries of high-capacity wind energy 
from Wyoming instead- such as the wind energy that will be available from the 
Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Wind Energy Project- the people of California could 
save on the order of $600 million every year, translating to billions of dollars in savings 
for Americans over time. The 12,000 GWh of Wyoming wind resources and the cost 
of transmission from here to there still costs less than 12,000 GWh of California's 
lowest-ranking solar resources alone. (See attached WIA news release 
Sept. 23, 2011). 

Comment noted. The study and results cited 
reflect broad policy type issues that are outside 
the scope of the site specific impact analysis for 
the PCW project, as these effects are not unique 
to proposed project. No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 

Socioeconomics 0314-002 This degraded landscape could deter heritage tourists along a large swath of the I-80 
corridor. In addition to the obvious damage a loss of heritage tourism would do to the 
known historic sites within the project area, we believe that the potential loss of these 
tourism dollars could also have a significant adverse effect on many small businesses 
in the Rawlins area. We do not believe that these potential socio-economic impacts 
were adequately addressed in the DEIS. 

The BLM appreciates the expressed concern 
regarding the potential adverse effects on heritage 
tourism in southern Wyoming stemming from 
visibility of the proposed CCSM project. However, 
the available information does not support the 
contention of potentially significant adverse 
economic impacts. The BLM's conclusion is based 
on the following: 1) absence of a major heritage 
tourism attraction in the affected area that 
functions as a destination around which a large 
number of tourists build an itinerary to the region; 
2) ACMs and BMPs, developed in consultation 
with the Wyoming SHPO, to evaluate, document 
and mitigate historic sites in the affected area that 
would be disturbed; 3) and, uncertainty regarding 
the extent to which visibility of wind turbines in an 
interstate highway corridor, in which other energy 
and industrial development exists, would detract 
from local tourism.  While the BLM finds the 
comment regarding potentially significant adverse 
effects on local heritage tourism unpersuasive, 
text regarding potential effects on tourism has 
been added. 
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Socioeconomics 0429-001 I also wanted to comment on one section of Chapter 4 of the DEIS. I think that the 
draft talks disturbingly at length about how the construction workers are at risk of 
becoming a burden on local emergency response services and how there just isn't 
enough housing for all the workers. Nothing could be further from the truth. If you 
have any questions, I think you should talk with the many hotel owners and managers 
regarding their ability to meet the needs of the project. 

The comment with respect to the potential effect 
of construction workers on local emergency 
response services is noted.  The housing 
assessment was based on an inventory and 
summer occupancy survey of temporary housing 
conducted by the Carbon County Visitor's Council 
in 2010 [pgs. 3.8-19 and 4.8-14], the experience 
during the construction activity at the nearby 
Sinclair refinery, and allowances for competing 
demands, e.g., summer travelers. That analysis 
indicates the expected shortfall in terms of local 
housing, a conclusion supported by an analysis 
prepared for PCW. The EIS then identifies options 
available to meet these needs, including one 
option for PCW to seek commitments from lodging 
owners and managers to provide commitments to 
meet project needs, potentially serving a larger 
share of the construction workforce than has been 
assumed for this assessment (page 4.8-16, line 
9). In addition, housing will be addressed further in 
PCW's Wyoming Industrial Siting Application and 
subsequent hearing, when more current 
conditions can be addressed. The assessment 
goes on to say that housing more CCSM 
construction workers would result in less 
temporary housing for natural gas and other 
construction workers working in the area, who 
would then be more likely to seek unconventional 
housing resources in the area. The text in 
Sections 3.8 and 4.8.3 was revised to clarify the 
issues of commuting and housing availability. 

Socioeconomics 0431-001 One area I am concerned by is the housing section from Chapter 4. I disagree that 
there would not be enough resources to adequately house the workers. Not only are 
there many hotels In Rawlins who will give their left arm for the chance to house these 
workers, towns that are close by are also well positioned to support the Temporary 
Housing Issue. 

See comment response to 0429-001 above and 
GCR-19 (Temporary Housing). 
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Socioeconomics 0431-002 The Draft EIS socioeconomic analysis inaccurately assumes that construction 
workers will not live outside of the Rawlins-Saratoga area. We have all seen firsthand 
that construction workers willing to commute long distances for good paying jobs, 
especially those in the easy-to-travel summer months, etc. 

The commenter is correct, long-distance 
commuting for work does occur in Wyoming. 
However, the socioeconomic assessment does 
not assume that construction workers would not 
live outside of the Rawlins/Saratoga area. In fact 
the DEIS stated that "PCW could also seek to 
secure temporary housing resources in more 
distant communities such as Laramie or Rock 
Springs" (page 4.8-17, line 5). The DEIS also 
described the uncertainty about the number of 
construction workers willing to commute long 
distances and work long shifts 6 days per week. 
Recent local experience with industrial projects in 
Rawlins has been that many workers rather than 
commute to Laramie, instead chose 
unconventional housing in Rawlins and Sinclair, 
resulting in code and law enforcement impacts. In 
other words, workers will commute if necessary, 
but would prefer to avoid lengthy and costly daily 
commutes. And from a community perspective, 
shortages of temporary housing tend to be 
correlated with other adverse community and 
social effects. Some of these effects would be 
avoidable given adequate local temporary 
housing. Text revised to note that commuting 
would occur. Also see GCR-20 (Worker 
Commuting). 
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Socioeconomics 0431-003 I hope you would include the many amenities of Rock Springs and Laramie: There are 
a lot more restaurants, motels, shopping opportunities. Not to mention, there's a 
Wal-Mart, Kmart, Albertsons, etc. 

The fundamental conclusion of the housing 
assessment in the EIS is that existing temporary 
housing resources in Rawlins provide insufficient 
capacity to meet the anticipated demands 
associated with the CCSM project. That 
conclusion, reflecting the typical preferences of 
construction workers to live closer to their 
worksites, should not be viewed as in any way 
detracting from the amenities and temporary 
housing opportunities available in Rock Springs, 
Laramie or other communities. See also comment 
response to 0431-002 above and GCR-20 
(Worker Commuting). 

Socioeconomics 0431-004 I think you should really do some more in-depth review on just how far blue-collar 
workers in Wyoming actually travel. I think you'll be surprised by just how many miles 
they log per day! 

See comment response to 0431-002 above and 
GCR-20 (Worker Commuting). 

Socioeconomics 0450-001 Re-do the socioeconomic section as it pertains to housing. If you interview 10 
Wyoming residents, you'll find that many of them travel more than 100 miles to get to 
work. I also suggest you call Rock Springs and check around to see how many people 
who are residents commute outside county boundaries. 

See comment response to 0431-002 above and 
GCR-20 (Worker Commuting). Also, some long-
distance daily travel behavior that is observed is in 
fact likely travel that occurs as part of the job, 
rather than commuting from a place of residence 
to a place of employment or job site. For example, 
an employee of an oil & gas service company who 
is assigned a company vehicle or drives to a 
company yard in Rock Springs, picks up a 
company vehicle and drives to a well site near 
Pinedale, returning later that day, when he/she 
picks up a private vehicle, may well travel 200 or 
more miles per day. However, most of that travel 
is part of the job for which the individual is paid 
and the time is included in scheduling and staffing 
decisions. It is not commuting and the employee 
does not incur the direct travel costs associated 
with the trip. Text revised to note differences 
between commuting and job-related travel. 

Socioeconomics 0452-001 I hope you'll take a good look at that section - the way it is currently written just doesn't 
pass the smell test. 

Comment noted.  
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Socioeconomics 0455-001 I support the VRM amendment Alt 4 and the EIS Alt. 1R. I hope you will include these 
figures into your revised socioeconomic analysis. 
• More than 30 percent of Carbon County residents travel out of county for work; 
• More than 25 percent of Sweetwater County residents travel out of county for work; 
and 
• More than 20 percent of Albany County residents travel out of county for work. 

See the comment response to 0450-001 above 
and GCR-20 (Worker Commuting). Text revised to 
acknowledge intercounty commuting, drawing on 
information from the Wyoming Department of 
Workforce Services, and also to note differences 
between commuting and job related travel. 

Socioeconomics 0474-0018 There appears to be a typographical error in Table 2-14 (p. 2-28) under "Public sector 
revenues; Federal ROW grant rentals," for Alternative 3; presumably the rental range 
for this alternative should still be $2.11 to $3.2 (in millions per year) (rather than 
$3.12). 

This typographical error has been corrected in 
Table 2-14 (p. 2-28) and Table 4.8-8 (p. 4.8-34). 

Socioeconomics 0474-0047 It is important to note in reviewing Section 4.8 that the CCSM project will be subject to 
the Wyoming Industrial Development Information and Siting Act, §§35-12-101 through 
119, Wyo. Stats. Ann. Consequently, impacts on the community caused by the 
construction will be evaluated during the industrial Siting Council ("ISC") permit 
process. The BLM does not have the authority to impose requirements with respect to 
housing or Worker Commuting that will be addressed during the ISC process. 

The commenter is correct that an assessment of 
housing need is part of the WISD application 
process. Future review and permitting of the 
Project under the Wyoming Industrial 
Development Information Siting Act is noted in 
Chap. 1, Table 1-2 on pg. 1-6 and Section 4.8.3.3, 
Housing Needs. Such review will include a 
quantitative evaluation of the number of units in 
the area required by the construction and 
operation of the proposed industrial facility WIDSA 
rules 2001). However, the prospect of subsequent 
evaluation by the WISD does not obviate the 
requirement under NEPA for the BLM to address 
housing as part of the EIS. The comment with 
respect to jurisdictional authorities of the BLM and 
WISD is noted. The BLM responds that the EIS 
contains no proposed requirements with respect 
to housing or work force commuting that conflict 
with the authorities of the WISD during a future 
application proceeding. No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 
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Socioeconomics 0474-0048 For its analysis, BLM assumed that "local" workers are defined as residents of Carbon 
County with possibly a few residents of the Town of Wamsutter commuting to the 
construction site. The analysis of the impacts on housing in this section of the DEIS is 
based on the assumption that workers would not commute from larger, more distant 
communities such as Laramie or Rock Springs and so there would be an impact on 
housing availability in Rawlins and the immediate Carbon County area. However, 
PCW has furnished the BLM with information developed by CH2M Hill indicating that 
workers will commute up to 100 miles to high-paying jobs such as will be offered 
during construction of the CCSM project. While that length of commute may 
discourage some potential workers during winter, it is important to note that 
construction is planned to occur only during the spring/summer/fall months 
(concentrated between April and October). We refer you to our letter dated October 
29, 2010 for more detail and request that that letter and its attachments be 
incorporated into the administrative record. We would also like to highlight the report 
prepared in February 2007 by D. Leonard titled "Commuting Pattern Data Model 
Methodology and County-Level Output Tables," Wyoming Department of Employment 
Research & Planning, which estimated that approximately 200 people commute daily 
from Carbon County to Albany County each quarter, and approximately 100 persons 
commute daily from Albany County to Carbon County, with commuting in each 
direction being heavier in the summer. The number of commuters between Carbon 
County and Sweetwater County is even higher. Similarly, according to the U.S. 
Census Bureau, 202 people commuted from Albany County to Carbon County in 
2008 for their primary jobs with 48 people commuting from Laramie to Rawlins. From 
Sweetwater County, 508 workers commuted to Carbon County and 132 commuted 
from Rock Springs to Rawlins. In other words, the assumption made in Section 4.8 
that a large portion of the workers on the project would require temporary housing 
because they would not commute from larger communities up to 100 miles away is 
inaccurate. The BLM should reconsider its analysis and incorporate the commuting 
pattern data referenced above in the FEIS. 

The comment does not accurately characterize 
the BLM assessment. For purposes of the BLM 
assessment, local workers would include any 
current Wyoming resident who commutes daily 
from his/her established place of residence to a 
project-related job in Wyoming, and thereby not 
contribute to incremental housing needs in the 
study area. Local workers are not limited to 
residents of Rawlins, Saratoga and Wamsutter. 
The housing needs assessment assumes local 
workers would fill upwards of a third of all project-
related jobs -- see Table 4.8-3. See also GCR-20 
(Worker Commuting). The willingness of workers 
in Wyoming to drive long distances, either to 
commute or in conjunction with their employment, 
is commonly acknowledged. However, contrary to 
the assertion in the comment, the BLM 
assessment does not suggest or assume that 
workers would not commute from other more 
distant communities. The position of the BLM 
assessment is that most non-resident workers 
would prefer to live in Rawlins rather than 
commute to Laramie or Rock Springs, and would 
chose not to commute if adequate housing were 
available. At best, commuting is a 2nd or 3rd best 
option which also has a downside in that it 
indirectly shifts costs to workers, in the form of 
higher energy consumption, higher transportation 
costs, increased travel time and concomitant 
reduction in leisure time, increased potential for 
accidents, etc. The fact that workers do or would 
commute doesn't detract the conclusion regarding 
the anticipated shortfall in the availability of 
temporary housing in Rawlins to meet the needs 
of non-resident workers. Such commuting also 
constitutes another form of social impact in that it 
increases overall energy consumption and 
burdens the workers with higher costs for fuel,  
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Socioeconomics 
(continued) 

0474-0048 
(continued) 

 other transportation costs, increased travel time 
and concomitant reductions in leisure time, and 
the increased potentials for accidents. With 
respect to the CH2M Hill analysis, that study 
focused on the availability of temporary housing to 
meet the needs for non-residents and in doing so, 
reached the same conclusion as the BLM's 
assessment -- local temporary housing resources 
in Rawlins are inadequate to meet projected 
needs. Note that the CH2M Hill analysis didn't 
address the incremental housing needs of 
secondary workers. Had it done so, the estimates 
of shortfall would have been greater than 
reported. The text in the comment "... the 
assumption...that a large portion of the workers 
would require temporary housing because they 
would not commute from larger communities..." 
ignores the point that a non-resident worker who 
resides temporarily in Laramie does not reduce 
the project-related requirement for temporary 
housing, as might be inferred from the comment. 
Rather, it simply displaces the assumed location 
where the need is met from Rawlins to a more 
distant community. The BLM is aware of the 
commuting study cited in the comment and 
acknowledges that the study documents 
intercounty worker flows among Wyoming 
counties. However, the study's results do not 
provide as strong of evidence regarding 
commuting behavior as the comment might 
suggest: 1) although the data report linkages 
between an employer based somewhere within 
one county with worker's mailing address 
somewhere within the other county, it could be 
Rock River and Medicine Bow as easily as 
Laramie and Rawlins, 2) while the data 
establishes linkages, the data leaves open the 
possibility that the work site may be independent 
of the location of the establishment, e.g., a  
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Socioeconomics 
(continued) 

0474-0048 
(continued) 

 seasonal worker on the Medicine Bow National 
Forest who lives in Laramie but is assigned to the 
Brush Creek Ranger District and whose normal 
routine does not involve reporting to a physical 
location, or an oil and gas company service 
worker with a permanent residency in Oklahoma 
but temporarily assigned to a worksite in 
Sweetwater County, and 3) to the extent that the 
data does indicate intercounty commuting, it does 
not provide information with which to characterize 
the frequency of commuting -- daily, weekly, bi-
weekly -- the latter two categories of which still 
involve temporary housing, only in a different 
community. 
 
See also GCR-20 (Worker Commuting). 

Socioeconomics 0474-0049 The analysis in Section 4.8 assumes two 10-hour shifts each day during the first year 
of construction. However, PCW has concluded that one shift per day would be 
sufficient and therefore plans to employ only a single shift per day (subject to possible 
extended or additional shifts in unusual circumstances). Regardless, the total 
temporary employment during the first year will not exceed the peak numbers 
described in Section 4.8 and thus the maximum socioeconomic impact of the 
temporary workforce has been analyzed regardless of the shift timing. 

The BLM relied upon information supplied by the 
applicant to develop the draft EIS. The 
assumption of two 10-hours shifts was based on 
information supplied by the applicant and was 
accurate as of the "cut-off" date for information to 
be used in the draft EIS analysis. Revisions in the 
assessment to address the subsequent changes 
in PCW's proposed POD are included in the FEIS.  

Socioeconomics 0474-0050 The DEIS states at the bottom of page 4.8-11 that "losses" (presumably referring to 
economic losses) would adversely affect a number of grazing permittees including 
TOTCO. However, as noted in the very next sentence, the loss of AUMs for most 
operators (in fact, for all) would be minimal. As noted above, the reduction in AUMs 
for the two non-TOTCO allotments that will be affected are approximately 3.5% during 
construction and less than 1 % during operations. The BLM should clarify in the FEIS 
that the number of grazing permittees affected by Alternative 1R is only three, 
including TOTCO, and that the adverse effect is de minimis and does not exceed the 
significance criteria. 

The text has been revised to note the number of 
potentially affected allotments and extent of the 
effects. 
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Socioeconomics 0474-0051 Page 4.8-12 states that during the first two years of construction, high volumes of 
truck traffic will result in congestion and delay on WY 71 /CC 401. However, PCW has 
been monitoring the traffic on CC 401 since September 2010. The data near the point 
that the project's haul road will cross CC 401 show that, during much of the year, peak 
traffic averaged less than 10 cars per hour, and in only a few instances exceeded 20 
see graph). This includes both traffic from the 2010 hunting season and the county 
road construction traffic that began in August 2011. During project construction, PCW 
will have active traffic control at the CC 401 haul road crossing point, and will halt haul 
road construction traffic as necessary to allow public traffic on CC 401 to pass. Traffic 
would potentially be impacted mainly during the period of construction in the Sierra 
Madre area, which currently accounts for less than 50% of the total Application Area, 
and delays to the very light public traffic on this road would be minimal, and certainly 
could not be considered significant. 

The text has been revised to note the implications 
of relatively low public traffic volumes on the 
potential frequency and extent of congestion and 
delay. 

Socioeconomics 0474-0053 PCW believes that the housing impacts described in Section 4.8.3.3 are overstated 
because the BLM has neglected to consider the strong possibility that workers will 
commute up to 100 miles (from their homes in Laramie or Rock Springs to the project 
site). PCW again emphasizes, as mentioned on page 4.8-14, that the ISC will 
examine in detail PCW's assessment of housing needs during construction and 
operation of the project. As stated in its letter to BLM dated October 29, 2010, PCW is 
committed to providing a temporary housing facility within or near the project site if 
deemed appropriate during the ISC analysis. This possibility is discussed on page 
4.8-17. 

Please see GCR-19 (Temporary Housing). 

Socioeconomics 0474-0054 There is a statement on page 4.8-19 that it is likely that PCW and Carbon County 
would execute a road damage/road maintenance agreement prior to the 
commencement of construction. PCW has already committed to enter into a road 
maintenance agreement with the county. 

Text has been modified to note that PCW has 
agreed to enter into a road maintenance 
agreement with the county. 

Socioeconomics 0474-0055 The discussion on page 4.8-20 regarding waste disposal is confusing. As indicated in 
Appendix C, PCW has committed to recycling as much construction waste as 
possible (i.e., by returning packaging to suppliers) and any construction waste which 
is not recycled will be disposed of off-site. No construction waste will be disposed of in 
the Rawlins Municipal Landfill unless an agreement is reached with the City of 
Rawlins. 

The text has been revised to note that no 
construction waste would be disposed of in the 
Rawlins Municipal Landfill unless an agreement is 
reached with the city, and that PCW would make 
arrangements of disposal elsewhere absent such 
an agreement. 

Socioeconomics 0474-0056 The DEIS notes at page 4.8-24 that implementation of Alternative 1R is likely to be 
beneficial to Carbon County from a fiscal perspective both in the short- and long-term. 
The data shown in Table 4.8-6 make it clear that it is more than "likely" that the 
impacts will be fiscally beneficial to the county. The BLM should recognize that 
Alternative 1R will in fact be fiscally beneficial to Carbon County. 

The data on Table 4.8-6 are not specific to Carbon 
County. Nonetheless, the assessment supports a 
conclusion regarding a long-term fiscal benefit to 
Carbon County. The text has been revised to 
reflect that conclusion. 
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Socioeconomics 0474-0057 The DEIS notes that there is likely to be a lag between receipt of those revenues and 
the commencement of construction during the first year of construction. However, that 
mismatch between the commencement of operations and the receipt of revenues 
attributable to the project is a function of Wyoming law and applies to any project in 
the State, not just to the proposed CCSM project. 

The Draft EIS does not suggest that the revenue 
lag as being unique to the CCSM project. The 
commenter is correct in observing that some lag is 
inherent in the taxation collection and distribution 
process in Wyoming and other states. Even 
though these effects are a function of the sales 
and use tax collection and distribution process, 
the potential temporary adverse effects due to the 
scale/order of magnitude of the revenues involved 
relative to the fiscal capacity and demand on 
services that would accrue to the city and county 
would result in a substantial impact for the 
affected local governments, particularly following 
the recent reduction in revenues stemming from 
the national recession. Text has been revised to 
reflect the preceding discussion. 

Socioeconomics 0474-0058 PCW notes that the incremental difference between revenues generated under 
Alternative 2 and 3 versus revenues generated under Alternative 1R although listed 
as higher will be de minimis. In addition, Tables 4.8-7 and 4.8-8 should be modified to 
reflect that the wind production tax will be less under Alternatives 2 -4 than under 
Alternative 1R because the turbine layout will be not as efficient as under 
Alternative 1R and therefore energy production will be less. 

Comment noted. However, the variance in output 
due to inefficiencies is likely minimal in 
comparison to the variance in annual production 
associated with the rated capacity of turbines 
being considered. Nonetheless, Tables 4.8-7 and 
4.8-8 have been modified such that the entries in 
the row for the Wind Energy Production Tax and 
columns labeled "Projected Revenue" and "How 
Compares to Alternative 1R" reads "Lower than 
for 1R due to less efficient turbine layout and 
lower energy production, all other things being 
equal". 
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Socioeconomics 0474-0060 The proposed mitigations described as SOCIO-1 and SOCIO-2 set forth on 
page 4.8-40 would impose requirements that impinge on the authority of the ISC, 
Carbon County and the City of Rawlins. SOCIO-1 would require PCW to develop a 
workforce housing plan to be approved in conjunction with the Wyoming Industrial 
Siting Permit. PCW certainly will comply with all applicable laws and continue to work 
cooperatively with the county, the City of Rawlins, and other community interests to 
insure as little disruption as possible to the community during construction. However, 
that obligation should not be one that is enforced by the BLM. With respect to the 
mitigation described as SOCIO-3, again, PCW will comply with all applicable laws. 
Applicable law does not require PCW or its contractors to obtain a sales and use tax 
license during construction. It is not a proper role for BLM to interpret and/or enforce 
Wyoming law. This mitigation measure is not necessary and should be omitted in the 
FEIS. 

The comment misconstrues the intent of 
SOCIO-1. SOCIO-1 acknowledged housing as a 
subject to be addressed in the Wyoming Industrial 
Siting permit process. SOCIO-1 contained 
advisory language suggesting that PCW engage 
local governments in the development of a 
housing plan to address housing needs, e.g., 
"PCW should....."   SOCIO-2 was a corollary to 
SOCIO-1, but applicable to de-commissioning and 
SOCIO-3 was also advisory in nature -- PCW 
"should", not must. The acquisition of local 
licenses, although not statutorily required, would 
help ensure that the appropriate sales and use 
taxes are collected and that local governments 
receive their appropriate shares. Because such 
revenues are vital to help local governments 
address impacts associated with the Project, 
implementing this low-cost suggestion would 
seem to be mutually beneficial for the 
communities and contractors. However, given 
BLM's lack or limited authority to enforce the 
suggested actions, SOCIO-1, 2 and 3 have been 
deleted. The text in Section 4.8.3.3 of the DEIS, 
describing a temporary housing facility as an 
option to address housing needs, has been 
revised to note PCW's commitment to providing a 
temporary housing facility within or near the 
project site if deemed appropriate during the ISC 
analysis. The revised text also notes that the EIS 
does not assess the potential effects of such a 
facility because of the lack of information 
regarding the land area disturbance, location, or 
size/capacity of such a facility. Finally, the text 
notes that the WISC may have jurisdiction to 
require additional mitigation as part of an 
approved permit. 
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Socioeconomics 0496-001 I would like to see the Final EIS include more information about the social impacts of 
this project to local communities. The DEIS analysis concludes that additional housing 
will be needed and offers a few general options but then pushes the discussion of 
solutions to an Industrial Siting meeting that will have little public involvement and that 
will occur well after the BLM decision is made. I request that the BLM provide a more 
conclusive analysis of how this housing will be provided. Housing shortage is a result 
of this project, so it is appropriate to have It resolved within this analysis. Impacts to 
local communities are much different if the solution is a man camp at the project site 
versus a man camp at the town limits, for example. 

See the comment response to 0474- 0047.The 
BLM disagrees that the WISC process will have 
little public involvement. The WISC holds public 
meetings at the beginning and end of the ISC 
process and affected local governments 
organizations and citizens can be parties to WISC 
hearings and present their concerns to the ISC. 
The WISC hearings also provide an opportunity 
for direct involvement and participation by the City 
of Rawlins and Carbon County. The comment is 
valid with respect to the potential variance in 
effects on community infrastructure, community 
services and social effects depending on the 
housing strategies implemented. However, the 
purpose of a NEPA document is to disclose and 
describe potential impacts. Text has been revised 
to acknowledge this potential. 

Socioeconomics 0496-002 I request that the FEIS include more information about the negative social impacts 
that can be expected with the dramatic increase in a temporary workforce. Joel 
Berger and Job Beckmann completed a similar assessment of the strain to the local 
community with recent increased energy development near Pinedale. 

The potential for adverse social effects is 
acknowledged in the Draft EIS. The discussion is 
informed by the extensive body of research and 
assessments of energy resource development in 
Wyoming, including studies for the Pinedale area. 
At the same time, we would note that important 
differences characterize the situations between 
Pinedale and Rawlins, size of community, relative 
scale of the impact, and prior experience with 
development among them. No changes made to 
the text/assessment. 
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Socioeconomics 0496-003 I request that the FEIS include an assessment of the loss of revenue in tourism, 
recreation, hunting, and fishing over time as a result of the changed landscape and 
declining wildlife opportunities. 

Public concern regarding the potential for adverse 
effects on tourism, recreation is acknowledged in 
the assessment. The project's location within the 
checkerboard, use of substantial private lands that 
provide limited opportunities for general dispersed 
recreation, hunting and fishing, and, the absence 
of recognized tourism "destinations" within the 
application area would tend to limit potential 
adverse effects -- see the discussion on pg.  
4.8-12.The text regarding potential effects to 
recreation and tourism has been expanded. 

Socioeconomics 0504-001 In my previous comments I did not fully consider the impact that the proposed DKRW 
plant will have on the Rawlins housing market. It is hard to say what impact DKRW 
will have but I do think by the time the final EIS comes out, the effect will be much 
better known. I suspect that the effect will be large and that PCW cannot develop a 
meaningful housing plan without working with DKRW on their housing plan. At this 
time I anticipate both projects to be occurring concurrently and that DKRW will 
actually begin construction prior to PCW. This very well could eliminate any available 
housing in Rawlins by the time PCW is ready to go into full scale construction mode. 
Some of the closed down hotels may be available but they will require time for 
renovations to be able to occupy. 

Comment Noted. The cumulative needs for 
housing arising from past, present and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions are addressed in 
Section 5.8.No changes made to the 
text/assessment. 

Soils 0315-027 Recommends siting turbines and access roads away from steep or unstable slope or 
areas of high erosion potential. 

Please refer to Appendix C, Tables C-1 to C-3 for 
BLM required restrictions as well as the 
Applicant's committed measures with regard to 
construction on sensitive soils. 

Soils 0474-00135 The cumulative impacts discussion for soil resources in Section 5.9 states that the 
CIA area consists of TOTCO and includes the Application Area, off-site features and 
the Sage Creek Area. It is unclear what is referred to by off-site features and the Sage 
Creek Area. We assume that the CIA for soil resources would include all of the 
Application Area which may be disturbed by construction. In any event, that 
description of the CIA would not include the oil and natural gas exploration and 
extraction projects, pipeline construction and coal gasification projects which are 
referenced in the next to last paragraph of Section 5.9. This discussion is unclear 
regarding exactly what the CIA area is for soils and what projects were considered in 
the cumulative impacts analysis on soils. 

A figure has been inserted into the EIS to illustrate 
the CIA for soils/vegetation. Additionally, the list of 
projects has been reviewed and revised to show 
those used in the cumulative analysis for soils, 
and text in the second to last paragraph of 
Section 5.9 has been revised as appropriate to be 
consistent with the list of tables.  
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Soils 0474-0060 In Section 4.9, the BLM defines the significant impacts to soil resources as meaning, 
among other things, that reclamation is unsuccessful within three to five years of 
implementation. The FEIS should clarify that "reclamation" in this section refers to 
stabilization of the soil and recovery of vegetation so as to minimize soil loss, and is 
not referring to the reclamation standard for vegetation described on p. 4.11-4. 

Text has been revised to reference reclamation 
requirements in the 2008 Rawlins RMP.  

Soils 0474-0061 There is a typographical error on page 4.9-4 which results in a significant 
overstatement of the impacts to soils. The first paragraph under Table 4.9-2 states 
that an additional 13,946 acres of soils initially would be disturbed under construction 
of the road network and other facilities. However, the correct number, as disclosed in 
Table 2-13, is 3,946 acres. The text should be corrected in the FEIS. 

The typographical error has been corrected. 

Soils 0474-0062 Page 4.9-5 states that the proposed primary project access road (presumably, the 
internal haul road) would cross numerous perennial streams including Sage Creek, La 
Marsh Creek, Miller Creek, Little Sage Creek and Hugus Draw. In fact, of those listed, 
only Sage Creek is a perennial stream. The reaches of the other listed streams and 
draws which will be crossed by the haul road will be crossed in areas where they are 
intermittent or ephemeral and have lower sediment transport potential. Moreover, the 
BMPs committed to in Appendix C will protect against erosion and sedimentation so 
there would not be a significant long-term impact. 

Text has been revised to reflect the data provided 
in Table 3-13-4 in Section 3.13-2, Surface Water 
Quality. The text does not state there would be a 
significant impact related to erosion and 
sedimentation, therefore no revision is necessary. 

Soils 0474-0063 Page 4.9-6 states that PCW has committed to suspend construction activities when 
soils are wet under Alterative 1R. In fact, the objective is not to suspend all 
construction when soils are wet, but only construction which would result in rutting or 
damaging compaction of the soil. The DEIS states that there is no specific threshold 
established to determine when rutting is severe, but PCW notes that the mitigation 
measures attached to its rights-of-way for the meteorological towers prohibit 
construction when soils are sufficiently wet that ruts of four inches or greater would be 
created by the construction. PCW is preparing an environmental compliance plan 
which provides for an environmental inspector who will confirm that construction is not 
proceeding when conditions would result in damage such as significant rutting and 
PCW is committed to avoiding construction activities when rutting would occur. 

The standard ROW grant stipulations indicate 
there is a 4 inch rutting restriction on BLM lands. 
The text has been revised to reflect the BLM 
restrictions.  

Soils 0474-0064 PCW recommends that the proposed mitigation identified as SOIL-1 on page 4.9-8 be 
revised to provide as follows: If soil conditions are found to not provide sufficient 
natural stabilization, PCW may add road fabric. Alternative methods of soil 
stabilization may be utilized by PCW if such methods are approved by BLM. 

The mitigation measure is designed to mitigate 
impacts, adding language such as "may" makes 
the mitigation optional. Additionally, the mitigation 
measure already allows for alternative methods of 
soil stabilization as approved by BLM, therefore, 
the recommended revision has not been 
incorporated.  
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Soils 0474-0065 The mitigation measure identified as SOIL-3 would provide that areas identified as 
having low reclamation potential will be avoided during construction unless an 
acceptable site-specific reclamation plan is approved by the BLM. PCW requests that 
BLM define that soils with "low reclamation potential" in the DEIS actually refer to soils 
with "Limited Reclamation Potential" as defined in BLM Wyoming I.M. WY-2009-022. 
Moreover, PCW has developed a Master Reclamation Plan (Appendix D of the DEIS) 
which requires that a detailed reclamation plan be developed for each POD that is 
submitted. Each detailed plan will contain reclamation procedures for the soil types 
that will be disturbed and compliance with the detailed plan will minimize the impacts 
to soil resources. 

Text has been revised to be consistent with the 
Rawlins Instruction Memorandum No. WYD-03-
2011-002 and BLM Wyoming I.M. WY-2009-022.  

Soils 0474-0066 With respect to the mitigation measure identified as SOIL-5, PCW suggests that 
instead of the language provided, PCW should be required to submit a winter access 
plan which may include snow removal in specific areas. 

Mitigation measure has been revised to indicate a 
snow removal plan will be provided to ensure 
protection of soil and vegetation resources. 

Transportation and 
Access 

0315-029 Gravel roads should not be used for construction and maintenance of turbines; 
instead lower-impact alternatives such as jeep trails or not designated access should 
be used. 

All internal resource roads would be surfaced with 
gravel given their intended use and in order to 
reduce potential dust emissions. The internal 
resource roads would be designed in compliance 
with the design criteria specified in the BLM Gold 
Book (BLM 2007) and BLM Manual 9113: Roads 
(1985). Gravel or other surfacing is not always 
required, but may be necessary for “soft” road 
sections, steep grades, highly erosive soils, clay 
soils, or where all-weather access is needed. 
Road surfacing methods other than gravel (such 
as chip seal, asphalt, or concrete) would not be 
used due to the very high construction cost and 
the limited life of other surfacing methods due to 
the expected volume of construction traffic. The 
large number of heavy loads to be transported 
along Project roads would cause these surfaces 
to break down quickly, requiring frequent repairs 
and may lead to the rapid development of unsafe 
conditions. Road maintenance and longevity is 
more cost effectively served by gravel roads, 
which is why they are exclusively used on wind 
energy projects except in a very few and 
specialized circumstances (PCW 2012a, p. 3-34). 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-92 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
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Transportation and 
Access 

0208-0022 Transportation Streets- New Streets and Roadways that would connect to the City 
that may someday have the potential for City Annexation should be built to City 
Standard to allow acceptance by the City into the City Street System without having to 
be upgraded to City Standard. They should contain all standard improvements as far 
as paving thickness, curbs, gutters, sidewalks, street lighting, traffic striping, signing 
and signalization.  
City Transportation- The City of Rawlins is currently preparing an RFP for a 
transportation element of the City's Master Plan. To be identified in it will be traffic 
counts and street designations for arterial and collector utilization. The effect of 
temporary and long term housing on the traffic circulation through and within the City 
needs to be projected as part of the Environmental review. It is anticipated that new 
signalization for entry into commercial businesses may need to be considered as well 
as increased traffic routing to and from schools within the City.  
Project Transportation - Coordination with BLM Transportation Mitigation noted below. 

Comment regarding streets is noted. The city has 
the option to set standards for streets prior to 
acceptance. The BLM has no authority in this 
area. Comment regarding city transportation is 
noted. The updated TMP addresses the likely 
effects on selected major streets in the city during 
the peak construction year. Additional analysis is 
beyond the scope of this EIS, particularly given 
the uncertainties associated with temporary 
housing and workforce residency.  

Transportation and 
Access 

0208-003 Question: Is there an update table A.3-4 "Offsite Project Generation Daily 
Construction Traffic" which includes recalculation with BLM's proposed GEN-1 
extended construction phase project mitigation measures? 

PCW has submitted an updated Transportation 
Management Plan as part of its revised Plan of 
Development. The TMP includes an updated 
traffic generation analysis based on the 5-year 
construction schedule. Tabulated updates have 
been included in Section 4.10 of the DEIS. 

Transportation and 
Access 

0208-0031 Project Transportation - Regarding the project-related transportation scenarios 
discussed in Section 3.8, the City of Rawlins would favor the use of internal haul 
roads by the construction workers. If state roads or county roads are used this should 
be kept to a minimum. 

The City's preference is noted and will be a part of 
the Administrative Record for the project. 

Transportation and 
Access 

0309-009 Stringent measures to preclude use of new roads for non-project purposes. Comment Noted. As noted in Section 4.7 of the 
DEIS, public access in the checkerboard portion 
of the analysis area currently is and will be 
restricted within TOTCO boundary. Access to 
public lands outside the checkerboard would be 
managed by the BLM per guidance established in 
the Rawlins RMP with respect to recreation and 
other resources. Table 4.10-1 discusses the 
relevant management considerations for 
transportation and access.  
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Transportation and 
Access 

0313-0084 We are concerned about the potential adverse impacts of the proposed major haul 
road that will bisect the CC portion of the project. We believe that Hwy 71 (Sage 
Creek Road) on the western edge of the Application Area would serve equally well as 
a major haul road, even if upgrades were necessary to accommodate construction 
vehicles and wind farm infrastructure that was being moved to the development site. 
The cost of upgrading an existing road likely would be smaller than building a new 
haul road. Since Hwy 71 already exists and would provide easy access to the 
Application Area, building a new road is unnecessary and would have a significantly 
adverse impact on wildlife and wildlife habitats. For example, the haul road as 
currently proposed would go through two areas that provide important brood-rearing 
habitat for sage-grouse. Bisecting these areas with a major haul road is likely to 
increase vehicle collisions with sage-grouse and reduce grouse productivity. 

Please see GCR-17 (Haul Road). 

Transportation and 
Access 

0313-0085 Even if allowing PCW to use Hwy 71 as a haul road resulted in more traffic and 
activity on this road, it still would prevent the unnecessary destruction of intact habitat 
in the CC area. Most people using Hwy 71 to access recreation points in this area 
probably would tolerate the added traffic, dust, and activity, if they were made aware 
that construction vehicles were using this road to better protect important wildlife 
habitat in an adjacent area. Co-locating and bundling linear disturbances is important 
to minimizing the negative impacts of energy development on sensitive wildlife, 
particularly in an area of Wyoming that is experiencing such intensive and extensive 
development. 

Please see GCR-17 (Haul Road). 

Transportation and 
Access 

0474-0067 PCW would like to clarify that the Project's rail facility is actually a "rail distribution 
facility" rather than an "intermodal rail facility, or IRF". 

Comment noted and the text has been revised to 
reflect the new terminology, as well as the location 
of the rail distribution facility. 

Transportation and 
Access 

0474-0068 On page 4.10-2, BLM lists the assumption that all construction materials would be 
transported via rail to the Project. PCW notes it is likely that, for a small percentage of 
loads, it may be impractical to move them by rail and they will instead be moved by 
truck. Those deliveries would be transported via the same I-80 ramp as was analyzed 
in the DEIS, so there would be no impact to the traffic analysis. 

The text has been revised to reflect the 
information provided in the revised POD. 

Transportation and 
Access 

0474-0069 The transportation analysis also assumes that portions of CR 505W (Miller Hill West 
Road) and CR 505E (Miller Hill East Road) may be utilized and that impacts to those 
roads will be evaluated in the traffic management plan. Traffic surveys indicate that 
Miller Hill West Road receives very little use and so impacts on that road, even if it is 
used, will be insignificant. There is enough information contained in the transportation 
analysis to compare alternatives and a site-specific analysis of particular road plans 
will be reviewed by the BLM when it analyzes the traffic management plan. 

Comment noted. The BLM has reviewed the 
revised TMP. Section 4.10 has been updated to 
reflect potential changes in transportation access 
for the Project. 
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Transportation and 
Access 

0474-0070 The transportation analysis also assumes that the rail facility would be constructed on 
the north side of I-80. However, to ameliorate traffic impacts to the bridge over I-80 at 
exit 221, PCW is exploring a possible location for the rail facility south of I-80 which 
would be located substantially on private lands. If PCW determines that such a 
location is feasible, it will provide details to BLM with its revised POD. It is anticipated 
that any site located south of I-80 and adjacent to the railroad and highway would 
have similar impacts to resources as the proposed location north of I-80 except that 
traffic impacts would be lessened because trucks transporting materials from the rail 
facility would not have to cross the bridge over I-80. 

Comment noted. The BLM has reviewed the 
revised TMP. Section 4.10 has been updated to 
reflect potential changes in transportation access 
for the Project.  

Transportation and 
Access 

0474-0071 As mentioned above, PCW does not expect to employ workers on two shifts per day 
as stated on page 4.10-6. The current construction sequencing plan anticipates only a 
single shift per day except in isolated circumstances. Moreover, trucks hauling 
aggregate will travel on roads internal to the project (because the aggregate will arrive 
by rail) so the traffic for aggregate hauling should have limited impact on area roads. 
With the use of one shift per day, there will be more employees on-site at once, but 
the maximum amount of traffic will be comparable to that analyzed during shift change 
for the assumed two shift construction plan analyzed in the DEIS. 

The BLM relied upon information supplied by the 
applicant to develop the draft EIS. The 
assumption of two 10-hours shifts was based on 
information supplied by the applicant and was 
accurate as of the "cut-off" date for information to 
be used in the draft EIS analysis. Revisions in the 
assessment to address the subsequent changes 
in PCW's proposed POD and revised TMP are 
included in the FEIS.  

Transportation and 
Access 

0474-0072 The discussion of decommissioning in Section 4.10.5 states that the upper 2.5 feet of 
the turbine foundations would be removed during decommissioning. This statement is 
inconsistent with Section A.5.2 which notes that foundations would be removed to just 
around the surrounding ground surface approximately two feet or per current industry 
standard). Section 4.10.5 should not be interpreted as an obligation to excavate the 
upper 2.5 feet of the foundations. This inconsistency does not affect the impacts 
analysis for the decommissioning. 

The text in Section 4.10.5 has been revised to be 
consistent with language incorporated into the 
POD or BMP. 
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Transportation and 
Access 

0474-0074 The proposed mitigation measure identified as TRANS-1 on page 4.10-17 is vague 
regarding the process to be followed. PCW intends to continue working with Carbon 
County, the Wyoming Department of Transportation, the Town of Sinclair and the City 
of Rawlins throughout construction and operations to keep all parties informed of 
expected traffic impacts and to minimize those impacts. However, it is not clear that 
the BLM has authority over state and county roads so as to require this mitigation. 
PCW recommends that the proposed mitigation be revised to provide that PCW will 
participate in a coordinated transportation planning process with the BLM, WYDOT, 
Carbon County, the City of Rawlins and the Town of Sinclair to identify and develop 
measures to avoid, manage or mitigate the transportation impacts of construction. 
The governmental entities involved in the coordinated transportation planning process 
may solicit input and participation from affected businesses and property owners as 
they deem appropriate. The transportation planning group shall meet prior to and 
during the construction phase of the project and in the initial year of project 
operations, as needed. 

Comment noted and the text has been revised per 
the suggestion. 

Transportation and 
Access 

0484-004 Under the Applicant Proposed Alternative, the draft document states that "The BLM 
does not have jurisdiction over development on private or state lands and would 
provide reasonable access to private in-holdings."(DEIS Section 2.3.2, p. 2-6) 
Anadarko Petroleum Corporation (APC) would like BLM to clarify the definition of 
"reasonable access" to private in-holdings. APC is concerned that access to all of our 
surface and mineral interests remain accessible under the Applicant Proposed 
Alternative. 

The comment refers to the BLM's need to provide 
reasonable access to private in-holdings, including 
not only both the surface lands but also the 
subsurface interests associated with those 
holdings. From a strictly transportation 
perspective, development of the proposed project 
would not place restrictions on general access to 
surface or mineral interests, although set-backs 
from turbines and other facilities may require 
some modifications/accommodations on the part 
of the parties. Surface development associated 
with the project could place restrictions on the 
development of some subsurface interests, 
particularly coal interests, if access roads were to 
overlay coal resources.  

Transportation and 
Access 

0484-006 Anadarko Petroleum Corporation (APC) is not in complete agreement that there 
would be "no anticipated impacts to oil and gas access ... " Development of roads to 
new wind-generating turbines could feasibly impact access to oil and gas resources 
by setting certain areas off limits. In addition, turbines would likely have a setback 
requirement, thereby reducing the options for vertical drilling in areas surrounding 
turbine locations. 

Cumulative impacts to road access to oil and gas 
resources would be unlikely to occur from any of 
the action alternatives and it is not anticipated that 
development of roads to wind turbines would set 
any substantial areas off limits to development. 
Also see the Response to Comment 0484-003 for 
additional response to this comment.  
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Vegetation - General 0204-007 Although wetland mapping is incomplete for the project area, the Draft EIS identities 
the presence of approximately 5,600 acres of riparian and wetland areas and notes 
that the amount of wetland found on the ground will likely be greater than this figure. 
Given the large amount of surface disturbance associated with the proposed project, 
and the presence of wet meadows and other sensitive wetland types, the EPA is 
therefore concerned about the potential for impacts to wetlands. For disclosure. We 
recommend that the EIS include a more complete description of the process and 
timing for future delineation of wetland boundaries. We are pleased to see that the 
BLM will require avoidance of surface disturbing activities within 500 feet of wetlands 
on BLM land. It would be helpful to clarify what buffer distance is included in the 
applicant's commitment to avoid surface disturbing activities ''to the maximum extent 
practicable" (page 4.11-10). Also, please clarify that wetland protection measures will 
apply to all wetlands regardless of jurisdiction in accordance with EO 11990. 

See Response to Comment 0204-006 

Vegetation - General 0309-008 An aggressive weed management plan and reclamation plan, followed by required 
monitoring to determine effectiveness. 

PCW's Noxious Weed Management Plan has 
been developed to address pre-construction 
prevention and treatment techniques, as well as a 
comprehensive monitoring program (to be 
employed in concert with the Master Reclamation 
Plan).  

Vegetation - General 0313-0015 Eliminating the SM component of the project also would dramatically reduce impacts 
to project area wetland and riparian zone drainages since in Alternative 1R, for 
example, potential impacts to these important areas would be 15,497 linear feet in the 
SM area compared to 2,924 linear feet in the CC area. 

Comment noted. Also see GCR-13 (No Sierra 
Madre).  

Vegetation - General 0474-0028 The DEIS contains a statement at the bottom of page 3.11-16 that wetlands analysis 
was based on National Hydrography Dataset and using a combination of existing field 
knowledge and aerial photographs. The DEIS notes that the data has not been 
verified on the ground but that, prior to construction, actual wetland boundaries will be 
delineated in the field. The DEIS then states that "it is assumed that the amount of 
wetland found on the ground will be greater than that shown." There is no explanation 
of the basis for this assumption. PCW is unaware of any scientific data that would 
justify an assumption that the wetlands on the ground will be greater than that 
estimated using the methodology described in Section 3.11.3. In fact, PCW believes 
that the DEIS overstates the amount of wetlands within the Application Area. 

Please see Response to Comment 0474-0028. 
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Vegetation - General 0474-0074 Section 4.11.2 states that impacts from noxious weeds and invasive species are 
difficult to quantify because comprehensive inventories were not conducted. 
Nonetheless, the BLM, through its management of the range resource, has significant 
knowledge regarding the location of existing noxious and invasive weed infestations 
(see, for example, Figures 4.11-2, 4.11-5, 4.11-8 and 4.11-11) so that the comparison 
of impacts among the various alternatives can be adequately made. There is no need 
for site-specific surveys at this point and this should be clarified in the FEIS. In 
addition, the BLM should recognize that weed control will be accomplished through 
implementation of PCW's Weed Management Plan. 

Text in Section 4.11 has been modified to reflect 
the presence of adequate noxious weed inventory 
data within the Application Area. 

Vegetation - General 0474-0075 The BLM's analysis of impacts on vegetation includes the assumption that vehicle 
washers would be used to minimize the importation and spread of weeds within the 
Application Area. PCW is committed to wash earth-moving equipment prior to its 
movement onto the site and will work with the BLM and county weed control 
personnel to develop appropriate measures as provided for in the reclamation plan. 
This commitment is consistent with the obligations imposed on the operators under 
the Atlantic Rim EIS/ROD. 

Pursuant to BLM recommendations and PCWs 
commitment, it was recommended that the PCW 
Noxious Weed Management Plan (Section 3.3.1, 
Prevention) be revised to include the following: 
Prior to mobilizing to the Project area (or prior to 
entering the county or moving from an area known 
to contain noxious or invasive weed species), all 
contractor vehicles and equipment would be 
required to be cleaned of soil and debris that is 
capable of transporting noxious weed propagules. 
All contractor vehicles and equipment would be 
inspected by the EI(s) and may require additional 
cleaning. The exact wording was not changed in 
PCW's Weed Management Plan however, PCW 
does address this issue (i.e., Vehicles and earth 
moving equipment will be washed when entering 
the Project area for the first time and will be 
rewashed after any off road travel through 
identified and flagged noxious and invasive weed 
infestation areas). This measure was taken into 
consideration in the impact analysis in 
Section 4.11. 
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Vegetation - General 0474-0076 The statement on page 4.11-10 that Alternative 1R would result in initial impacts to 
wetlands and riparian zones assumes 18,421 linear feet of drainage and streams with 
associated wetlands. The assumption that all streams labeled as "perennial" in the 
analysis have associated wetlands is faulty. Just because there is a drainage or a 
water feature mapped in Figure 4.11-3 does not mean that wetlands are associated 
with those features. As previously mentioned for soil resources, many of the streams 
that were identified as perennial in the DEIS are intermittent or ephemeral drainages 
and are less likely to have jurisdictional wetlands. Consequently, the analysis 
overestimates the impacts on wetlands. The BLM should recognize in the FEIS that 
its analysis of impacts is based upon a "worst-case" assumption. 

The document represents a programmatic 
assessment. On-site waterbody and wetland 
delineations will be performed prior to construction 
in accordance with the CCSM Monitoring Plan 
(included as an appendix to the EIS). Subsequent 
NEPA tiering during the site-specific process will 
include the site-specific waterbody and wetland 
delineations results. In addition a WET-1 was 
added as a mitigation measure in Section 4.11. 
The spatial extent of wetland and riparian zones 
has not been field-verified; therefore, the impact 
analyses for wetlands and riparian zones are 
based on a programmatic approach. The 
mitigation measure is necessary to properly 
assess the spatial extent of wetland and 
waterbody features and establish a baseline for 
wetland features within the Application Area; 
enable site-specific design; and support the 
Section 404 permit process.  

Vegetation - General 0474-0077 The mitigation measure identified as VEG-3 states that, in areas where excavating 
soil is not necessary, "such as some temporary haul road or fill," avoid disturbing 
native soil and root zones where possible to preserve soil structure and soil biology 
and improve the success of reclamation. PCW recommends that the quoted phrase in 
this sentence be omitted as it is unclear what is referred to by "temporary haul road" 
and certainly there would be no disturbance of native soil and root zones in any fill. 
PCW thinks that this mitigation measure should apply to areas such as temporary lay 
down areas or temporary roads necessary for construction of the turbines or 
transmission lines but not planned for use during operations. 

Text in Section 4.11 has been modified per the 
comment and the quoted phrase indicated in the 
comment has been removed from text. 

Vegetation - General 0474-0078 The discussion of the impacts to vegetation in Section 4.11 discloses that the impacts 
to vegetation will not be significant under any of the alternatives. Based on the 
description of the impacts and the significance criteria set forth on page 4.11-4, 
Alternative 1R will not have a significant impact on vegetation either during 
construction or during the life of the project. 

Comment noted. 
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Vegetation - Special 
Status Species 

0474-0032 The DEIS notes on page 3.15-1 that the Colorado butterfly plant is unlikely to occur in 
the Application Area because the known range for that plant is at altitudes lower than 
that of the Application Area. However, on page 3.15-3, the DEIS states that no survey 
of the entire Chokecherry Area was completed in 2008 for Colorado butterfly plants. 
There is no requirement that an EIS include surveys of the entire area covered by the 
EIS, and it would be unreasonable to conduct a survey of the entire Application Area 
at this time, particularly for a plant that is acknowledged to not likely inhabit the area. 
The same comment applies with respect to the so-called lack of complete surveys for 
the Ute ladies' -tresses orchid. 

Text has been modified in Section 3.15.2.1 to 
indicate the completion of species-specific 
surveys within potential habitat at such time as the 
final surface disturbance layout has been 
identified. Subsequent NEPA tiering during the 
site-specific process will include the species-
specific survey results.  

Visual Resources 0213-008 The DEIS described effects on scenic quality of the action alternatives is a principle 
concern. Chapter 5, Section 7 states, "The proposed project under all action 
alternatives would contribute a noticeable increase in the sights and sounds of 
construction and operation activities on the Overland Trail, as well as constituting a 
substantial increase in effects to the CDNST and developed recreation sites within the 
Application Area." The EIS needs to assess and disclose whether or not the proposed 
developments and activities (other uses) would substantially interfere with the nature 
and purposes of the CDNST. 

Please see the response to GCR-11 (CDNST). 

Visual Resources 0304-0086 It appears that Alternative 3 has the lowest level on impact on the viewshed of the 
Continental Divide National Scenic Trail (see DEIS Volume 2 at 4.7-7), but due to a 
lack of detailed analysis, it is unclear the extent to which turbines will be visible and 
from which stretches of the CDNST under any alternative. Additional analysis is 
needed; it should be a relatively straightforward GIS exercise for BLM to perform 
viewshed analyses specifying the heights of the proposed turbines and be able to 
identify which proportion of the project area will overlap with turbine arrays under each 
alternative. BLM should perform this analysis and publish the resulting maps in the 
Final EIS by way of satisfying NEPA's 'hard look' requirements. This will assist BLM in 
being able to make an informed comparison among alternatives and/or develop new, 
lower-impact alternatives. 

Viewshed maps from the CDNST and impact 
tables have been prepared and included in 
Volume 2, Section 4.7 of the FEIS to identify and 
compare alternative impacts to the CDNST.  
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Visual Resources 0304-0087 The significance criteria for the project appear to have been set up to result in no 
significant impact in light of the proposed VRM Amendment alternative regardless of 
which project alternative is chosen. In the Preferred Alternative for the VRM plan 
amendment, all of the Chokecherry unit and the northern two-thirds of the Sierra 
Madre unit would be downgraded to VRM Class IV. See DEIS v. l at Figure 2-5. If, as 
BLM assumes, impacts to visual resources are only significant if VRM Class limits are 
breached together with a suite of other factors (DEIS Volume II at 4.12-6), there will 
never be a significant impact in the portion of the project area manager for VRM Class 
IV. In addition to violating VRM standards, an alternative would have to negatively 
affect a Class A landscape. DEIS Volume II at 4.12-6. However, there are no Class A 
landscapes identified in or near the project area. DEIS Volume II Figure 3.12-4; see 
also DEIS Volume II at 4.12-19. By defining the analysis of impacts to visual 
resources with a set of assumptions that is impossible to satisfy, BLM guarantees 
itself the result of no significant impacts for the project. This is a sham analysis. In an 
near the project area, there are a number of features for which visual resources are of 
high to paramount importance, most notably the Continental Divide National Scenic 
Trail (National Scenic Trail- this bears repeating for emphasis), the setting for the 
Overland Historic Trail, and the North Platte SRMA. Clearly, significant impacts to the 
viewsheds of these features, which are documented elsewhere in the NEPA analysis, 
are indeed significant impacts to visual resources. Yet, BLM gamed this part of the 
analysis to yield the result they sought for all alternatives, VRM Class requirements 
are "Achieved" (DEIS at Table 4.12-3) for each viewpoint. This result makes a 
mockery of the impacts analysis process. It does not represent the 'hard look' that 
NEP A requires. 

No change in the FEIS as only two of the four 
visual resource significance criteria found in 
Volume 2, Section 4.12.3 are based on conflicts 
with BLM VRM Classes or Scenic Quality 
Classes. Impacts were disclosed to the CDNST, 
the Overland Trail, the North Platte SRMA, Scenic 
Quality Classes, and Sensitivity Levels regardless 
of VRM Class. Significant effects to visual 
resources were disclosed in the DEIS, namely 
regarding lighting. 

Visual Resources 0304-0088 More telling is that the project yields a "Strong" contrast rating for all 3 sites along the 
CDNST. See Table 4.12-3. And there is one KOP (# 19) specifically tied to the 
Overland Trail (Pioneer Cemetery) where· the visual contrast is "Strong." ld. The fact 
that no other KOPs were selected along the Overland Trail as it passes even closer to 
the project area (see DEIS Volume II at Figure 3.12-4) gives the appearance that BLM 
did not want to have to document that the visual impacts to the setting of this Historic 
trail would be severe under all action alternatives. The closest other KOP to the 
Historic Trail, #10, also shows a "Strong" visual contrast in BLM's table. 

The KOPs selected for analysis are generally 
representative of views that would be seen by the 
public at similar viewpoints. KOP #10 for the 
Overland Trail was selected to represent the 
location on the trail where public access would 
allow the majority of trail visitors to view the 
proposed activities. The analysis in 
Section 4.12.5.1 discloses the impacts along the 
Overland Trail, including those segments of the 
trail with no KOPs. Viewshed maps from the 
CDNST and impact tables have been prepared 
and included in Volume 2, Section 4.7 of the FEIS 
to identify and compare alternative impacts to the 
CDNST.  
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Visual Resources 0315-034 Consideration should be given to scale back the project so that it is neither dense nor 
as obtrusive to the Rawlins' viewshed or phase the construction so that the viewshed 
areas are impacted last. 

This broad-scale EIS evaluates a general area 
which is the first step in evaluating the project. 
Specific impacts will be evaluated in subsequent 
NEPA analysis based on site-specific proposals 
within the selected alternative boundary. 

Visual Resources 0315-035 Impacts to open space viewsheds, valued by the public, should be considered in the 
EIS. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential impacts to these 
resources.  

Visual Resources 0315-036 The evaluation of visual impacts should include the proposed project and simulations 
from sensitive viewing areas. 

Please refer to Appendix I for visual simulations 
and simulations from key observation points.  

Visual Resources 0315-037 The evaluation of visual impacts should consider scenic resources of local, statewide 
and national significance, the uniqueness of the landscape, and landscape 
characteristics. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential impacts to these 
resources.  

Visual Resources 0315-038 The evaluation of visual impacts should consider whether construction of the 
proposed project would significantly degrade scenic resources. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential impacts to these 
resources.  

Visual Resources 0315-039 The visual resource analysis should include consideration of impacts to the enjoyment 
of the scenic resource and whether the project would dominate the region or study 
area. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential impacts to these 
resources.  

Visual Resources 0315-040 The visual resource analysis should identify mitigation measures in the design and 
layout so the project blends in with the character of the area. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of proposed mitigation measures.  

Visual Resources 0315-041 The visual resource analysis should consider whether the project will violate a 
standard intended to protect scenic and natural beauty form the community, county, 
region, and state level. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential impacts to these 
resources.  

Visual Resources 0315-042 EIS should identify measures so that visual impacts are negligible. Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of proposed mitigation measures and 
the effectiveness of these measures.  

Visual Resources 0315-043 The BLM should consider turbine noise and shadow flicker in the EIS analysis if the 
project is located near primary access roads and human dwellings. 

Please refer to Section 4.12 Visual Resources for 
a discussion of potential shadow flicker impacts. 
Please refer to Section 4.16 Noise for a 
discussion of potential noise impacts. 
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Visual Resources 0474-0029 As explained in PCW's comments on the Draft RMP Amendment, the Rawlins RMP 
ROD signed on December 24, 2008 does not include a decision on visual resource 
management ("VRM'). The proposed plan was remanded so that BLM could prepare 
a visual resources inventory and then make VRM decisions for the planning area. In 
the meantime, the VRM classifications for the planning area are those contained in 
the Great Divide RMP and reflected as Alternative 1 (Continuation of Existing 
Management) in the proposed RMP Amendment. The discussion at the bottom of p. 
3.12-1 should clarify that it applies in the event the Preferred Alternative under the 
Draft Plan Amendment is adopted. In addition, Figure 3.12-2 seems to reflect VRM 
Class II or III for the Continental Divide Trail, which is not shown in Figure 2-5 of the 
Draft RMP Amendment. It may be that the legend for the Trail and for VRM Classes II 
and III are just unclear on Figure 3.12-2. BLM should clarify the VRM Class of the 
Continental Divide Trail. 

Page 3.12-1 has been revised to clarify that it 
applies in the event the Preferred Alternative 
under the Draft Plan Amendment is adopted. VRM 
Classes shown in Volume 1 Figure 2-5 and 
Volume 2 Figure 3.12-2 for along the CNDST 
have been clarified in the FEIS. 

Visual Resources 0474-0079 There is some confusion in the document regarding the paint color used in the visual 
simulations included in Appendix I. There is a statement on page 4.12-3 that all 
photographic simulations show the wind turbines with a non-reflective 30% gray color 
applied in order to evaluate the effectiveness of mitigation measure VR-5. However, 
based upon an analysis of Appendix I, it appears that the visual simulations were 
prepared using standard manufacturer turbine colors rather than 30% gray. Appendix 
I should be revised to compare the visual impact of the turbines using standard 
manufacturer colors versus the 30% gray color required by VR-5. The mitigation 
measure identified as VR-5 requiring the use of non-reflective 30% gray paint on the 
turbines has not been evaluated for its effectiveness because, as noted above, the 
visual simulations do not compare standard manufacturer colors to the 30% gray 
color. 

New information provided by the Federal Aviation 
Administration limits BLM's ability to impose 
mitigation measure VR-5 (requiring turbines to be 
painted a 30% grey color). The FEIS accepts the 
applicant's proposed color of light grey, and the 
statement on page 4.12-3 has been revised to 
clarify that the simulations use a 5% gray color.  

Visual Resources 0474-0080 Moreover, this mitigation measure must include an exception for conformance with 
FAA requirements and the FEIS should clarify that the required use of 30% gray paint 
color may require daytime lighting in order to comply with FAA regulations. According 
to the White Mountain Wind EA prepared by the Rock Springs Field Office, "The FAA 
has determined no hazard to air navigation based on the use of white wind turbines 
and towers. To reduce the contrast created by the color of the structures, it has been 
recommended that the color of the wind turbines be changed from white to light gray, 
if possible. However, according to FAA Advisory Circular AC 7017460-1K (Chapter 
13, 131F), use of gray turbines appears to be significantly less effective in providing 
daytime warning and would require daytime and nighttime lighting of all 240 wind 
turbines with medium intensity white strobes, which may be more visually intrusive 
than white towers with no daytime lighting". 

New information provided by the Federal Aviation 
Administration limits BLM's ability to impose 
mitigation measure VR-5 (requiring turbines to be 
painted a 30% grey color). The FEIS accepts the 
applicant's proposed color of light grey, and the 
statement on page 4.12-3 has been revised to 
clarify that the simulations use a 5% gray color. 
VR-6 requiring the use of an audio visual warning 
system for pilots remains unchanged in the FEIS 
to reduce significant nighttime lighting effects.  
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Visual Resources 0474-0081 The DEIS notes on page 4.12-4 that visual resources on public lands in the analysis 
area are managed for multiple uses under the Rawlins RMP. This point needs to be 
emphasized in considering the impacts of the proposed wind energy project (one of 
the multiple uses authorized by the Rawlins RMP) on visual resources. 

BLM is responsible for managing public lands for 
multiple uses while ensuring that the scenic 
values of public lands are considered prior to 
authorizing uses that may have negative visual 
impacts. The NEPA process allows the BLM to 
make a decision based on consideration of 
affected public land uses, including visual 
resources. This is part of BLM’s purpose and 
need, and does not need to be addressed in the 
resource section. The text on page 4.12-4 has 
been clarified to state that visual resources occur 
on public lands managed for multiple uses. 

Visual Resources 0474-0082 There is a statement on page 4.12-6 that the operator would monitor and maintain 
visual mitigation measures in accordance with a visual monitoring and compliance 
plan. PCW wishes to clarify that elements of the visual monitoring and compliance 
plan will be incorporated into the Master Reclamation Plan and Environmental 
Compliance Plan, and PCW does not expect to prepare a separate Visual Monitoring 
and Compliance Plan. 

The FEIS has been revised to clarify that the 
visual monitoring and compliance requirements 
will be a component of the Master Reclamation 
Plan and Environmental Compliance Plan.  

Visual Resources 0474-0083 Page 4.12-11 of the DEIS states that the wind turbine rotors would have blades that 
would each be a maximum of 183 feet in length. In fact, PCW advised the BLM in its 
December, 2009 submittal that the rotor blades could be up to 60 meters in length 
(approximately 197 feet), with an overall height of approximately 525 feet. However, 
the difference between a potential maximum height of 525 feet and the 511 feet 
mentioned on page 4.12-11 is de minimis for analysis purposes because, as noted on 
page 4.12-11, different turbine heights are unlikely to alter the perceived visual effect, 
because of the varying elevations at which the turbines will be constructed. 

Section 4.12.5.1 has been revised with correct 
blade and turbine height dimensions from the 
revised POD. The minor change in dimensions 
does not substantially change the visual resource 
findings in the FEIS. 

Visual Resources 0474-0085 The analysis on page 4.12-12 assumes that, after construction is complete, all project 
roadways will be reclaimed back to a driving width of 20 feet except the main internal 
haul road. For clarity, PCW expects that arterial roads will be maintained at a width of 
24 feet, with the roads to access the turbines maintained at 16 feet, for an average 
overall width of the roads during operations of 20 feet. 

Section 4.12.5.1 has been revised with correct 
roadway widths from the revised POD. 
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Visual Resources 0474-0085 The analysis of the transmission line starting on page 4.12-12 assumes the use of 
lattice structures to support the transmission line. However, the visual simulation in 
Exhibit I shows monopoles rather than lattice structures. PCW actually proposed the 
use of monopoles for the transmission line, however lattice structures as analyzed in 
the DEIS are a viable option and may be considered by PCW. In any event, as 
indicated in the visual simulation, the visual impacts for the transmission line, 
regardless of whether a monopole or a lattice structure is used, is insignificant. 

Section 4.12.5.1 has been revised to evaluate H-
frames and monopoles rather that lattice 
structures. Based on a review of the visual 
simulations, the degree of impact would not 
substantially change between structure types. 

Visual Resources 0474-0086 The mitigation measure identified as VR-1 appears to require painting of the 
transmission structures and overhead collector lines. PCW objects to painting the 
transmission or overhead line structures as it creates a maintenance and safety issue. 
PCW proposes that the surface finish for steel transmission and collector line 
structures will be a galvanized finish, treated after the initial galvanizing process to a 
dulled finish to reduce surface reflectivity, or self-weathering steel (such as Cor-Ten®) 
that would blend with the surrounding landscape. The self-weathering finish, which 
creates a stable rust-like appearance, eliminates the need for painting and was 
developed by the industry as an alternative to painting that enables the structures to 
blend in with the color of the natural vegetation and soils. Weathering steel is a 
common finish for use on tubular steel structures but is not practical for lattice towers 
due to a phenomenon known as "pack-out". As noted on page 4.12-12 lattice 
structures are visible but difficult to discern from the surrounding landscape and do 
not attract the attention of the casual observer. Lattice structures are less visually 
intrusive against green to tan ridge slopes and areas where sky lining of structures 
cannot be avoided. Painting of transmission and overhead line structures is not a 
standard industry practice and is considered operationally and economically 
infeasible. See for instance, Section 2.6.3 of the Gateway West Transmission Line 
Draft EIS for additional discussion of structure finishes. Mitigation measure VR-1 
should be re-examined by BLM in view of its visual analysis of lattice structures, 
standard finishes in use by the industry, and the visual backdrop of the transmission 
and collector line structures. 

The FEIS has been revised to clarify VR-1 that 
steel monopole transmission structures will be 
painted Shadow Gray or non-reflective grey 
equivalent rather than self-weathering (or Cor-
Ten®) or galvanized steel. This mitigation does 
not apply to lattice structures where painting is 
unfeasible. Electrical conductors will not be 
painted but should be non-reflective. 
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Visual Resources 0474-0087 BLM is recommending mitigation measure VR-3 to prohibit logos or brand names on 
wind turbines. This measure seems to be drawn from the Wind Energy Development 
Programmatic EIS (June 2005), Section 5.11.6, page 5-98. In turn, that document 
cites as the source of this recommendation a book titled "Wind Power in View", the 
relevant chapter was authored by Paul Gipe in 2002. That book chapter provides 
recommendations for wind project design based upon the author's opinions, and cites 
no scientific study or analysis to substantiate those opinions. PCW does not agree 
that the unsubstantiated opinion of an individual constitutes sufficient rational for an 
environmental constraint. Given that manufacturer or developer logos on wind 
turbines tend to be unobtrusive and limited to the sides of the nacelle, PCW believes 
allowing such logos will not impact the visual contrasts of the Project. Furthermore, 
requiring PCW to order turbines with the manufacturer's markings removed is likely to 
add cost to the project with no discernible visual benefit. Hence VR-3 is 
unsubstantiated and ineffective, and should be removed. 

The BLM determined that logos on WTGs 
increased viewers’ attention to the WTG through 
field observation and comparing photographs of 
WTGs with and without logos in November 2012. 
The FEIS has been revised to clarify that VR-3 
applies to turbines located on public land. Logos 
can be placed on turbines located on private 
property. 

Visual Resources 0474-0088 The proposed mitigation identified as VR-6 is not feasible. The technology for an 
audio visual warning system ("AVWS") to control aviation warning lights at night is in 
the demonstration phase, with little to no field experience and no clear acceptance 
from the FAA. If this technology does eventually achieve acceptance by the FAA, 
more than 50 individual radar systems would be required for a project of this size. If 
any one of these systems was off-line for technical reasons (and such occurrences 
are to be expected in a new technology), the night lighting would need to be activated. 
PCW has been running an avian radar on-site for several months, and has 
determined that this technology is very user-intensive in order to maintain high 
reliability. This experience applied across 50 or more units would imply frequent 
periods when at least one unit was off-line and hence the lights would have to be 
activated. These reliability factors combined with the very high cost of the equipment 
and of ongoing maintenance leads to the conclusion that the AVWS would not 
achieve the desired result. PCW believes that there will be an insignificant issue with 
the aviation lights given the distance between the project and any nearby residents, 
particularly given the other night time light sources around Rawlins (e.g., 1-80, the 
Sinclair Refinery, the prison and the city itself). In addition, PCW believes it is 
inappropriate for BLM to require unproven, unaccepted and unreasonably expensive 
equipment as a mitigation measure; therefore, mitigation measure VR-6 should be 
omitted from the FEIS. 

VR-6 requiring the use of an audio visual warning 
system for pilots remains unchanged in the FEIS 
to reduce significant nighttime lighting effects. 
BLM understands that FAA will issue a revised 
Advisory Circular in 2012 that will allow the 
implementation of AVWS systems in the U.S. 
Further, with time the cost of such warning 
systems is decreasing while its reliability is 
increasing. 
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Visual Resources 0474-0089 Mitigation measure VR-7 states that substation components and fencing would be 
painted Shadow Gray or a similar color in a dark gray color range. The DEIS fails to 
evaluate the effectiveness of this mitigation measure. For safety and security reasons, 
the conceptual design proposes to locate substations on private lands and away from 
areas of public access. Because of this, substations may not be located within the 
foreground-middle ground distance zone of public viewing areas and are more likely 
to be located within the background or seldom seen distance zones. For instance, a 
proposed substation location for the Sage Creek conceptual area of development is 
over 6 miles from WY 71. Standard color for high-voltage transformers is ANSI 70 
Gray, although as each transformer is custom manufactured a different color may be 
specified at the time of order. Standard industry practice is for other substation 
components, such as the steel support structures, to be manufactured from 
galvanized steel. This steel will be chemically treated after galvanizing to remove the 
metallic shine, leaving a flat, dull, gray appearance. Bus work primarily consists of 
aluminum pipe, ranging from 2" to 6" in diameter. This pipe is installed with a "High 
Voltage Finish" which is a smooth, un-dulled, factory finish with only nicks, burrs and 
scratches removed in the field. To function properly, the aluminum bus work cannot 
be painted and must retain its "High Voltage Finish". Painting of the steel support 
structures is not practical and represents a maintenance issue. It also presents a 
safety issue unless the entire substation is de-energized during touch-up painting. De-
energizing a substation for touch-up painting would result in lost energy production for 
the project. In addition, we are not familiar with other instances in which BLM has 
required painting of chain link barb-wire fence. The nature of chain link fence (a solid, 
moveable surface) is such that paint is unlikely to adhere to the fence surface for any 
length of time. In the FEIS, BLM should evaluate the practicality and effectiveness of 
mitigation measure VR-7. We note that this is not a proposed mitigation measure for 
the Gateway West Transmission Line Project being analyzed by the Wyoming State 
Office of the BLM (DEIS issued July 29,2011). It was also not included as a proposed 
mitigation measure in the Environmental Assessment for the proposed Sand Hills 
Wind Energy Facility in Albany County, Wyoming that is under consideration by the 
Rawlins Field Office of the BLM. 

Mitigation Measure VR-7 has been revised to 
indicate that BLM colors are not required on 
facilities that are treated in accordance with safety 
and engineering concerns. The effectiveness of 
required BLM colors for other facilities has been 
clarified in the FEIS. The BLM Washington Office 
strongly recommended using Shadow Gray for 
CCSM aboveground facilities (June 2011 WO 
comments). 
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Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0204-006 Although wetland mapping is incomplete for the project area, the Draft EIS identities 
the presence of approximately 5,600 acres of riparian and wetland areas and notes 
that the amount of wetland found on the ground will likely be greater than this figure. 
Given the large amount of surface disturbance associated with the proposed project, 
and the presence of wet meadows and other sensitive wetland types, the EPA is 
therefore concerned about the potential for impacts to wetlands. For disclosure we 
recommend that the EIS include a more complete description of the process and 
timing for future delineation of wetland boundaries. We are pleased to see that the 
BLM will require avoidance of surface disturbing activities within 500 feet of wetlands 
on BLM land. It would be helpful to clarify what buffer distance is included in the 
applicant's commitment to avoid surface disturbing activities ''to the maximum extent 
practicable" (page 4.11-1 0). Also, please clarify that wetland protection measures will 
apply to all wetlands regardless of jurisdiction in accordance with EO 11990. 

Text has been modified in Section 4.11 to 
incorporate a more complete description of the 
process and timing of future wetland delineations. 
In summary, (1) all wetlands protected under the 
jurisdiction of the USACE will be avoided on all 
lands, regardless of surface ownership; 
(2) regardless of USACE jurisdiction, all wetlands 
on BLM-administered lands will be avoided; (3) 
non-USACE protected wetlands on state and 
privately-owned lands will be protected in 
accordance with PCW's BMPs. On privately-
owned or state managed lands, the applicant will 
use minimization measures to avoid impacts to 
wetlands regardless of jurisdiction. All efforts will 
be taken by the applicant to site facilities outside 
of, and with a buffer from, wetland resources. 
Additionally, In accordance with EO 11990, 
wetland protection does not apply to the issuance 
by Federal agencies of permits, licenses, or 
allocations to private parties for activities involving 
wetlands on non-Federal property. 
[http://www.archives.gov/federal-
register/codification/executive-order/11990.html].  

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0206-0021 There are several models that can be used to calculate the amount of 
erosion/sediment that may be produced from the construction of 300 plus miles of 
road (Watershed Assessment of River Stability and Sediment Supply (WARSSS). 
Rosgen D. 2006). Calculations need to be included in Chapter 4 of the Final EIS. 

Detailed modeling of the Project area would be 
time and value prohibitive because it would not 
likely provide information beyond the current 
approach due to the numerous variables that 
affect erosion in the area, the biggest of which is 
precipitation events. Instead, focus has been 
placed on the development of the watershed 
monitoring plan and establishing baseline data for 
water quality and stream cross-section and 
longitudinal profiles. See Comment 0474-0093 
and the BLM's response for text revisions based 
on PCW's recently submitted draft water 
monitoring plan.  

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0206-0024 We recommend that a 500-foot buffer be placed around perennial streams where 
magnesium chloride will not be used for dust abatement. 

Please see the response to Comment 0303-0020. 
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Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0206-0025 We question the effectiveness of the mitigation measures outlined in WR-1 thru 3. We 
strongly recommend the project proponent review the Departments wind 
recommendation and perform a standardized assessment of project risks to aquatic 
habitats, such as Reconnaissance Level Assessment (Rosgen. D. 2006). 

Please see the response to Comment 0474-0093 
and Comment 0312-009. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0208-0013 Water Supply - We understand that CCSM will not use more than their current water 
rights allocated to The Overland Trail Company (TOTCO) which they have under 
contracted. Because TOTCOs water rights are more senior than the City of Rawlins' 
from the Sage Creek basin, is there a plan for mitigation measures to ensure 
municipal supply if a shortage is experienced through drought or some other 
circumstances? 

The Wyoming State Engineer's Office administers 
water use in the state of Wyoming. Wyoming 
Statutes dictate that changes to water rights "shall 
not exceed the amount of water historically 
diverted under the existing use, nor exceed the 
historic rate of diversion under the existing use, 
nor increase the historic amount consumptively 
used under the existing use, nor decrease the 
historic amount of return flow, nor in any manner 
injure other existing lawful appropriators" (WS 41-
3-104). Under the provisions of this statute, 
impacts to existing water users are not 
anticipated. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0208-0015 Even though there are existing and untapped water rights their usage are affected by 
recent and historic North Platte River agreements and regulatory issues that impact 
water supply management in the Rawlins area. 

Please see the response to Comment 0208-0013. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0208-0016 The City is also interested in working cooperatively with PCW to ensure adequate 
supply for the City and the project in the future through the cooperative development 
of enhanced production in the drainage collection area. 

Please see the response to Comment 0208-0013. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0208-0017 Water Quality -We are concerned about plans and any adverse effects to water 
quality relating to CCSM project plans in the Sage Creek Basin which is one of the 
City of Rawlins' key sources of municipal water. 

PCW has submitted a draft watershed monitoring 
plan that includes monitoring of the stream 
conditions in the Sage Creek Basin. Monitoring 
would be carried out during the implementation of 
the Project. Please see Comment 0474-0093 and 
the BLM's response. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-109 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0208-0018 CCSM Operating and Maintenance Building Water Needs - At this time, the City of 
Rawlins has not been contacted for supply of water and/or sewer services to the 
CCSM operations building or other facility. 
• Because the water is treated by the Rawlins Water Plant, significant use of potable 
water might impact City of Rawlins available Water treatment capacity for future 
expansion. 
• The arrangement between the two municipalities is spelled out in the "Town of 
Sinclair-City of Rawlins Municipal Water Supply Joint Powers Agreement" 
(File Number 394, Date Filed 4-11-03 with the Wyoming Secretary of State's Office.) 
This agreement would need to be consulted if this project moves forward. 

Section 4.13.2 has been revised to disclose that 
PCW has not yet contacted the City of Rawlins 
regarding the potential for using Rawlins/Sinclair 
municipal water and sewer service at the 
proposed operation and maintenance building. 
The text has also been revised to disclose the 
potential impacts to the City's water supply/water 
treatment capacity, as noted in the comment, in 
the event that water and sewer services are used 
for this building. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0214-001 Erosion is a major concern associated with this project because of the highly erosive 
soils, high quality downstream waters, and the recent watershed improvements in and 
near the project area. Page 3. I 3-6 correctly states that Sage Creek was removed 
from Wyoming's 303(d) List, however Muddy Creek and Littlefield Creek above their 
confluence, and McKinney Creek above Eagle Creek were also previously on the 
303(d) List and were removed in 2000. Therefore erosion prevention must be a top 
priority of PCW and the BLM. The WQD remains very concerned that the thousands 
of acres of surface disturbance, even with implementation of best management 
practices, could undo the improvements made in these watersheds. 

Information was added to Section 3.13.2 
regarding removal of 303(d) listings in 2000. See 
Comment 0474-0093 and the BLM's response for 
revisions based on PCW's recently submitted draft 
watershed monitoring plan.  

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0214-004 Please add "Turbidity waiver to exceed turbidity criteria" to Table 1-2. Text has been added to the table as suggested. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0303-0020 The Chokecherry and Sierra Madre units include the North Platte/Platte River Basin 
and the White Yampa/Colorado River Basin. The area has sensitive soils that will 
erode easily. Construction of ancillary facilities and wind turbines can increase 
sediment and nutrient loading in streams and impair water quality and riparian 
condition. Watershed and riparian conditions are important for the health and well-
being of both terrestrial and aquatic species. Waterways draining the CCSM project 
area support several federally listed species and BLM sensitive species. DEIS, 
Volume 2, § 3.15. As explained above, a buffer of at least 500 feet should be imposed 
along all perennial waterways in the project area. The project should be designed to 
avoid road crossings over waterways, and run-off should be controlled to avoid 
erosion and sedimentation. 

These measures are included in Section 4.13.2.  
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Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-0010 Trout Unlimited (TU) recommends implementation of baseline water quality data be 
gathered prior to the start of any construction and frequent, established monitoring 
and review should occur throughout the life of the project. If changes in the aquatic 
environment are detected that compromise habitat as well as the management 
objectives for the area then water extraction should stop or be altered in a way to 
avoid negative impacts. 

Please see Comment 0474-0093 and the BLM's 
response. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-0011 Identify road miles per sub-watershed as opposed to only mileage for each Alternative 
over the entire CCSM project area. With only total mileage listed per Alternative it is 
difficult to analyze what effect road construction and the resulting sedimentation would 
have on a particular watershed. 

The impact of access roads is captured in the 
tables detailing disturbance areas by 
subwatershed (Tables 4.13-2, 4-13-4, 4.13-6, and 
4.13-8, for the respective alternatives). 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-0013 Implement baseline water quality and quantity monitoring followed by annual reviews 
which will detect problems and allow flexibility in modifying or mitigating potential 
problems. 

Please see Comment 0474-0093 and the BLM's 
response. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-0016 Increase BMPs if monitoring demonstrates increases in sedimentation or other 
negative impacts to the aquatic environment. 

Text has been added to Section 4.13.2 to indicate 
PCW's commitment to address the results of 
monitoring. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-0032 Design of a Baseline Water Quality Monitoring Plan will be developed in the Final EIS 
and monitoring will occur prior to, during and after project development. 

Please see Comment 0474-0093 and the BLM's 
response. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-005 For this reason if a road crossing or other surface disturbing activity occurs in an area 
that serves as habitat for fish during any time of the year the crossing, or surface 
disturbing activity, needs to be done in a manner that does not create a barrier to fish 
passage. Specifically road crossing of streams that fish occupy for any part of the year 
need should be constructed with a bottomless culvert with a width greater than the 
bankfull width of the stream. This will ensure that the crossing does not become a 
barrier to fish passage. 

The action that all stream crossings will simulate 
natural stream processes as outlined in the 
Rawlins RMP will be applied. Specific stream 
crossing types will be determined on a site 
specific basis and a variety of crossings may be 
used as long as the company can demonstrate 
that it is meeting the requirement and the BLM 
approves it. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-006 Trout Unlimited (TU) recommends that an adequate and updated soil analysis be 
completed for this project and soil loss estimates be quantified. The DEIS states soil 
loss will be significant. Yet, the DEIS lacks supportive information at this time. Due to 
the significance of the soil regime, the potential for loss, impacts to wetlands and 
stream channels, and impacts to water, TU finds that a thorough science-based soil 
analysis is necessary. 

Please see the response to Comment 0206-0021. 
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Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0312-009 The control of sedimentation dynamics is one of the most critical issues in the 
development of this project and how it will impact aquatic habitats. The construction of 
infrastructure and stream crossings will lead to increased sedimentation and will 
potentially conflict with management goals for the WHMAs (Chapter 4.14-27). 

PCW has submitted a draft watershed monitoring 
plan that includes monitoring of the stream 
conditions in the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed. 
Monitoring would be carried out during the 
implementation of the Project. Please see 
Comment 0474-0093 and the BLM's response. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0474-00133 In comparison, Section 5.13 on the cumulative impacts for water resources includes a 
fairly specific summary of the expected cumulative impacts to the relevant sub-
watersheds from the past and present actions (Table 5.13-1) and reasonably 
foreseeable future actions (Table 5.13-2), including three of the five transmission line 
projects mentioned in Table 5.0-1. That section should either be expanded to include 
the impacts of the Overland Transmission Project and the Zephyr Transmission 
Project or supplemented with an explanation for why the expected impacts of those 
two projects cannot be quantified. 

The Overland Transmission Project and the 
Zephyr Transmission Project are outside of the 
water resources CIA area. Text has been added 
to Section 5.13 to clarify that the projects not 
included in the water resources CIA are omitted 
because they are not within the CIA area. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0474-0090 As indicated in Appendix A, PCW is committed to obtaining water supplies for 
construction and operations so that no additional depletions will occur in the North 
Platte Basin or White-Yampa Basin as a result of this project. The analysis in Section 
4.13 should incorporate that commitment in determining impacts. 

Text has been added to Section 4.13.2 to reflect 
this applicant commitment. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0474-0091 PCW agrees with the statement on page 4.13-6 that, of the road-stream crossings 
anticipated under Alterative 1R, only four will cross a perennial stream (Sage Creek). 
The BLM should review the DEIS for consistency with this statement. 

The water resources Sections 3.13 and 4.13 were 
reviewed for consistency of number of perennial 
stream crossings reported. This review was also 
coordinated with aquatic biology section. All 
necessary corrections have been incorporated. 

Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0474-0092 The statement on page 4.13-8 that road designs would not exceed 10% grade should 
be qualified to provide that road designs will be kept to 10% or less where feasible. 
There may be instances where a grade in excess of 10% will be required, though 
PCW prefers to avoid such alignments. We note that the Gold Book allows road 
construction on up to a 25% grade. In certain circumstances, less cut and fill will be 
necessary if the road grade exceeds 10% and therefore impacts could be reduced by 
using roads with grades greater than 10%. If roads must be constructed at a grade in 
excess of 10%, additional erosion control measures will be implemented. Please note 
that the reference to Section 2.3.3.3 towards the bottom of page 4.13-8 should be 
corrected to Section A.3.3.3. 

Text has been added to Section 4.13.2 to reflect 
that 10% grade may be exceeded in limited 
locations and that additional erosion control 
measures would be implemented in locations 
where it was exceeded. The noted reference has 
been corrected to Section A.3.3.3. 
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Water Quality - 
Surface Water 

0474-0093 PCW notes that it is already conducting stream water quality monitoring and supports 
proposed mitigation measure WR-1. With respect to proposed mitigation measure 
WR-3, however, PCW recommends instead that it implement the more robust 
geomorphology methodology proposed for use in its water monitoring plan currently 
being developed. PCW's plan was developed in close coordination with BLM's 
hydrologist to evaluate potential impacts to stream channels and sedimentation that 
may be impacted by project activities. As of the date of this letter, baseline surveys at 
21 locations have been completed per the protocols identified in the watershed 
monitoring plan. The final plan developed and agreed upon by BLM and PCW did not 
use the erosion pin approach identified in WR-3. Rather the plan is using a more 
robust cross-section measurement technique to evaluate changes in channel 
morphology. Mitigation measure WR-3 should be revised in the FEIS to read, "A 
watershed monitoring plan should be implemented to evaluate success of erosion 
control measures and BMPs and to measure potential changes to stream channel 
morphology, riparian habitats, water quality, and sediment loads." 

Text in Section 4.13.2 has been supplemented to 
reflect the stream monitoring described in the 
recently received watershed management plan 
(received after DEIS was published) as noted. 
Mitigation measure WR-3 has been deleted as the 
plan makes this measure unnecessary. 

Wildlife - General 0206-0020 We recommend that WGFD's Wildlife Protection Recommendations for Wind Energy 
Development in Wyoming (November 17, 2010) be reviewed and considered for 
inclusion in the Final EIS and the Record of Decision. 

This document has been referenced in 
Sections 4.13.1.1 and 4.14.3.5. Additionally, this 
document has been used to develop the wildlife 
monitoring and protection plan and the following 
text has been added to the second paragraph of 
Section 4.14.7: "The following recommendation 
and guideline documents were considered during 
the development of the monitoring and mitigation 
plan: WGFD Wildlife Protection 
Recommendations for Wind Energy Development 
in Wyoming (WGFD 2010) and Developing a 
Diverse Conservation Portfolio for Colorado River 
Cutthroat Trout (Haak et al. 2011)." 
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Wildlife - General 0304-0047 Importantly, 40 C.F .R. § 1502.15 requires agencies to "describe the environment of 
the areas to be affected or created by the alternatives under consideration." 
Establishment of baseline conditions is a requirement of NEP A. In Half Moon Bay 
Fisherman's Marketing Ass 'n v. Carlucci, 857 F.2d 505, 510 (9th Cir. 1988), the Ninth 
Circuit states that "without establishing ... baseline conditions ... there is simply no 
way to determine what effect [an action] will have on the environment, and 
consequently, no way to comply with NEPA." The court further held that, “The concept 
of a baseline against which to compare predictions of the effects of the proposed 
action and reasonable alternatives is critical to the NEPA process." We are concerned 
that the hard look and baseline information requirements have not been met for this 
EIS, particularly in regard to impacts to wildlife. 

Comment noted. 

Wildlife - General 0303-0036 We suggest the development of a monitoring and mitigation matrix for wildlife, wildlife 
habitat, fisheries, aquatic habitat, and stream changes with thresholds and indicators. 
Further, we suggest the development of an action plan to guide efforts once the 
thresholds are met. One example of such is found in the Record of Decision & Final 
Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement for the Pinedale Anticline Oil and Gas 
Exploration and Development Project, Appendix B. Some framework for defining 
impacts is necessary. 

Please see Response to Comment 0303-0032. 

Wildlife - General 0303-0034 As data from project monitoring, academic research, and other sources becomes 
available, new understanding of the wind-wildlife interaction and areas of high conflict 
will emerge. This information should be made available to all cooperating agencies 
and the project proponent to guide project development in a way that avoids and 
minimizes harmful environmental impacts. 

Please see Response to Comment 0303-0032. 

Wildlife - General 0315-045 Areas of high prey density (e.g. prairie dog towns) should be avoided during turbine 
siting as they might attract hunting raptors.  

Please refer to Section 3.15, Special Status 
Species for a description of white-tailed prairie 
dog colonies found within the Application Area. 
Please see Section 4.15, Impacts to Special 
Status Species for a discussion of potential 
impacts to white-tailed prairie dog colonies and 
raptors as a result of facilities siting. In general, 
white-tailed prairie dog activity is very low within 
the Application Area and nearly absent in the 
Sierra Madre portion. 
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Wildlife - General 0303-0033 All monitoring must be done by qualified personnel according to rigorous and 
standardized science based protocols. Wildlife data collected during monitoring make 
up a large proportion of the decision-making information used by the agency and the 
project proponent for designing and adjusting mitigation measures and it is therefore 
essential that these data are accurate, reliable, complete, and developed according to 
rigorous protocols. Inappropriate study designs, insufficient or poorly timed data 
collection, or poorly skilled field personnel may result in skewed, biased, and 
unreliable findings. This is especially problematic in light of the weakening population 
trends for greater sage-grouse, mule deer, prong horn, and golden eagles across 
multiple regions, trends which dictate close assessment of population viability and 
conservation measure success. It is also paramount that there be full disclosure of 
mortality and other negative impacts to the BLM and other cooperating agencies. 

Please see Response to Comment 0303-0032. 

Wildlife - General 0303-0032 While the DEIS does contain some information regarding wildlife and fisheries 
resources in the Application Area, (DEIS, Volume 2, Ch. 3), some of the data, 
specifically the data on big game species, small game and furbearers, reptiles and 
amphibians, and fisheries, is not specific enough to provide baseline data against 
which impacts can be compared. In addition, most of this data was collected prior to 
2010 and will be out-of-date by the time project construction begins. The BLM, the 
FWS, and the WGFD should be involved with the design of  
baseline and monitoring studies to ensure their adequacy. Baseline data collection 
should, at a minimum, include:  
• The number and distribution of all wildlife species using the Application Area and 
adjacent landscape; 
• Current vegetation data, preferable collected using field reconnaissance efforts; 
• Water quality studies conducted in streams and drainages in the Application Area 
and adjacent landscape; 
• An inventory of fish populations. 

Comment noted. A Wildlife Monitoring Plan has 
been developed and has been included as 
Appendix J to the EIS. 
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Wildlife - General 0303-0031 It is imperative that the BLM, WGFD, PCW, and the various stakeholders know with 
some degree of certainty the quantity and distribution of wildlife and wildlife habitat 
present in the application area prior to the commencement of any construction activity. 
The BLM and operators should collect and consolidate resource data to form a 
baseline against which future monitoring efforts and data will be used to indicate 
trends. Baseline data collected before development begins provides a reference point 
against which land managers can compare new data in order to monitor trends in 
wildlife responses to energy development. The goal of monitoring is to develop a 
scientific estimate of the status and trends in wildlife resources and to determine 
whether management practices are sustaining those resources or should be changed. 
James P. Gibbs et. al., Effect of Monitoring for Adaptive Wildlife Management: 
Lessons from the Galapagos Islands, Journal of Wildlife Management, Volume 63, 
No.4, pp. 1055-1056 (Oct. 1999). 

Comment noted. A Wildlife Monitoring Plan has 
been developed and is included as an appendix to 
the EIS. 

Wildlife - General 0315-032 Surveys should be conducted for mountain plover and wind tower and powerline siting 
should avoid any identified occupied nesting areas. 

To protect potential mountain plover habitat, prior 
to any surface disturbance, a presence/absence 
survey for active mountain plover nests will be 
conducted in all potential habitat within the area 
proposed for surface disturbance. Please refer to 
Appendix C Tables C-1 to C-3 for BLM required 
restrictions as well as the Applicant's committed 
measures with regard to plover. 

Wildlife - General 0315-031 BLM should require intensive surveys for the Wyoming pocket gopher and implement 
protective measures to move wind facilities should active colonies be found. 

Please refer to GCR-22 (Wyoming pocket 
gopher). 

Wildlife - General 0315-030 Turbines should be sited to minimize potential impacts to native passerines, particular 
BLM Sensitive Species such as the sage sparrow, Brewer's sparrow, and sage 
thrasher. 

Please refer to Section 4.14 Wildlife and Fisheries 
Resources for a discussion of potential impacts to 
these species. This Final EIS is a programmatic 
and specific-siting of facilities will be addressed in 
subsequent NEPA.  

Wildlife - General 0312-0027 Update the Wildlife Habitat Management Plan for Muddy Creek and Red Rim WHMAs 
which was done in 1994. The WGFD recently completed a 2011 revision to their 
Statewide Wildlife Action Plan (SWAP) and this should be included in the Final EIS. 

Updating the WHMA plans is the responsibility of 
the BLM and/or the WGFD and beyond the scope 
of this EIS. The SWAP was reviewed and 
incorporate was incorporated into Table 4.14-2. 
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Wildlife - General 0303-0017 Many of the wildlife species that inhabit the area in and around the CCSM Wind 
Energy Project Application Area rely on the entire landscape for survival at various 
times of the year and portions of their life cycle. The impacts of energy development in 
one part of the landscape may be manifested in other places. As suitable habitat is 
replaced by energy development, wildlife species are forced into ever shrinking 
natural landscapes. These "islands" of natural habitat do not always have the capacity 
to absorb displaced wildlife and may face a depleted resource base. The proposed 
CCSM Project is part of the renewable energy package that United States citizens are 
demanding- clean, renewable energy. This proposed project, however, is also part of 
the recent boom in energy production in Wyoming. The Atlantic Rim Natural Gas 
Project (ARNGP), just southwest of the Chokecherry and Sierra Madre units, has 
been slated for approximately 2,000 coal bed methane and conventional natural gas 
wells that will convert the area into an industrial setting and adversely impact wildlife 
habitat and hunting opportunities in the area for generations. The area encompassing 
the Sierra Madre and Chokecherry units will experience indirect impacts from the 
ARNGP. The species that use the Atlantic Rim area, most notably big game and the 
greater sage-grouse, tend to avoid natural gas development and may migrate to the 
CCSM area. For instance, the elk and mule deer range within the Sierra Madre unit 
has potential to be utilized more heavily by these ungulates as pressure from the 
nearby the ARNGP displaces them. This is yet another reason to eliminate or reduce 
the size of the Sierra Madre Application Area. We are greatly concerned about the 
cumulative impacts of the CCSM and other development in the area. Because of the 
proximity of the CCSM Project to the ARNGP and the fact that many animal species 
use the entire landscape surrounding these two projects throughout the course of a 
year, the impacts of the projects will combine to create biologically significant and 
potentially devastating effects on resident wildlife populations. Where gas 
development and wind development are not compatible with wildlife habitat, 
avoidance of energy development will reduce the distribution of certain wildlife species 
and will result in population declines if density-dependence, competition, or 
displacement into poor-quality habitats lowers survival or reproduction among 
displaced wildlife. Indeed, "ongoing and future energy development and livestock 
grazing in the [area] would cumulatively and incrementally reduce the ability of wildlife 
habitats in the [area] to support wildlife at their current levels for the lifetime of this 
wind energy facility (potentially 50 years). Cumulative impacts would continue until 
such time that reclamation is deemed successful (approximately 10 to 100 years 
depending on the vegetation cover type) and the project is decommissioned." DEIS, 
supra, at 5-28. 

Comment noted. The Atlantic Rim Natural Gas 
Project has been included in the cumulative 
impact analysis. 
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Wildlife - General 0315-023 The project should include a rigorous before-after-control study to determine project 
construction and operations impacts to mule deer as well as pronghorn. 

Please refer to Appendix J, the Wildlife Monitoring 
Plan, of the Final EIS.  

Wildlife - General 0315-022 Crucial winter ranges and migration corridors should be closed to vehicle use and 
human presence minimized during wildlife use. 

Please refer to Appendix C, Tables C-1 to C-3 for 
BLM required restrictions as well as the 
Applicant's committed measures with regard to big 
game. 

Wildlife - General 0303-0010 National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF) expect 
that the CCSM project will have a profound effect on wildlife habitat, specifically in the 
Sierra Madre portion. However, based on the information available in the DEIS, it is 
currently impossible to quantify with precision the amount of wildlife habitat that will be 
lost to this project. While the DEIS offers estimates of total surface disturbance, it is 
well-known from the oil and gas development context that total surface disturbance is 
not a simple, proportional proxy for wildlife impacts to a wide variety of species and 
habitat components. As discussed above, BLM acknowledges a lack of concrete 
information about the exact location of wind turbine generators and other project 
components, making impact estimates to wildlife and recreation difficult. Furthermore, 
the scientific community does not have a full understanding of the way wildlife react to 
wind farms so there are significant unknowns regarding predict indirect habitat loss 
due to behavioral avoidance. 

Comment Noted. The DEIS presents direct and 
indirect impacts to wildlife species. The direct 
impacts have been based on the conceptual 
layouts and the associated ground disturbance. 
As noted throughout the DEIS, the indirect 
impacts are much more difficult to ascertain due to 
the lack of scientific data (as noted by commenter 
as well). However, based on identified 
assumptions supported by the available data 
relating to indirect impacts, it was possible to 
make comparisons between alternatives relative 
to indirect impacts.  

Wildlife - General 0315-021 Suggests that no construction activity should occur inside or within 2 miles of crucial 
ranges or migration corridors during use by big game. 

Please refer to Appendix C, Tables C-1 to C-3 for 
BLM required restrictions as well as the 
Applicant's committed measures with regard to big 
game. 

Wildlife - General 0302-008 Approaches to mitigation for wildlife are described in the DEIS as either resource 
maintenance (avoiding or minimizing adverse impacts through planning) or resource 
compensation (providing substitute resources to compensate for impacts) (4.14-45). 
The DEIS notes that a wildlife monitoring and mitigation plan will be developed that 
will define monitoring protocols, protective strategies, and evaluation of their 
effectiveness. In this process, it will be critical to ensure that the results of monitoring 
are available for public review, and that the developer will be required to effectively 
correct problems that are revealed during monitoring. As part of the monitoring and 
mitigation plan, experts should define what will constitute unacceptable impacts, with 
defined thresholds for corrective action and what the appropriate corrective action will 
be. 

A Wildlife Monitoring Plan has been developed 
and is included as Appendix J. 
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Wildlife - General 0303-009 The DEIS's wildlife impacts analysis is based on at least four significant but 
undocumented assumptions. For big game impacts, the BLM expressly assumes that: 
"1) direct loss of habitat that occurs in seasonal ranges outside of those designated as 
crucial winter range (CWR) will not adversely affect big game; 2) indirect habitat loss 
(i.e., avoidance) of big game seasonal ranges will not extend beyond 0.62 mile of 
project infrastructure." For bat and bird analysis, the BLM assumes that: Bat and bird 
mortality from 3-MW turbines will be directly proportional to known bat and bird 
mortality rates from 1.5-MW turbines (scale 2: I); bat and bird collision mortality will be 
similar at all turbines used for the project. Absent reliable scientific basis for these 
assumptions, the BLM cannot rely on them to disclose impacts and assess 
alternatives, and should, at a minimum, consider reasonably foreseeable additional 
impacts, including impacts on year-round big game habitats, ranges outside the 0.62-
mile zone, and differential bird and bat mortality that could be associated with larger 
turbines. In the absence of adequate knowledge about the impacts this project will 
have on native species, the BLM and PCW are obliged to move forward with caution, 
avoiding disturbance of important and sensitive habitat areas, continually monitoring 
wildlife impacts, and adjusting the project accordingly. 

Comment noted and this information has been 
addressed in the subsections for the specific 
species in Sections 4.14 and 4.15. 

Wildlife - General 0315-020 As recommended by USFWS, turbines should be sited at least 5 miles from prairie 
grouse (sage-grouse) leks and not located in Core Areas. 

Please refer to Appendix C, Tables C-1 to C-3 for 
BLM required no surface occupancy areas and 
setbacks as well as the Applicant's committed 
measures with regard to greater sage-grouse. 

Wildlife - General 0303-008 In the absence of sufficient data on the wildlife-wind interaction, the DEIS, not 
unreasonably, extrapolates data from studies of the effects of oil and gas 
development on wildlife. These studies indicate that such development has serious 
harmful impacts on wildlife such as mortalities resulting from construction activities; 
direct habitat loss; indirect habitat loss due to avoidance, fragmentation, and 
increased levels of human disturbance; and disruption of migration routes. See (e.g., 
Sawyer et al. 2006, 2009a,b) cited in DEIS. Because the data available on wind 
development's impacts on most of the wildlife species present in the Application Area 
is admittedly lacking, BLM does not have the resources it needs to comply with NEPA 
by fully and accurately assessing the environmental impacts of the CCSM project. 
Indeed, the analysis of wildlife impacts in the DEIS is based almost entirely on 
assumptions and estimates. We question the accuracy of a number of these 
assumptions because BLM does not cite to any supporting research. 

Comment noted. However, in order to present and 
analysis in Sections 4.14 and 4.15, a number of 
research studies were reviewed and assumptions 
were made that have been approved by the BLM 
and cooperating agencies. 

Wildlife - General 0315-019 Turbines should be set to have a minimum speed of 6 meters per second to avoid 
increased mortality risk to bats at slower speed. 

Please see GCR-21 (Avian and Bat impacts). 
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Wildlife - General 0303-007 There is relatively limited in-depth research at this time regarding the impacts of wind 
energy development on wildlife. Most studies conducted on this topic are short-term 
and lack baseline figures, systematically-collected data, and follow-up. In addition, 
most studies focus on direct avian and bat mortality and there is a glaring lack of 
research regarding both wind farm impacts on non-avian and non-bat wildlife species, 
and on the indirect impacts of turbines and associated infrastructure on numerous 
species, including ground-dwelling birds. The BLM repeatedly protests that research 
on the wildlife-wind farm interaction is lacking: "[t]o date, the potential impacts of wind 
power development on big game are largely unknown" DEIS 4.14-9; "[t]he potential 
impacts of wind power development on small game and furbearers are largely 
unknown and population data for small game and furbearers is generally lacking" 
DEIS 4.14-13; "no [bat and bird] fatality data exist for the large 3.0-MW turbines 
proposed for the project" DEIS 4.14-6; "there is not sufficient data to determine 
exactly how far wind energy facility structures may influence greater sage-grouse 
habitats" DEIS 4.15-12. In order to gain a comprehensive understanding of the 
wildlife-wind farm interaction, scientists and government agencies need to conduct 
long-term and comparative studies using standardized protocols, and should share 
their findings with one another and with the public. Under BLM's NEPA regulations, if 
important information relevant to assessment of environmental consequences is 
lacking, at a minimum the agency must identify the means and costs of obtaining that 
information. Given the exceptionally important wildlife habitat at stake in the Sierra 
Madre area, this project is not one that can prudently proceed first and assess 
consequences later. 

 In light of the limited wind specific research, the 
DEIS incorporated information from research 
related to impacts from other forms of 
development to assist in the analysis (e.g. oil and 
gas research on grouse and big game). 

Wildlife - General 0315-018 Turbine arrays should avoid areas of concentrated bat use; if sited across migration 
routes, turbines should be seasonally disabled during migration seasons. 

Please see GCR-21 (Avian and Bat impacts). 

Wildlife - General 0303-006 Mandate that the project proponent develops and carries out a rigorous adaptive 
management plan, including enforceable quantitative thresholds to protect 
pre-identified wildlife values. 

Comment Noted. A Wildlife Monitoring and 
Protection Plan has been developed and has 
been included as Appendix J to the EIS. 

Wildlife - General 0315-017 Bat surveys should be conducted to identify populations of hoary and silver-haired 
bats in the project area as well as foraging habitats and migration pathways used by 
these species. 

Please see GCR-21 (Avian and Bat impacts). 

Wildlife - General 0303-005 Identify key baseline parameters (including wildlife habitat, population, and trends), 
conduct baseline wildlife surveys, and identify quantitative acceptable change 
thresholds prior to any construction and on an annual basis as long as construction is 
taking place. 

Comment Noted. A Wildlife Monitoring Plan has 
been developed and is included as an appendix to 
the EIS. 
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Wildlife - General 0309-0010 Requirements that both the haul road and internal transmission line follow existing 
linear features (WY 71, roads, pipelines) and the collection lines are buried 
underground, adjacent to the interior turbine access roads, to reduce the overall 
disturbances, 

Impacts to wildlife, specifically greater sage-
grouse, as a result of the haul road and 
transmission line following Wyoming Highway 71, 
has been analyzed under Alternative 2 in 
Sections 4.14 and 4.15. The collection lines from 
each individual turbine will be buried as described 
in Chapter 2 of the EIS and therefore reduce the 
Project’s overall transmission line disturbance as 
well as reduce indirect impacts to wildlife as a 
result of above-ground lines. 

Wildlife - General 0315-016 Wind turbines should be sited one mile from woodland habitats to reduce impacts to 
bats. 

Please see GCR-21 (Avian and Bat impacts). 

Wildlife - General 0315-015 The BLM should adopt the American Society of Mammalogists recommendations for 
wind projects with respect to impacts to bats. 

PCW will develop an Avian and Bat Protection 
Plan (ABPP) to identify measures to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate project impacts through 
siting, operations, and monitoring and that will 
describe post-construction monitoring efforts for 
bat species. 

Wildlife - General 0315-014 Wind turbine facilities should not be sited in mountain plover nesting habitats. To protect potential mountain plover habitat, prior 
to any surface disturbance, a presence/absence 
survey for active mountain plover nests will be 
conducted in all potential habitat within the area 
proposed for surface disturbance. Please refer to 
Appendix C, for tables of BLM required restrictions 
as well as the Applicant's committed measures 
with regard to plover. 

Wildlife - General 0303-002 Below, we lay out our response to the DEIS and our suggestions for improving any 
eventual Record of Decision and implementation of the project. To summarize, 
National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF) are 
concerned that the DEIS does not and cannot fully assess the wildlife impacts of the 
CCSM project because of its contention that scientific data on such impacts is limited. 
We are especially concerned about impacts to mule deer, elk, pronghorn, greater 
sage-grouse, Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, golden eagles, bald eagles, and 
Colorado River native species. 

Comment noted. All species mentioned within the 
comment are discussed in the EIS. 
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Wildlife - General 0315-013 Avoid areas with concentrations of raptor nests by not less than 1 mile. Please refer to Appendix C, Tables C-1 to C-3 for 
BLM required restrictions as well as the 
Applicant's committed measures with regard to 
raptors. 

Wildlife - General 0303-001 We recognize the BLM has gone to some effort to gather wildlife data from within and 
around the proposed Application Area. However, the fact remains that, according to 
the DEIS, the BLM can only roughly estimate the potential impacts of the CCSM Wind 
Energy Project on wildlife, habitat loss, and recreation. Very few peer-reviewed 
studies have been conducted on the direct and indirect impacts of wind farms 
specifically, and their associated ancillary facilities, on wildlife, habitat, and recreation. 
However, what is known suggests the possibility for serious adverse impacts including 
habitat fragmentation, direct mortality, and indirect behavioral effects. Given the BLM's 
position that relatively little site-specific forecasting is currently possible, it is essential 
that the BLM and PCW take a cautious approach in the development of this project 
and use a rigorous adaptive management program as a tool to adjust the project, as 
needed, to accommodate new findings to mitigate or ameliorate the impacts on 
wildlife and wildlife habitat. 

Comment Noted. A Wildlife Monitoring Plan has 
been developed and is included as an appendix to 
the EIS. 

Wildlife - General 0309-007 Recommendation: The FEIS should include requirements that wildlife data collected 
by the project applicant should be made publicly accessible and avian radar also 
should be used for monitoring during- and post-construction. 

The wildlife data collected by the project applicant 
and provided to the BLM will be treated similar to 
other wildlife data collected and obtained by the 
BLM Rawlins FO. In some cases, this data is 
made publicly available but it is often sensitive 
data that is not publicly available. 

Wildlife - General 0315-012 Once key bird habitats are avoided, it is recommended that dense clusters of turbine 
configurations are used (parallel rows of wind turbines closely aligned, but with 
alternating tower heights) to reduce raptor mortalities. 

This broad-scale EIS evaluates a general area 
which is the first step in evaluating the project. 
Specific impacts will be evaluated in subsequent 
NEPA analysis based on site-specific proposals 
within the selected alternative boundary. 
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Wildlife - General 0315-011 Pre-siting surveys of bird habitat use and migration pathways, as well as raptor and 
mountain plover nesting areas should be conducted prior determining tower locations 
and arrays. 

PCW is in the process of collecting additional data 
on avian use of the proposed project area, 
including diurnal point count surveys as well as 
diurnal and nocturnal radar surveys. Further, to 
protect potential mountain plover habitat, prior to 
any surface disturbance, a presence/absence 
survey for active mountain plover nests will be 
conducted in all potential habitat within the area 
proposed for surface disturbance. Site-specific 
proposals will consider these data. 

Wildlife - General 0315-010 Wind turbines should be setback 50m from the rim to prevent mortality of raptors 
"surfing" on updrafts at the windward slope of the rim. 

Please refer to Appendix C, Tables C-1 to C-3 for 
BLM required restrictions as well as the 
Applicant's committed measures with regard to 
raptors. 

Wildlife - General 0315-009 Wind turbines should not be sited in areas where there are concentrated raptor nest 
sites to avoid fledging raptors from encountering wind turbine blades. 

Please refer to Section 3.14 for a general 
description of the location of active and inactive 
raptor nests. Site-specific proposals will be 
evaluated during subsequent NEPA analysis.  

Wildlife - General 0315-008 Recommends that wind turbines not be sited in canyons to reduce the potential of 
golden eagle fatalities. 

Please refer to Appendix C, Tables C-1 to C-3 for 
BLM required restrictions as well as the 
Applicant's committed measures with regard to 
raptors. Please also refer to GCR-21 (Bat Avian 
Impacts). 

Wildlife - General 0309-002 Recommendation: The following important wildlife habitat areas should be designated 
as off-limits to all development: Wild Cow Creek (VRM concerns); Grizzly Wildlife 
Habitat Management Area page (multiple wildlife concerns); Southern border of 
Chokecherry (raptor concerns); Western section of Sierra Madre, including Miller Hill 
(multiple wildlife concerns, water concerns and lands with wilderness characteristics). 

AECOM and WEST developed a position paper 
for the BLM on the ecological site characteristics 
of the WHMAs. This draft paper has been 
reviewed by the BLM resource specialists and 
information in this paper has been included in the 
EIS. Also see response to GCR-17 (Haul Road) 
concerning the southern border of Chokecherry 
and GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre) concerning the 
western section of Sierra Madre including Miller 
Hill. 
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Wildlife - General 0315-007 The EIS should consider nocturnal migrations of songbirds which may maintain 
altitudes above ridgetops. May consider wind turbine arrays with tops of blades 
positioned lower than nearby ridgetops to reduce mortality rates. 

PCW is in the process of collecting additional data 
on avian use of the proposed project area, 
including diurnal point count surveys as well as 
diurnal and nocturnal radar surveys. Site-specific 
proposals will consider these data. 

Wildlife - General 0315-006 The EIS should consider the impacts on bats and raptors, which control populations of 
prey species and could result in collateral impacts to the ecosystem. 

Please refer to Section 3.14, Wildlife and 
Fisheries for a description of bat and raptor 
species found within the Application area. Please 
see Section 4.14, Impacts to Wildlife and 
Fisheries for a discussion of potential impacts to 
birds and bats.  

Wildlife - General 0315-005 The EIS should evaluate the potential avian mortalities resulting from turbine collisions 
and design and implement mitigation to minimize mortalities because these mortalities 
could have a significant impact on local bird populations. 

Please refer to Section 4.14.3.4 Birds for an 
evaluation of potential impacts to birds from 
collisions. Please also refer to GCR-21 (Bat Avian 
Impacts). 

Wildlife - General 0474-00141 The second paragraph of Section 5.14.3 states that the project would contribute to 15-
17% of the cumulative impact for wildlife resources. This is incorrect. The acreages 
used in that paragraph and the values in Table 5.13-1 refer to acreages for the 
watershed CIA, not the wildlife resource CIA. The entire paragraph and any reference 
to the 15% and 17% cumulative impact to wildlife resource should be removed. To 
correct the percentages for wildlife resources, project disturbance for Alternative 1R is 
less than 0.1% of the total acreage in the wildlife resource CIA (10,448 acres 
disturbance for Alternative 1R divided by 11.2 million acres in the wildlife CIA). 

The commenter is correct. In recognizing this error 
the paragraph has been removed as the 
information was incorrect in the DEIS. 

Wildlife - General 0474-00137 The second paragraph of Section 5.14.3 refers to Table 5.13-1 which describes the 
watersheds in the area. It appears that this paragraph actually belongs in Section 5.13 
rather than in 5.14. 

The reference back to Table 5.13-1 was to 
provide the reader with the source for the number 
of acres of disturbed. The focus of the paragraph 
was wildlife so the paragraph is located in the 
correct section.  
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Wildlife - General 0474-00127 PCW is also concerned that the CIA area for some resources has been based on 
jurisdictional boundaries rather than on natural boundaries as recommended by 
Section 6.8.3.2 of BLM's NEPA Handbook. This issue is most important in the context 
of the cumulative impacts analysis for wildlife and fisheries, for which the CIA area is, 
according to p. 5-24, the Rawlins Field Office area. However, the maps in Section 
5.14 actually show different cumulative impacts areas for different big game species. 
PCW believes that the CIA area for game species should be the relevant Wyoming 
Game and Fish Department herd units, as appears to have been used in Figures 
5.14-1, 5.14-2 and 5.14-3. The statement on p. 5-24 should be clarified in the FEIS 
because the CIA area for all wildlife and fisheries is apparently not the Rawlins Field 
Office. 

 The statement has been rewritten 
(Section 5.14.1) to identify those wildlife groups 
for which the Rawlins RFO was not the CIA and 
descriptions of the other CIA associated with 
specific wildlife groups was added.  

Wildlife - General 0474-0098 Proposed mitigation measure WFM-1 states that workers will not be allowed to 
possess firearms during work activities. PCW in general agrees with this mitigation 
measure but would like to clarify that this measure only applies to CCSM project 
personnel and contractors and that security personnel will be armed. Mitigation 
measure WFM-1 should be clarified accordingly. 

WFM-1 has been changed as follows: "WFM-1: 
Workers, with the exception of security personnel, 
will not be allowed to possess firearms during 
work activities and will attend mandatory training 
(provided by WGFD) on wildlife regulations and 
ways to reduce disturbance to wildlife." 

Wildlife - General 0474-0097 The EIS contends (p. 4.14-47) that the mitigation measure identified as GEN-1 would 
have a limited effect on reducing potential impacts for wildlife. PCW disagrees with 
this conclusion. The proposed construction schedule means that there will be minimal 
activity occurring during the winter when portions of the area are used as habitat for 
big game. Additionally, if GEN-1 were not implemented it would be possible that all 
development areas in the Application Area would be subject to disturbance 
throughout the construction phase. This would result in substantially greater impacts 
than if GEN-1 were not implemented. 

GEN-1 has now been incorporated into all the 
alternatives. Comment Noted. 

Wildlife - General 0427-001 I hope that you'll also include PCW's wildlife studies. Their studies go well beyond 
what NEPA requires and is way more comprehensive than other operators' review. 

Several of these studies (e.g., raptor nest 
monitoring) have been incorporated in the EIS in 
Section 4.14 (Raptors) but will also be reviewed 
by the BLM and utilized during the development of 
the site-specific POD proposals. 

Wildlife - General 0496-004 The determination that only 1,544 acres of habitat will be disturbed long-term by 1000 
wind turbines and associated facilities and infrastructure is questionable. Much 
smaller existing wind facilities at Foote Creek Rim and, recently, in the Shirley Basin, 
and nearby energy development sites suggest that your methods are too conservative 
to accurately document habitat loss. I request that you revise your methodology to 
provide more accurate results. 

Please refer to the Response to Comment 
0313-0059 which explains the rational for the 
disturbance distance for big game.  
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Wildlife - General 0528-004 One wildlife area I did not see covered was the Prairie Dog. White-tailed prairie-dogs have been discussed in 
Sections 3.15, 4.15, and 5.15 in conjunction with 
black-footed ferrets. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0206-0022 Chapter 4 does not adequately address the impacts to the aquatic resources 
especially to the four sensitive fish species in the Muddy Creek drainage and the 
North Platte River fisheries directly and indirectly downstream (Seminoe Reservoir) of 
the project area. 

Chapter 4 contains an analysis on the Muddy 
Creek drainage and the North Platte River fish 
downstream of the project area. The analysis 
conducted was based on the estimated water use 
provided by the proponent as well as the analysis 
conducted for the water resources in Section 4.13. 
Impacts from sedimentation would occur from 
both construction and operations. The BLM has 
designed BMP's to reduce impacts from roads 
and surface disturbances which have been 
included in Appendix C of the EIS. A discussion 
has been added to Sections 4.14.3.6 to highlight 
the potential impacts to reservoirs, including 
Seminoe Reservoir, lakes, and impoundments 
from primarily sediment runoff due to the 
construction activity. This discussion focused on 
the surface water analysis, BLM stipulations (500-
foot setback), and the Applicant Committed 
Measures of avoidance of waterbodies. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0206-0023 Recommend water withdrawals from the Muddy Creek drainage used for construction 
only occur during spring runoff basically from spring thaw to June 15. 

The addition of this stipulation would be beneficial, 
but it is unclear if it is feasible. This stipulation 
would require a large amount of water storage 
capability. A stipulation that requires that only a 
certain percentage of water be removed from the 
stream at one time would be more appropriate, 
but difficult to monitor. How much water would be 
removed from streams in the watershed vs. wells 
and reservoirs? Until we have more information 
on water removal it is not appropriate to add this 
restriction. This issue will be addressed during the 
site-specific process when PCW provides more 
specific water use information (e.g., source, 
amount, timing, etc.). 
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Wildlife - Aquatic 0303-0016 CRCT live within the Muddy Creek watershed. National Wildlife Federation (NWF) 
and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF) support Alternative 3, which precludes 
development within the Muddy Creek watershed. However, if the BLM decides to take 
a different action, WWF and NWF request clear management protocols for 
maintaining fish populations and an action plan for mitigation when populations 
decline. In addition, the BLM should require a buffer of at least 500 feet around 
perennial waters to protect habitat for cutthroat trout. A wider buffer would provide 
better protection for these subspecies. Other public land management plans have 
implemented a 500-foot buffer for cutthroat trout watersheds. For instance, the BLM 
offices in Butte and Dillon, Montana have a 1/4 mile buffer for streams and rivers with 
cutthroat trout and the Beaverhead-Deer lodge National Forest in Montana has a 
Resource Management Plan with "no surface occupancy" provisions within 1/4 mile of 
entire cutthroat trout watersheds (2009). WGFD recommends a 500-foot buffer for 
cutthroat trout streams in their Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas 
Resources within Important Wildlife Habitats, Version 6 (April 2010). 

There is a 500-ft buffer of all riparian areas and 
amphibian habitat outlined in the Rawlins RMP 
and included Appendix C Table C-1 of the DEIS. 
This buffer on riparian areas is applied to all 
federal actions on federal land. This measure is 
more protective than the one requested by the 
commenter as it is not specifically tied to Colorado 
River cutthroat trout bearing streams and will 
protect all fish within the application area.  

Wildlife - Aquatic 0303-0023 According to the WGFD's Strategic Habitat Plan, the upper Muddy Creek watershed 
continues to be negatively affected by existing land use practices including wind 
energy development. Wind development within the Grizzly WHMA would further 
negatively impact the watershed and should not be permitted. 

Refer to GCR-14 (No Grizzly). 
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Wildlife - Aquatic 0304-0058 There is a substantial amount of road construction involved in this project, which will 
likely contribute to siltation in streams draining watersheds where road networks are 
sited. BLM recognizes this potential, particularly for roads as conduits for 
sedimentation, in its impacts analysis. DEIS Volume II at 4.9-5. Under Alternative 1R, 
for example, there would be 382 stream crossings by new roads. DEIS Volume II at 
4.14-28. We are particularly concerned about impacts to Muddy Creek, home to BLM 
Sensitive Fishes including the bluehead sucker, roundtail chub, and flannelmouth 
sucker, as well as streams harboring Colorado River cutthroat trout, including the 
uppermost reaches of Muddy Creek, Littlefield Creek McCarty Creek, Grove Creek, 
and Little Savery Creek. We are concerned that if turbines, roads, or other facilities 
are sited in these watersheds, unsustainable impact to BLM Sensitive fishes will 
occur. 

The potential siltation (or sedimentation) of 
surface waterbodies resulting from road 
construction and ground disturbance was 
evaluated in the Water Resource section of the 
DEIS (Section 4.13). Based on that analysis, 
potential impacts to fish habitats were presented 
in Section 4.14 and BLM fish species (consisting 
of those noted) were further discussed in 
Section 4.15. Figures 4.13-1 through 4.13-4 
provide the boundaries for each sub-watershed of 
each alternative in relation to the "Likely Area of 
Turbine Construction". Under all alternatives there 
would no ground disturbance in the sub-
watershed basins containing the mentioned 
streams with the exception of Grove Creek, which 
is located in the McKinney Creek sub-watershed. 
Furthermore, the adherence to the BLM 
environmental constraints and the ACM (both 
presented in Appendix C) would minimize the 
impacts to surface water and fish habitat.  

Wildlife - Aquatic 0304-0059 BLM notes under Alternative 1R that water depletions from the project would 
significantly affect Muddy Creek and Savery Creek, and would "have a major impact 
to the local fishery and could potentially alter survival of fish in the system through 
changes such as water temperature, instream habitat, and sediment dynamics." DEIS 
at 4.14-25. In addition, "This may also preclude the recovery of BLM Sensitive fish 
species." These are unacceptable outcomes given the presence of BLM Sensitive 
fishes in these streams, and also are non-compliant with RMP management 
objectives for the Upper Muddy Creek - Grizzly WHMA, as BLM itself admits. This 
leads to a FLPMA conformity problem; the final decision may not allow water 
depletions from streams that potentially could lead to loss of viability for BLM 
Sensitive fish populations, particularly in the WHMAs. 

The EIS has been updated to include information 
on water depletions under each alternative.  

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0014 Follow WGFD Wind Recommendations (2009) decision tree for Aquatic Monitoring 
Recommendations. This will help create a more accurate assessment as to which 
aquatic environments are most at risk and lead to the creation of an appropriate 
monitoring plan. 

Please see comment response 0206-0021 
(water). 
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Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0017 As identified in Section 3.15.2.5 of the DEIS, management of the Colorado River 
Cutthroat trout (CRCT) is guided by the Conservation Agreement and Strategy for 
Colorado River Cutthroat Trout in the States of Colorado, Utah and Wyoming (2006) 
as well as the Conservation Plan for Colorado River Cutthroat Trout- Little Snake 
River. The Muddy Creek watershed is identified as high priority area in the Rawlins 
RMP and includes a variety of actions to be implemented, including improving stream 
conditions, removal of introduced fish and reintroduction of native fish. It is imperative 
that that BLM maintains the management goals and objectives outlined in the RMP 
and documents mentioned above throughout the life of this project. 

Comment noted. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0018 Trout Unlimited (TU) has developed a conservation portfolio designed to reduce the 
threat of habitat and population loss to Colorado River Cutthroat trout (CRCT) and 
recommends the BLM review this and include its analysis as part of the Final EIS 
("Developing a Diverse Conservation Portfolio for Colorado River Cutthroat Trout", 
2011. Haak, Amy, J. Williams, D. Dauwalter, Trout Unlimited. www.tu.org). 

The referenced document has been reviewed and 
has been presented in Section 3.15.2.5 under the 
Colorado River Cutthroat trout subheading.  

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0019 Follow management guidelines outlined in the CRCT Conservation Agreement 
updated analysis (2010) and include in the Final EIS. BLM is a signatory to this 
document and specific management objectives are required of each agency who 
signed the Conservation Strategy (2206). The CRCT Conservation Strategy is very 
specific in its mandate to manage for the conservation of this species. 

As noted, the conservation strategy does identify 
management objectives. The analysis presented 
in the EIS indicates that impacts to the Upper 
Muddy Creek watershed would be in conflict with 
several of these objectives such as improving 
habitat, and securing reintroduction sites. Through 
the BLM environmental constraints and ACMs, it 
is anticipated that the potential impacts of 
sedimentation resulting from surface disturbance 
would be minimized. However as noted this would 
still be in conflict with the management objectives. 
As stated in the agreement, monitoring of the 
watershed conditions to detect changes in the 
water quality and evaluating and monitoring 
habitat pre and post construction project should 
be considered. The commenter requests that 
"guidelines outlined in the CRCT Conservation 
Agreement updated analysis (2010) and include in 
the EIS", however it was identified that these 
guidelines are not going to be released until 
Spring 2012. 
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Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0020 Establish a buffer setback requirement for infrastructure development of a quarter-
mile in watersheds containing sensitive Colorado River Cutthroat trout (CRCT) 
species. Exceptions for road crossings would be allowed where no feasible alternative 
exists. 

Comment noted. There is a 500-foot setback for 
federal lands and an applicant committed 
measure to avoid surface disturbance to 
maximum extent practicable. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0021 Trout Unlimited stresses the need to protect both existing and potential Colorado 
River Cutthroat trout (CRCT) habitat. In order to ensure the long term viability of 
CRCT, It is critical that state wildlife agencies, federal land management agencies, 
anglers and concerned citizens do not accept the current status of CRCT as "good 
enough". Recovery of this species requires that it is reintroduced into suitable habitat 
within the historic range of CRCT (Conservation Strategy 2006, 2010). In order to 
maximize reintroduction opportunities, it is important to ensure that streams meet the 
habitat requirements of CRCT and that water quality impacts do not occur that would 
forsake opportunities to reintroduce CRCT. As noted above, the CRCT Conservation 
Strategy states "Land management agencies agree to protect existing and potential 
cutthroat waters from adverse effects of other land uses." 

There are historic records from the Stansbury 
journal that reference "speckled trout" being 
present around the Alamosa Gulch area (a couple 
miles downstream from the northern most Bridger 
Pass road crossing). However, given the current 
management situation with the three warm water 
species, the goal is not to restore cutthroat that far 
downstream. However, with successful 
management it is very possible that seasonal use 
this far down could occur. At this time the goal is 
to restore cutthroat trout to the current existing 
coldwater areas and also maintain the warm water 
fisheries downstream. This information has been 
added to Section 4.14.3.6 of the EIS. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0022 Implement management protection guidelines for potential and historic Colorado River 
Cutthroat trout (CRCT) habitat, including implementing recommendations in the 
CRCT Portfolio paper earlier mentioned. 

Please see Response to Comment 0312-0021. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0023 The application area contains Conservation populations of Colorado River Cutthroat 
trout (CRCT), but there are also many miles of streams that are suitable for CRCT 
reintroductions. The Team should ensure that the Final EIS takes into account the 
need to not only protect existing populations of CRCT, but also protect potential 
habitat that is suitable for the reintroduction of CRCT. This is a critical element of the 
CRCT Conservation Agreement and Strategy. The RFO can ensure that it is 
protecting suitable habitat for CRCT by restricting activities that would degrade the 
quality of these habitats so as to ensure that future cutthroat reintroduction efforts are 
not compromised. 

Please see Response to Comment 0312-0021. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0024 Maintain, restore or enhance designated BLM and WGFD Sensitive Species habitat in 
order to prevent listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), in coordination and 
consultation with other agency plans, policies and agreements. This would include the 
Colorado River Cutthroat trout (CRCT) Conservation Agreement and the Three 
Species Conservation Plan. 

Comment noted. 
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Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0025 Maintain, restore and enhance habitat for the Colorado River fish species unique to 
the Muddy Creek watershed. 

Comment noted. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0028 For waters that potentially support fish during a portion of the year (including 
ephemeral streams) road crossings will be designed to simulate natural stream 
processes. We recommend that each new stream crossing should have a bottomless 
culvert with a width greater than the bankfull width of the stream. Doing this will 
ensure not only salmonid passage but passage for all aquatic species. 

The action that all stream crossings will simulate 
natural stream processes as outlined in the 
Rawlins RMP will be applied. Specific stream 
crossing types will be determined on a site 
specific basis and a variety of crossings may be 
used as long as the company can demonstrate 
that it is meeting the requirement and the BLM 
approves it. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-003 Access by way of continual stream crossings from heavy trucks on a regular basis will 
have impacts on the streams and riparian areas. Thus construction of infrastructure 
facilities, routine maintenance and operations involving regular stream crossings 
would potentially conflict with management goals for both the two WHMAs and in 
conflict with the objectives outlined in the Colorado River Cutthroat trout (CRCT) 
Agreement. Based on PCW's Applicant Committed Measures (ACMs) to not site 
facilities within greater sage grouse core breeding areas, only 5.7%, or 3,421 acres, of 
Muddy Creek WHMA and 2.7%, or 1,038 acres, of Red Rim WHMA would potentially 
be impacted by construction; however, impacts cannot be determined without final 
layout. Should final layout call for infrastructure development in the WHMA's then 
additional analysis would be required to determine potential impacts to fish and 
wildlife. 

Several ACMs were designed to reduce impacts 
resulting from road construction and use as well 
as avoidance of sensitive areas. Additionally, text 
has been added to Section 4.14.3.6 to identify that 
the WHMAs are located on the periphery of the 
Application Area and under Alternative 1R the 
truck traffic would be related to the construction 
and maintenance of a proposed 15 to 25 turbines. 
Therefore the use of the roads by heavy trucks 
would be limited compared to other areas more 
central in the conceptual layout. The ACMs and 
the peripheral location of the WHMAs reduce the 
potential impacts to riparian areas and streams 
within the WHMAs.  

Wildlife - Aquatic 0312-0031 Stream crossings and stream construction activities will not occur during native fish 
spawning periods. 

WFM-4: Instream construction (stream crossings 
and stream construction activities) will occur 
during the low flow period (July 15 to 
September 30) has been added as a mitigation 
measure in Section 4.14.7. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-131 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0313-0076 Finally, the Grizzly WHMA has been identified as a high priority for aquatic species 
protection since "it provides the best opportunity to restore native cold and warm 
water fish species assemblages in southwestern Wyoming ... including Colorado 
River cutthroat trout." CCSM DEIS at 3.14-21. Furthermore, the lower reaches of 
Muddy Creek, which could be vulnerable to siltation and increased peak flow 
conditions resulting from changes in upland runoff caused by turbine and road 
construction, support the "only viable assemblages of bluehead suckers, roundtail 
chubs, and flannelmouth suckers known to still exist in Wyoming," all of which are 
considered BLM sensitive species. CCSM DEIS at 3.14-21. As a result, any turbine or 
road construction in the Grizzly WHMA should be avoided because of the threat such 
activities pose to important Wyoming (and Colorado) fisheries. Moreover, wind farm 
construction in the Grizzly WHMA could undermine the significant and prolonged 
restoration efforts that have enhanced critical fish habitat in the Muddy Creek 
watershed. 

An analysis of potential impacts from turbine and 
road construction has been presented in 
Sections 4.14 and 4.15. The analysis is based on 
the current conceptual layout and the current 
understanding of water use. Furthermore, the 
BLM environmental constraints and ACMs have 
been designed to minimize the effects from 
construction activities. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0474-00119 There is a statement on page 4.15-18 that is incorrect. The DEIS states that there will 
be eight stream crossings within the McKinney Creek sub-watershed. In fact, there will 
be no stream crossings in that watershed. This should be corrected in the FEIS. 

Throughout the EIS Alternative 1R updates have 
been made regarding road-stream crossings 
based on the new conceptual layout. Additionally, 
based on new alternative boundaries updates 
were made regarding sub-watershed impacts 
including road-stream crossings. 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0474-0031 Table 3.14-5 lists the native and non-native species that could possibly occur in the 
Application Area. BLM should reevaluate the designation of several of these species. 
White sucker, fathead minnow, and creek chub are listed as native species and 
identified for both the North Platte and Colorado River systems. A footnote should be 
added to indicate that these species are only native to the Platte River system and 
have been introduced to the Colorado River system. The Snake River cutthroat and 
Yellowstone cutthroat are not native to the North Platte system as the North Platte is 
the only river system in Wyoming that does not have an endemic species of salmonid 
(Baxter and Stone 1995 1). BLM should also reevaluate the designations for other 
species in the table as many of the species listed do not occur in the Application Area. 

A footnote has been added to Table 3.14-5 to 
indicate which species are native to each 
drainage.  
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Wildlife - Aquatic 0474-0094 The DEIS asserts at page 4.14-25 that maximum extraction of water during the 
construction phase under Alternative 1R during the first year would equate to 
approximately 0.04% of the North Platte River's average annual flow near Sinclair, 
approximately 0.22% of the average annual flow of Muddy Creek near Baggs, 
Wyoming, or 0.04% of Savery Creek's average annual flow near Savery, Wyoming, 
and "that this level of depletion would have a major impact to the local fishery." There 
is no explanation for why such a minuscule percentage of the stream flow would result 
in a "major" impact. The analysis thus is not supported by the facts and should be 
clarified in the FEIS. Moreover, this statement fails to recognize that PCW has 
committed to no additional depletions to the North Platte River Basin or the Colorado 
River Basin watersheds. In addition, the contemplated 5-year construction schedule 
under proposed mitigation measure GEN-1 further serves to reduce the peak water 
demand of the project. 

The analysis conducted in the DEIS was based on 
water use information provided by PCW. 
However, specific details relating to water use; 
such as where exactly water would be extracted 
and how much, has not been provided. Although 
the amount of water appears to be miniscule, at 
various locations in these watersheds during 
summer conditions or dry years the extraction of 
1.4 cfs can exceed the entire flow of that reach; 
such as the McKinney Creek. The paragraph in 
Section 4.14.3.6 and under each alternative has 
been modified to clarify the situation.  

Wildlife - Aquatic 0474-0095 The DEIS states at page 4.14-28 that two perennial streams would be crossed by 
roads under Alternative 1R (Smith Draw and Sage Creek). This statement contradicts 
the statement on page 4.13-6 that the only perennial stream crossed would be Sage 
Creek. Moreover, Smith Draw is dry except during runoff and high precipitation 
events. It does not provide fisheries habitat so the crossing of Smith Draw could not 
affect fisheries habitat. Similarly, we question the statement on page 4.14-33 under 
Alternative 2 that Smith Draw and Iron Springs Draw are perennial streams. All 
references in the DEIS to perennial streams should be consistent with the statement 
on page 4.13-6 that, of the road-stream crossings anticipated under Alternative 1R, 
only four will cross a perennial stream (Sage Creek). Sage Creek is the only perennial 
stream that will be crossed by Alternative 1R. 

Table 3.13-4 was developed with BLM 
coordination. Many of the streams in the 
application area have reaches with different flow 
regimes (e.g. perennial and ephemeral). Thus, if 
any reach of a stream within the subwatershed 
and application area is "perennial" then the stream 
was listed as perennial in the table. If all reaches 
of a stream are ephemeral within the application 
area then the stream was listed as ephemeral in 
the table. As a result many of the perennial 
streams listed in the table also have ephemeral 
reaches within the application area. Smith Draw 
contains a perennial reach approximately 3 miles 
long near the upper end of the creek (from springs 
in S.26, T20N, R87W, to the hogback canyon 
area in S.19, T20N, R86W), but that reach is not 
crossed by any Project components. Sage Creek 
is crossed 4 times under Alternative 1R, which are 
the only perennial reaches crossed. The EIS has 
been updated to reflect the flow regime at the 
location of stream crossings for each conceptual 
layout and Table 3.14-6 has been corrected. Little 
Sage Creek has been changed from Perennial 
status to Ephemeral status. 
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Wildlife - Aquatic 0474-0096 The last sentence of Section 4.14.3.6 concludes that if infrastructure is placed within 
the Upper Muddy Creek/Grizzly WHMA or the Red Rim-Grizzly WHMA, additional 
analysis would be required to determine the potential impacts to fish in the WHMA. 
While PCW agrees that any site-specific impacts will be reviewed by BLM at such 
time as the final turbine layout is provided, PCW disagrees that the impacts on fish in 
the two WHMAs cannot be analyzed until that point. As noted, only a very small 
portion of the WHMAs is proposed for the location of facilities and the impacts from 
construction and water use (again with no new depletions) are available so that the 
relative impacts among the various alternatives can be compared. The DEIS contains 
an analysis of the impacts on fisheries in the WHMAs and that analysis should be 
relied upon to compare the alternatives. Moreover, the 500-foot setback from all 
perennial water bodies (see Appendix Table C-1) means that the final layout of the 
turbines is unnecessary to analyze impacts on fish in the WHMAs consistent with the 
purposes for which the WHMAs were established. The FEIS should contain a 
comparison of the alternatives consistent with the BLM's analysis as presented in the 
DEIS. PCW believes that the DEIS fully discloses the anticipated impacts of the 
Proposed Action and the alternatives on the WHMAs and thus contains sufficient 
detail to allow BLM to make a reasoned choice among the alternatives. 

Section 4.14.3.6 has been updated with the 
current understanding of water use and now 
concludes with the following text "Tentative 
specific water rights have been identified 
(PCW 2012) and are being evaluated for potential 
impacts to water resources and resulting potential 
impacts to fisheries." 

Wildlife - Aquatic 0478-001 Both ranches are situated in extremely high value view sheds and are also part of the 
core area for the protected sage grouse population and home to a thriving population 
of Bald and Golden Eagles. We are categorically and vehemently opposed to being 
included within the view shed of the proposed wind energy projects and are gravely 
concerned about the adverse impact that the referenced projects would have on the 
value and enjoyment of the ranch properties and endangerment to wildlife, including 
Bald and Golden Eagles, and the sage grouse population. 

Thank you for your comment. Please refer to the 
wildlife and special status species impact 
discussions in Ch. 4 for impacts to eagles and 
greater sage-grouse. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0315-028 Meteorological towers should be unguyed to reduce avian and bat mortality. No new meteorological towers are proposed as 
part of the wind farm application.  
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0302-004 Sierra Club questions the validity of the baseline avian use study in the Sierra Madre 
unit, based on the description of the point selection process (3.14-11) and resulting 
point locations (Figure 3 .14-7), which are all located in areas that are supposedly off-
limits to development as shown in Figure 2-1, Areas of No Surface Use and Applicant 
Committed Measures. To draw any legitimate conclusions about how birds use the 
proposed project area, bird use survey locations must be in the actual proposed 
development areas. This throws doubt over any conclusions about avian species 
composition, abundance, seasonality of use, and use of the area by species of special 
concern. Clearly, baseline avian use data in the Sierra Madre unit is incomplete and 
must be supplemented with additional survey locations. 

The survey points were systematically placed to 
allow an estimate of avian use for the entire 
resource area. Modification of the proposed 
project was based in part on the results of these 
surveys. In addition, PCW is preparing an Avian 
Protection Plan (APP) and eagle conservation 
plan in conjunction with the BLM, USFWS, and 
WGFD (added to Sections 4.14.3.3 and 4.14.3.4). 
Extensive avian surveys are being conducted to 
assist in developing these plans, and the final 
plans will need approval from the USFWS. The 
plans will entail avoiding any areas deemed high 
risk to eagles or other birds when siting turbines 
as well as other measures to avoid, minimize and 
mitigate impacts to eagles, raptors, and other 
birds. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0302-009 Recent research has demonstrated that raising turbine cut-in speed (the lowest wind 
speed at which turbines begin to spin and produce power) from the manufactured cut-
in speed (usually 3.5-4.0 m/s) to 5.5 m/s can reduce bat fatalities by more than 50%, 
(Baerwald et al. 2009), with one study demonstrating reductions in average nightly bat 
fatalities up to 92%, with only marginal annual power loss (Arnett et al. 2011). This 
strongly argues that, as a monitoring and mitigation plan is developed for bats, a 
threshold bat mortality should be explicitly defined by experts in bat ecology, which if 
exceeded would trigger a requirement for the operator to increase turbine cut-in 
speed. Power loss, and thus economic cost to the operator, can be minimized by 
targeting turbine curtailment to closely correspond to time periods when bats are most 
likely to be flying, primarily at night and during summer and fall. Monitoring data 
should be available for public review. 

Please see GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan).  
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0303-0015 National Wildlife Federation (NWF) and Wyoming Wildlife Federation (WWF) are 
concerned that the proposed project makes MBTA and the Bald and Golden Eagle 
Protection Act (BGEPA)compliance both difficult to accomplish and difficult to 
accurately assess, leaving PCW with little incentive to take measures to decrease 
eagle mortality resulting from wind project components. To date, we cannot find 
evidence of BGEPA enforcement actions against a wind energy project, despite 
scientific data showing that wind projects represent a substantial proportion of known 
eagle mortality. Ongoing unauthorized take is a persistent and significant problem at 
some wind projects and remains a major factor undermining the effectiveness of 
eagle population management. The BLM and the FWS have a regulatory obligation to 
protect eagle populations by taking action to lessen, avoid, or compensate for 
unauthorized take where documented and to guard against unsustainable impacts to 
regional populations. As such, the BLM must treat eagle permitting as a requirement 
of project approval and the FWS should follow the guidance set forth in the Draft 
Eagle Conservation Plan. The DEIS does not indicate whether PCW has or plans to 
generate an Eagle Conservation Plan. It is critical that permits not be issued and the 
CCSM project not be approved prior to, at a minimum, the completion of Eagle 
Conservation Plan elements which assess site risks and determine the conservation 
actions pertinent to the project. Most importantly, the agencies need a viable and 
adequately-resourced enforcement program to address the persistent problem of 
unauthorized take of eagles and ensure that PCW has strong incentives both to 
reduce mortality and to provide accurate reporting of raptor kills that do occur. 

PCW has committed to preparing an APP, 
including an eagle conservation plan, to avoid, 
minimize and mitigate impacts to eagles. A 
description of this plan has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4). Also see GCR-21 (Bat 
avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0048 A Biological Opinion must be sought from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) 
regarding impacts to the greater sage grouse, a candidate species, as well as impacts 
to eagles pursuant to the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). It is 
unclear that the project proponent has received a take permit from the USFWS 
pursuant to BGEPA; take of eagles in the absence of a permit would constitute a 
violation of federal law. It is also unclear how PCW would qualify for a take permit 
given the massive level of golden eagle annual mortality that is projected for this 
project. 

PCW is in discussions with the USFWS regarding 
an eagle take permit and will address impacts to 
eagles in their APP (Section 4.14.3.4), specifically 
the eagle conservation plan, which must receive 
approval from the USFWS. Inclusion of greater 
sage-grouse as a candidate species in the BO is 
at the discretion of the USFWS; however, 
candidate species are afforded no legal protection 
under the Endangered Species Act. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0049 BLM estimates the annual bat collision mortality for the action alternatives between 
5,380 and 6,300 bats each year. DEIS Volume II at ES-10. This figure would roughly 
double should 4.3bats/MW /yr be used as the figure of choice rather than 2.1, to 
reflect trends at other facilities and scaling to the bats to the high ratio of bats per 
detector-night recorded for the project for North American projects. See DEIS Volume 
II at 4.14-15. Either way, that's a massive number of bats to be taken out of the 
populations of admittedly long-lived, slow-reproducing populations (DEIS Volume II at 
4.14-14) every year, and is much higher gross number than other wind farms in the 
Rocky Mountain region. The BLM should further define the extent of the bat 
populations and perform a Population Viability Analysis on bat species to be affected 
by this project to determine whether the project will in fact extirpate local bat 
populations over time due to attrition from turbine related mortality. Although we agree 
that the life history of hoary and silver-haired bats leads to difficulty in assessing 
population size and trend (DEIS Volume II at 4.14-14), much of this is potentially 
remedied through simple mark-recapture methods. Much of the lack of information on 
bat population size can be attributed to lack of effort in gathering the requisite data, 
rather than inherent difficulties in measuring bat populations. We urge the BLM to get 
busy with requiring population surveys in the project area and immediate 
surroundings so it will have the information it needs to make a reasoned choice 
among alternatives, and to develop new alternatives as necessary. 

Please see GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0050 Anabat sampling locations were limited to the uplands at the western ends of both the 
Chokecherry and Sierra Madre units, with no bat monitoring attempted farther east on 
the flats, where most of the turbine arrays are slated for siting. Figure 3.14-4. It is also 
troubling that only 2 anabat locations were surveyed in the Sierra Madre unit, given 
that this unit had the most woodland which would presumably provide roosting habitat 
for tree-roosting bats such as silver haired and hoary bats, which are known to be the 
most susceptible bats to turbine-strike mortality in Wyoming. It is notable that 
sampling station A3 had a frequency of use by bats approximately 6 times higher than 
average for the project as a whole; this indicates an area of concentrated bat use that 
should trigger avoidance of this area when turbine siting occurs. The absence of siting 
in the eastern part of the units leads to the troubling state that BLM is 'flying blind' on 
both potential impacts to bats in this area and turbine siting adjustments that may 
need to be made to minimize impacts to bat populations. 

Please see GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0051 BLM posits that the bulk of the mortalities will occur from migrating bats moving 
through the project area rather than resident bats. DEIS Volume II at 4-14.15. How 
does the anabat samplings square with this assumption? Were anabat counts taken 
within or outside of the migration season, or both? If both, how did anabat counts 
differ between migration periods and other times of year? BLM should bolster its 
analysis to answer these questions and thereby gain evidence to support its 
contention that most bat mortality will be from migrating bats rather than residents. If 
not, the agency could be making major mistakes in assumptions if, for instance, 
resident bats roosting on heavily wooded Forest Service lands to the south of the 
project area are utilizing the project area as foraging (but not roosting) habitat. In 
addition, BLM's analysis fails to deal with available bat roosting habitat on Miller Hill 
and in other locations neighboring the project area. The anabat analysis yielded data 
indicative that silver-haired are likely present and hoary bats are definitely present 
(DEIS Volume II at 3.14-7, 4.14-15); these bats have to be roosting somewhere. The 
DEIS does allude to roosting habitat located within the project area, including 121 
acres of woodlands and steep, rocky slopes that would be subjected to direct 
disturbance under the project. DEIS Volume II at 4.14-16. 

The assumption that most bat mortalities would 
occur in the fall is based on numerous studies of 
bat fatalities at wind energy facilities, and is not 
related to the Anabat sampling. Numerous studies 
of wind energy facilities have shown that resident 
bats comprise only a small fraction of bat fatalities. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0052 It is unclear that BLM has considered implementing Biodiversity Conservation 
Alliance’s (BCA’s) recommendation that turbines be sited at least 1 mile from 
woodland habitats (which we raised in our scoping comments), because they may be 
used for roosting for silver-haired and/or hoary bats, the species most susceptible to 
turbine-related mortality. Please compare all action alternatives to show how many 
turbines would be sited in the area within 1 mile of woodlands, and present this 
analysis as part of your analysis of impacts to bats. 

Please see GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0053 If indeed most of the bat mortality will impact migrating bats, then there is an easy fix - 
the turbines can be shut down for the duration of the migration seasons except during 
mid-day periods when bats would not be expected to be airborne. BLM should require 
this measure to minimize bat mortality unless/until it can be shown that impacts are 
primarily to resident bats. Safer still would be to locate the project completely away 
from riparian foraging areas and woodland cover types that potentially serve as 
roosting habitat. 

Please see GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0054 BLM estimates the annual raptor collision mortality for the action alternatives between 
102 and120 birds each year. DEIS Volume II at ES-10. Those are very high numbers 
for species that are territorial and tend to occur at relatively low densities across the 
landscape. Notably, golden eagles appeared to represent a significant proportion of 
raptors (30.4% of all raptors) from the bird observation study. DEIS Volume II at 3.14-
11. Nesting concentration areas for birds of prey occur along the ridge top along the 
south and southwest boundary of the Chokecherry unit and along the edge of Miller 
Hill. Figure 3.14-8. In addition, there are two significant clusters of ferruginous hawk 
nest sites in the center and northeast portions of the Chokecherry unit, along ''The 
Hogback." Turbines should be sited at least 2 miles from the ferruginous hawk 
clusters and one mile from the other nesting concentration areas to minimize the 
impacts from both turbine strikes and disturbance of birds on the nest from wind 
turbines themselves as well as human activity associated with the project. Eliminating 
these areas from turbine construction would also have the benefit of moving the 
project away from "potential areas of mass instability" from a soils perspective which 
"could be a siting hazard for towers." DEIS Volume II at 4.9-4. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0055 Under the General Wildlife provisions of the RMP, "Surface disturbing and disruptive 
activities will be managed in all raptor concentration areas (RCA) to reduce physical 
disturbance of raptor habitat and disturbance to the birds. This will entail a case-by-
case examination of proposals.” Rawlins RMP at 2-52. Several raptor concentration 
areas are present in the project area, as outlined above. While BLM has one officially 
designation Raptor Concentration Area (Shamrock Hills) under the RMP, it contains 
its own separate language on surface disturbing and disruptive activities (Rawlins 
RMP at 2-40), indicating that the General Wildlife provisions apply more broadly 
(otherwise, if they were meant to apply only to Shamrock Hills, it would have be 
redundant to place them under General Wildlife as well). We are concerned that 
under the current action alternatives, wind turbine construction and operation (being a 
surface disturbing and disruptive activity) is being permitted right on top of raptor 
nesting concentration areas, which presents a FLPMA RMP conformity problem. In 
addition, the RMP specifically prohibits "surface disturbing and disruptive activities 
potentially disruptive to nesting raptors" within 1 mile of golden eagle and ferruginous 
hawk nests and within a 1/2-mile buffer of all other raptor nests. Rawlins RMP at 2-53. 
As death by turbine strike is "potentially disruptive to nesting raptors," we expect that 
the BLM will apply this provision to the siting of all turbines in the project area. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0056 Importantly, the golden eagle is the raptor that has the greatest risk of mortality from 
turbine strikes. DEIS Volume II at 4.14-18. Recalling again that golden eagles made 
up 30.4% of the raptors recorded in the project area, and a very large proportion of 
the 102-120 raptors projected to be killed annually by this project according to BLM 
will be golden eagles. Discounting the differential vulnerability of golden eagles to use 
the rotor-swept area in flight more than other raptors, BLM estimated that 36 golden 
eagles per year would be killed at this facility. DEIS Volume IIat 4.14-19. This seems 
an unacceptably high figure to allow this project to comply with the Bald and Golden 
Eagle Protection Act; additional mitigation not applied at the DEIS phase, specifically 
the shifting of turbine strings to avoid known nests and areas of higher use, is needed. 

Comment noted. Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian 
impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0057 We are not able to determine from the DEIS whether the BLM is considering setbacks 
preventing the siting of turbines within 50 m of rim edges to protect kiting raptors, or 
whether ‘wind wall' turbine configurations will be required, as BCA requested in our 
scoping comments for this project. Please respond to this request to apply mitigation 
measures. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0061 As with anabat locations, Bird Observation Points are similarly distributed with a 
decided bias away from the eastern ends of both units where turbine construction will 
be most intensive. Figure 3.14-7. This raises similar doubts as for bats regarding the 
accuracy of BLM's impacts analysis regarding birds. We are particularly concerned 
about impacts to sagebrush obligate passerines, especially the sage sparrow, 
Brewer's sparrow, and sage thrasher, which are BLM Sensitive Species and among 
the most prevalent birds found in the project area. DEIS Volume II at 4.14-21. While 
turbine-strike mortalities are expected to be low, displacement can be an even larger 
problem than mortality. A new study documented significant declines in sage sparrow 
and Brewer's sparrow populations as gas field densities reached 16 wells per square 
mile. How does the density of wind turbines per square mile relate to this figure? 

The density of turbines and potential displacement 
effects on sagebrush obligate species was added 
the EIS in Sections 4.14 and 4.15. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0072 BLM argues that this EIS represents a programmatic approach to analyzing impacts 
and thereby justifies the delay of future site-specific mountain plover surveys until the 
issuance of the ROD for the project. DEIS Volume II at 3.15-16. This is flatly illegal. 
First, this EIS is not a programmatic document, it is a project-level document, in which 
the footprint of the wind farm is disclosed for each action alternative. We have no 
doubt that BLM already has in its possession (or at least the project proponent has 
developed) site-specific locations for the wind turbine strings under each alternative. 
(Indeed, under Alternative 1R, 7,221 acres of surface disturbance would occur -that's 
a very exact figure, hardly an estimate; DEIS Volume II at 4.9-3; figures for linear feet 
of riparian areas/wetlands disturbed also look suspiciously precise if BLM did not have 
access to site-specific design plans; DEIS Volume II at 4.11-11). We would caution 
BLM against playing games with the NEP A process. The agency has clearly had an 
opportunity to undertake site-specific surveys for plover (as evidenced by the fact that 
it has already done so for part of the project area). NEPA conveys an affirmative 
responsibility for the agency to develop baseline information, and site-specific plover 
surveys are a key part of this baseline information. The agency’s ability to successfully 
conduct baseline, site-specific surveys for plovers will not change with the disclosure 
of exact placement of turbines. Indeed, the location of key plover habitat in 
fundamentally important information for the agency to consider when evaluating the 
relative impacts of each alternative and also in the selection of the final alternative 
(which may, and should, include the consideration of new action alternatives). BLM’s 
failure to gather the required baseline information on mountain plovers for use in 
comparing the impacts of alternatives fundamentally cripples its NEPA analysis for 
this BLM Sensitive Species. 

Mountain plover surveys have been conducted 
within the application area and suitable habitat 
has been identified (as shown in Figure 3.15-4). 
The results of the surveys were taken into account 
when developing the impact analysis and 
conclusions. Also, please see GCR-21 (Bat avian 
impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0304-0073 Because mountain plover potential habitat has been found to be occupied inside the 
project area (DEIS Volume II at Figure 3.15-4), special RMP provisions are triggered. 
We recommend at minimum that project facilities be located at least 1/2 mile from the 
potential habitat as mapped (which is occupied based on BLM surveys) due in part to 
the noise that will occur from turbine operation potentially disturbing plover breeding 
and nesting activities. In addition, roads and overhead power lines should be sited at 
least 1/2 mile from the identified plover habitat, and power lines within 1/2 mile should 
be buried underground. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0307-001 Although consultant raptor surveys and existing BLM data are referenced in the 
CCSM DEIS, we do not believe the potential raptor value of certain areas in or near 
the proposed project boundaries is given adequate consideration. For example, 
Tables 1-3 and 1-4 list regulations and issues relevant to the potential project, but 
make no mention of a number of "Key Raptor Areas" (KRAs) that have been 
previously identified in the area. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0307-002 Additionally, BLM raptor data that Hawk Watch has reviewed for this area suggests at 
least 4 Ferruginous Hawk territories were active (eggs laid) in a single year during the 
peak survey coverage of the area (early 1980's). A single aerial survey in May 2008 is 
not sufficient to document potential nest activity in the project area. For example, a 
study conducted near the proposed project boundaries found that aerial observers 
detected only 41.4% of active Ferruginous Hawk nests (see Ayers and Anderson 
1999). 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0307-003 WEST suggests that up to 36 Golden Eagles may be killed annually by collisions in 
the project area based on a single year of point count data (4.14-18 and 4.14-19). 
With a potential project life span of up to 30 years (see DEIS Appendix A), it is 
impossible to agree with the CCSM DEIS conclusion of "no cumulative impact through 
population reductions for raptors" (see 5-30) without the provision by BLM of 
substantial support for this claim. A single study (Hunt 2006), where eagle mortality 
was apparently suffered mostly by floaters, was cited as the only support for this 
statement, but without any speculation on the local CCSM eagle population dynamics, 
availability of floaters, etc., this citation has no value. 

The cumulative impacts section (Section 5.14.3.6) 
as it pertains to eagles has been modified to 
indicate that cumulative impacts are possible.  

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0307-004 In previous assessments, WEST has included a figure of this relationship, but it is not 
included in the current DEIS. However, the figure of the regression provided below 
was taken from Strickland et al. (2011; primary authorship by WEST consultants) 
shows the major flaw with this equation: namely, two points at the far right are the 
primary drivers behind the slope of the regression line and if different results had been 
observed for even one of these sites, the slope of the relationship could have been 
altered significantly. The bottom line is that this supposedly strong regression (69.9% 
R-squared value) cannot be relied upon to predict fatality, as has been repeatedly 
pointed out by K. Smallwood elsewhere. 

A figure showing the regression analysis has been 
added to the EIS (Section 4.14.3.4). This 
regression analysis is only a guide and is not the 
only information used for helping to provide a 
prediction and range of mortality. The data 
collected to date clearly indicate that lower raptor 
use sites generally have lower raptor mortality and 
high raptor use indicates higher raptor mortality. 
Therefore, use of this regression in combination 
with other information is appropriate, and this 
regression analysis is included in the National 
Wind Coordinating Collaborative guide to studying 
wind energy/wildlife interactions, which underwent 
extensive peer review prior to being published 
(Strickland, M. D., E. B. Arnett, W. P. Erickson, D. 
H. Johnson, G. D. Johnson, M. L., Morrison, J.A. 
Shaffer, and W. Warren-Hicks. 2011. 
Comprehensive guide to studying wind 
energy/wildlife interactions. National Wind 
Coordinating Collaborative, Washington, D.C., 
USA).   
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0307-005 At a minimum, the Rawlins BLM's extensive knowledge of raptor nesting 
concentrations gathered over a 30-year period should be used to guide where 
development may or may not be allowed. Both BLM's current RMP and the CCSM 
DEIS discuss spatial buffers around active raptor nests of 1 mile for Golden Eagles 
and Ferruginous Hawk and 3/4 of a mile for other raptors. Additionally, we 
recommend that BLM use GIS to identify concentrations of nests and the formerly 
designated KRAs/RCAs to identify areas of exclusion/avoidance, regardless of their 
status during a single aerial survey in 2008. Concentrations of nests likely reflect 
attractive combinations of nesting/foraging habitat that, even if currently inactive, may 
become important to raptors again in the future. We specifically recommend that BLM 
provide a buffer around Atlantic Rim to protect the high value nesting habitat there 
and also buffer around the cliffs bordering the ~12-15 mile southern boundary of the 
Chokecherry project area (i.e. from Sheep Mountain following boundary to near Little 
Sage Creek), given the high concentration of nests there in the 30-year BLM raptor 
database, including 41 Golden Eagle nests (see Figure 3.14-8 in the DEIS). 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0307-006 We also suggest that the BLM use a larger buffer around these high value raptor 
areas than the 1-mile buffer BLM currently used for Golden Eagles. The current BLM 
spatial buffer was designed to prevent disturbance to nesting birds (e.g., from oil and 
gas drilling); they were not intended to protect birds hunting around their nests from 
potential interaction with turbines. The Golden Eagle literature suggested that birds 
breeding in the western U.S. exploit home ranges averaging 20-33 km2 in size 
(equivalent to a 1.6-2.0-mile-radius), depending on the study area (reviewed in 
Kochert et al. [2002]), but they can be as large as 83 km2 (3.2-mile radius) in 
southwestern Idaho (Marzluff et al. 1997). Therefore, we suggest a minimum 2-mile 
buffer around Golden Eagle territories. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0309-0012 Recommendation: Develop Eagle, Avian and Bat Conservations Plans with full public 
participation prior to the authorization of specific projects, incorporating minimum 
requirements and thresholds of wildlife impact with required management responses. 
The following areas should be immediately designated as unavailable to energy 
development based on wildlife concerns: the southern border of Chokecherry (see 
description in raptor section), Red Rim-Grizzly Wildlife Habitat Management Area 
(WHMA), and the western section of Sierra Madre (including Miller Hill). 

The development of a Bat Protection Plan has 
been added to the EIS under Section 4.14.3.3. 
The development of an Avian Protection Plan, 
Eagle Conservation Plan has been added to the 
EIS under Section 4.14.3.4. Comment Noted. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0309-0015 Recommendation: Wind development should not be permitted along the southern 
border of Chokecherry and the southwestern boundary of Sierra Madre. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts), GCR- 12 
(Range of Alternatives), GCR-14 (No Grizzly) and 
GCR-13 (No Sierra Madre). 
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Primary Comment 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0309-0016 Recommendation: The DEIS inadequately analyzes and fails to address concerns 
over the expected impacts to Golden Eagles. To address these issues BLM must: o 
Place any development decisions that will impact Golden Eagles in a regional 
population context and develop science-based Regional Conservation Plans for 
Golden Eagles. Fully ensure, and address within the FEIS, compliance with BGEPA 
and "no net loss" of Golden Eagles, and Guarantee that additional analysis and data 
collection are conducted within the project boundaries, with respect to Golden Eagles, 
and the resultant information is incorporated into the FEIS and provided to interested 
parties consistent with NEPA's requirements Address concerns about the inadequate 
documentation of raptor use by using historical and current survey data, as well as the 
Key Raptor Areas, to identify areas to avoid development. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0019 And finally, refraining from building turbines and infrastructure in the easternmost 
boundary of the CC portion of the project as the PCW itself recommends doing in its 
proposed Alternative 1R (in contrast to Alternatives 2, 3, and 4) would reduce wildlife 
and other conflicts in the North Platte River area. For example it would reduce 
collision and disturbance risks to bald eagles that are nesting along the portion of the 
Platte River that abuts the eastern side of the CC Application Area. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0022 Any reduction in miles of roads and power lines or reductions in numbers of turbines 
will result in fewer collision-related fatalities and reduce direct and indirect losses of 
important avian habitats. In addition to reducing numbers of turbines, roads, and 
power lines, the siting of this infrastructure is a key factor in mitigating impacts to 
avian populations. Currently, the project proponents and BLM have not taken 
adequate steps to minimize avian impacts through appropriate siting (perhaps doing 
so will accompany separate NEPA analyses on individual PODs). 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0023 First and foremost, we are extremely concerned with the distribution of the avian 
preconstruction survey points, many of which occur outside the proposed areas where 
turbines will be located (particularly in the SM portion of the project area). CCSM 
DEIS Figure 3.14-7 at 3.14-12. This distribution does not allow for an accurate 
assessment of potential avian (and particularly raptor) impacts, nor can it inform the 
future placement of individual turbines and turbine strings to minimize avian collision 
impacts. We disagree strongly with the decision not to adjust avian survey points so 
that they occurred within and throughout the proposed project area when project 
boundaries were changed. The purpose of avian pre-construction studies is to 
determine avian use of a proposed project area so that potential impacts to birds can 
be evaluated and so turbines can be sited in locations that will cause the minimum 
impact to birds (while still satisfying the wind farm's ability to adequately capture the 
wind resource). 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0025 Apparently, once WEST and the BLM learned that the proposed project boundaries 
had changed and "[u]pon review of the Application Area, it was determined that the 16 
[avian survey] points still were representative of the habitats and topography, 
therefore no adjustments were made." We have serious concerns with this decision. 
The sagebrush ecosystem may look like it consists of uniform or similar habitats and 
topography but most wildlife biologists recognize the incredible local variation that 
occurs within the sagebrush ecosystem as a result of varying microclimates, different 
soils, wind patterns, geological history, historic and present land uses, prey base, etc. 
Nor, in the case of wind farm development, can avian surveys in one area represent 
avian temporal and spatial use in another area, even if the two areas are located 
within a few miles of each other. Knowing that certain species use similar habitat 
several miles away from the project area does not allow an adequate evaluation of 
whether or not the actual proposed project area includes important travel or migration 
corridors, important foraging or resting areas, or other critical information that should 
inform turbine placement to minimize bird collisions. Nor does analyzing avian 
presence and use outside the proposed project area adequately inform the project 
proponent, regulatory agencies, or the public about potential predicted impacts this 
particular project will have on birds. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0025 However, none (or at most only a couple) of Western Ecosystem Technologies, Inc. 
(WEST)'s avian survey points appear to have been located in the actual SM portion of 
the proposed project or in the eastern portion of the CC area. The location of the 
actual survey points does not provide any information about avian use of the 
proposed SM area, nor does it allow for any evaluation of the potential risk that 
turbines in this area pose to the project's birds (particularly its raptors). Similarly, one 
cannot adequately evaluate the potential avian impacts of different alternatives that 
would build-out the eastern portion of the CC application area when there are no 
avian survey points in this area to document how raptors and other birds are using 
this area. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0026 In addition, to make up for a general "lack of access" to the SM area in the winter 
(many environmental consultants access wildlife survey areas in winter using tracked 
ATVs or snow machines}, WEST apparently added three additional avian observation 
points outside the proposed SM application area. Considering all three of these points 
occur right along a county road (several miles west of the proposed project area), 
which may result in very different avian activity compared to the eastern SM (most of 
which is roadless), we do not think these points provide an appropriate surrogate for 
documenting avian use in the SM area. We believe that the avian preconstruction 
surveys are inadequate to appropriately determine a suitable turbine layout that will 
minimize avian fatalities. We are very concerned with the statement "For the purpose 
of this DEIS, survey data from the Application Area is assumed to be representative of 
bird use in the entire Application Area" (emphasis added). CCSM DEIS at 3.14-11. 
While species diversity and presence might be inferred with this sort of sample 
scheme, such an "assumption" regarding bird spatial and temporal use of an area is 
unlikely to be scientifically defensible particularly when only 16 800-m radius survey 
points (many of which don't even occur in the projected "conceptual area of 
development") are spread over a 347 square-mile area. Insignificant data have been 
offered to allow the public or other agencies to evaluate whether such an assumption 
and the sampling scheme on which it is presumably based are scientifically valid. We 
urge the BLM to condition any ROW permit on the completion of adequate and 
appropriate avian preconstruction surveys that include the entirety of the SM area 
(unless this area is excluded from the final project layout) and the eastern part of the 
CC are, and a re-evaluation of the project area's avian use. Preconstruction studies 
must inform project siting if we are to reduce the potential for avian collisions. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0027 The fact that avian use of the proposed project area was determined by survey points 
that do not occur in the proposed project area undermines estimates of avian and 
particularly raptor turbine collision fatalities. For example, WEST compares raptor use 
of the project area to preconstruction raptor use at 36 other wind-energy facilities to 
determine that the CCSM project would have a low risk to raptors. We are concerned 
that this approach does not discriminate between different types of habitat, does not 
incorporate the added threat that the significantly larger turbines that are to be used 
for the CCSM project may pose to birds, and assumes that documented avian use 
outside the proposed "conceptual area of development" boundaries is the same as 
inside these boundaries. Regardless of the questionable determination that this 
project poses less of a threat to raptors than most other wind projects (ranking 22nd 
out of 36; CCSM DEIS at 4.14-18), no other project matches the scale of the 
proposed CCSM project (in terms of nameplate capacity) and we find the currently 
estimated annual collision fatality rate of 5,400 birds, including 120 raptors, very 
concerning. We urge the BLM to mitigate these projected avian fatality rates by 
issuing an ROW permit that allows for significantly fewer turbines than the planned 
1,000. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). Also, 
please see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0033 We too often ignore cumulative threats to what are considered to be common species 
to our (and their) detriment and we urge the BLM ensure that impacts to these small, 
colorful falcons and other raptors are reduced preferably by permitting a smaller-than-
proposed project with fewer turbines, but alternatively by ensuring that turbines are 
not constructed in the southernmost portion of the CCSM area and the kestrels' 
highest activity areas. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0034 We have recommended that the southern boundary of the CC portion of the project 
area be moved northward so as to exclude this raptor nesting concentration area 
(CCSM DEIS Figure 3.14-8) from development. This area appears to be an important 
area for both nesting and foraging raptors. The majority of raptor sightings occurred in 
this area and most active and inactive nests in the CC portion of the project area were 
documented in this area. CCSM DEIS at 3.14-11 and 3.14-19. Indeed, avian survey 
point number four, which is located in this area, "had the highest use for raptors at 
0.93 birds/20-minute survey." CCSM DEIS at 3.14-11. Moving the project boundary to 
exclude this important raptor area is likely to help reduce potential raptor collision 
fatalities. Raptors are a beloved public resource and perform critical ecosystem 
services. High numbers or raptor fatalities quickly .erode the public's support for wind 
energy. The proposed project footprint should be altered to ensure that turbines are 
not built in high raptor concentration and activity areas. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0035 Given the number of ferruginous hawk nests that BLM has historically documented in 
the CC area (52 nests in the area over a 30-year period [CCSM DEIS at 3.14-19]), we 
are concerned that no nests were found during raptor nest surveys. Documenting 
active ferruginous hawk nests from the air is notoriously difficult and can lead to 
underestimates in the numbers of active nests (Ayers and Anderson 1999). This, 
coupled with the surprisingly small number of other active raptor nests that were found 
(for example, only 3 active golden eagle nests, when BLM has documented 102 
golden eagle nests within one mile of the project area over a 30-year period) makes 
us question the methodology used to conduct these surveys. We think one aerial 
survey in 2008 is inadequate to properly document the number and activity status of 
project area raptor nests, and to evaluate the risk posed to raptors and particularly to 
ferruginous hawks by a project of this scale. More extensive surveys are warranted 
and, particularly, a more thorough investigation into the potential impacts of the CCSM 
project on ferruginous hawks. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0037 As it is, estimates of raptor use may be seriously undermined by the fact that many 
preconstruction survey points were not even in the projected development area (see 
above- Predicted Avian Fatalities section). Without a careful analysis of eagle spatial 
and temporal use of the area that is to be developed, we believe that CCSM risks 
constructing turbines in important eagle areas and causing unsustainably high 
numbers of eagle fatalities. 

Please see GCR-21(Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0037 We believe that such complacency with regards to the potential risk that this 1,000-
turbine site poses to golden eagles is inadvisable. "Golden eagles had the highest use 
of the Application Area of any raptor species, comprising 30.4 percent of all raptor 
use." CCSM DEIS at 4.14-19. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0038 The CCSM DEIS's attempt to minimize eagle impacts by stating that eagles are not 
likely to be displaced from the proposed project because "one golden eagle nest 
located within 1 mile of the [nearby Foote Creek Rim] facility successfully fledged 
young ... [and the] golden eagle pair successfully nested 0.5 mile from the facility for 
three different years after the project became operational" (CCSM DEIS at 4.14-22) 
are unconvincing. Research at Altamont has shown that “floaters" or non-territorial 
golden eagles are at greater risk of collision with wind turbine blades than are locally 
breeding adults and juveniles (Hunt et al. 1999, 2002). While territorial eagles may not 
be displaced by the wind farm, the unacceptably high collision fatality rates to which 
non-resident eagles are likely to be subjected (which have not been addressed in this 
DEIS) merit serious attention and appropriate mitigation. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0039 In addition, research in Wyoming has shown that concentrations of wintering eagles 
are particularly vulnerable to collisions with wind turbines (Sweanor 2010). 
Nevertheless, only three avian surveys were conducted all winter (and those avian 
survey points were not even located in the projected Sierra Madre development area 
so could not document eagle spatial and temporal use of that area because the area 
became "inaccessible)." CCSM DEIS at 4.14-18. The statement claiming that "winter 
use as based on these three surveys may not be representative of actual use 
throughout the entire winter, but it is the best available for predicting winter use of the 
Application Area by raptors," may indeed be true. But it hardly means that such data 
allow for an adequate evaluation of the project's impact to eagles, particularly since 
only three raptors (one ferruginous hawk and two golden eagles) were observed 
during these too-limited surveys. Considering that Wyoming is an important wintering 
area for many northern golden eagle populations, unsustainable cumulative fatalities 
at Wyoming wind farms could place both national and continental golden eagle 
populations at risk. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0040 Given the intense concern of the USFWS and others over declining western golden 
eagle populations, unacceptably high fatality rates at wind energy facilities in 
Wyoming and California, and the general public's strong interest in and affection for 
eagles, we urge the BLM to ensure that a comprehensive and extensive survey is 
conducted to document golden eagle temporal and spatial use of the proposed project 
area in all seasons before it issues any ROW for this project. We similarly urge the 
BLM (and the USFWS) to convince PCW to significantly reduce the breadth and scale 
of the proposed project to ensure that eagle fatality rates are sustainable and do not 
permanently sour the public on wind energy development. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0041 In the case of the CCSM project, it appears likely that the only approach that will 
significantly lessen take of migratory birds (aside from maintaining bird diverters on 
meteorological towers) is to reduce the numbers of proposed wind turbines (and 
associated miles of roads and power lines). Considering we don't yet know the 
potential impact of larger turbines on birds (though fatality rates for these larger 
turbines are currently expected to be twice as high as those at 1.5 MW turbines 
because of the increased size of the rotor swept zone), we believe that the BLM 
should be cautious and conservative in issuing and conditioning its ROW permit for 
the proposed CCSM project. We urge the BLM to seriously consider reducing 
potential collision impacts to migratory birds by providing project alternatives that 
would result in fewer turbines without an increase in miles of roads and power lines. 

Please see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0042 The Wyoming Outdoor Council has developed BMPs to help minimize impacts on 
wildlife from wind energy development. These BMPs provide science-based 
recommendations for better siting and for mitigation of impacts during construction, 
and operation. In particular, they recommend mitigation measures to reduce bird and 
bat fatalities and other potential wildlife impacts. These best management practices -- 
presented in a brochure -- are attached as Exhibit 1and are hereby incorporated by 
reference. We urge the BLM to incorporate these BMPs in the ACMs and BMPs of the 
final EIS to help reduce adverse impacts to migratory birds in particular, but also to 
other project area wildlife. 

This brochure was reviewed and BMPs have been 
incorporated into the EIS as appropriate in 
Sections 4.14 and 4.15. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0046 We are concerned that the CCSM DEIS minimizes the potential negative impact of 
wind energy on mountain plover, by citing selected information from one non-peer 
reviewed study of mountain plover conducted at the nearby Foote Creek Rim wind 
site. The CCSM DEIS states that populations of mountain plovers "declined [at this 
facility] during construction but have slowly increased since; although not to the same 
level present prior to construction." CCSM DEIS at 4.14-23. In 1995, prior to the 
construction of the Foote Creek Rim facility, 60 mountain plover were documented on 
the proposed project area (Young et al. 2007). The population declined precipitously 
during the construction period to as few as 18 plovers. Since the end of the 
construction period, the population has been variable with a mean number of33 
plovers from 2000-2007. Although plover numbers in 2007, at the end of the study, 
were higher than in 1999, we are not convinced that the populations "have slowly 
increased since" given that documented numbers for 2000-2007 were 38, 26, 26, 36, 
36, 33, 41, and 30. In 2007, at the end of the study, the mountain plover population at 
Foote Creek Rim was only 50 percent of the population high preconstruction. In our 
view these numbers are not convincing evidence that plovers "habituated" to wind 
farms and returned to former habitats post-construction. 

The EIS includes information from another study 
of mountain plover displacement from wind 
turbines (Section 4.15.2.2) and was modified to 
indicate that more data are needed before actual 
impacts to mountain plovers are known. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0046 Because of the known adverse effect of edges and roads on sagebrush obligate 
passerines, we are surprised that the CCSM DEIS examined displacement of 
sagebrush obligate species by calculating only "the amount of all shrub-steppe 
habitats containing sagebrush present within 200 m of turbines." CCSM DEIS at 4.14-
7. We believe that displacement calculations should also take into account at least a 
100-m buffer along all proposed roads. Although it was rightfully "assumed that 
indirect impacts to birds would be related to the length of roads associated with each 
alternative," (CCSM DEIS at 4.14-7), one long road bisecting a large section of intact 
habitat is likely to have less of an impact than multiple shorter roads that fragment a 
large area of intact habitat into many smaller patches. The level of fragmentation, the 
size of the remaining habitat patches, and the extent of road edges all should be 
considered in an evaluation of potential impacts to sagebrush obligate passerines. We 
believe a more extensive and comprehensive analysis of the potential adverse impact 
the CCSM project may have on sagebrush obligate species is warranted given the 
tenuous status of these species' populations and their sensitivity to roads, edges, 
fragmentation, noise, and related anthropogenic disturbances. As with other wildlife 
resources, a smaller project with fewer turbines and fewer road and power line miles 
would reduce adverse impacts to these BLM-sensitive species and better enable the 
BLM to fulfill its own mandate to protect sensitive species and its MOU with the 
USFWS to implement approaches that will lessen "take" of these species and better 
integrate migratory bird conservation measures into renewable energy operating 
standards and guidelines. 

Using the length of road as an indicator of 
sagebrush obligate bird displacement, especially if 
it is limited to 100 m, is adequate for comparing 
the alternatives in terms of their potential 
displacement impact to passerines. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0047 The CCSM DEIS states that "[i]t is not known if the initial decline or subsequent 
increase was due to presence of the wind-energy facility or to regional changes in 
mountain plover populations, as similar declines at a reference area occurred during 
the study." CCSM DEIS at 4.14-23. We believe this conclusion is highly misleading. 
Studies at the reference area were discontinued after 2000, limiting the area's 
applicability as a comparison site and eliminating any conclusions we can draw about 
whether plover numbers decreased as a result of wind energy development or other 
regional factors. 

Please see Response to Comment 0313-0046. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0048 The CCSM DEIS further claims that "some mountain plovers have apparently become 
habituated to the turbines as 11 of 28 nests found during surveys (39 percent) were 
located within 246 feet of turbines (Young et al2007)." CCSM DEIS at 4.14-23. The 
BLM should examine this document more carefully before relying on its alleged 
conclusions. Constraints were imposed on nest searches by land management of the 
site, surveys were not conducted in at least one year, and sample sizes were 
exceedingly small each year. The authors do not indicate if they documented the 
same pairs each year, which would necessarily bias their conclusions (pseudo 
replication). Nor can we find any evidence of the statement included in the CCSM 
DEIS in the cited document. Any conclusions about mountain plover habituation to 
wind turbines therefore should be viewed as highly tenuous and thus far as 
unsupported by scientifically defensible research. 

Please see Response to Comment 0313-0046. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0049 Considering the tremendous number of current and proposed wind energy projects in 
mountain plover habitat in Wyoming, research is sorely needed to determine the 
potential impact of wind turbines on mountain plover populations and PCW should be 
encouraged to examine the potential impact of its activities on the project area's 
mountain plover population. In the meantime, the BLM should provide a 
comprehensive assessment of potential impacts to mountain plovers rather than 
relying on palliative statements from one non-peer reviewed study that was prepared 
for a wind company. It should also view cumulative impacts to already vulnerable 
populations of mountain plover in the context of the extensive wind energy 
development already present in Wyoming. 

Mountain plovers will be monitored as part of the 
APP being prepared for the project. Additional 
literature on response of mountain plovers to wind 
energy has been added to the EIS and the 
cumulative effects analysis for this species has 
been modified in the EIS (Section 4.15.2.2). 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-152 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0050 Since significant numbers of mountain plover were documented in the northern and 
central part of the CC project area, we urge the BLM to condition any ROW permits to 
ensure that construction of turbines is avoided in mountain plover territories. Although 
the BLM requires seasonal stipulations related to construction and recommends 
avoiding habitat where practical (CCSM DEIS at 4.15-14 and Appendix C, Table C-1), 
we are concerned that such measures may be insufficient to protect plovers from the 
adverse impacts of wind energy development. The population status of plovers in 
Wyoming is currently suspected to be stable (Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
2005). However, wintering plover populations are highly vulnerable to a variety of 
anthropogenic changes to their habitat (conversion for agriculture, pesticide use, etc.) 
and plovers may be unable to sustain the cumulative impacts of wind energy 
development, habitat conversion, and other threats in their breeding range. Factors 
that lower mountain plover reproductive success in the species' breeding range are 
likely to have a cumulative adverse impact on already-vulnerable plover populations 
and could lead to a future listing of the species under the ESA. We ask that the BLM 
ensure that PCW include ACMs that protect mountain plover from the potential 
adverse impacts of wind energy development. 

Mountain plovers will be addressed in the APP 
being prepared by PCW. The APP will need 
approval from BLM as well as USFWS and 
WGFD. Measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
potential impacts to mountain plovers will be 
included in the APP. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0051 Considering the many threats to current bat populations and the little that is known 
about the distribution and population numbers of most bats that either occur in or 
would migrate through the CCSM project area, we are very concerned with projected 
estimates of 6,300 bat deaths per year for all but Alternative 4 (which has fewer 
turbines but significantly more road miles and acreage disturbed than the applicant's 
proposed alternative). That most of these fatalities would occur over a two-and-a-half-
month period (approximately mid-July to the end of September) is all the more 
alarming. It is imperative that mitigation measures that would reduce this predicted 
fatality rate be implemented. Reducing the number of turbines (without increasing 
related disturbances) is critical to reducing the number of potential bat fatalities. 

Please see response to GCR-23 (Bat Protection 
Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0053 The BLM should ensure that BLM does not construct turbines near the A3 survey 
area, given that the anabat at this location had significantly higher numbers of bat 
detections (nightly bat passes) than any other site (representing 63 percent of all 
passes recorded during the study). CCSM DEIS at 3.14-7. This area appears to be an 
important area or travel corridor for bats. One turbine or a particular string of turbines 
is often disproportionately responsible for the majority of bat fatalities at wind farms. 
Therefore turbines in the A3 area may be particularly dangerous to bats and siting of 
turbines in this area should be avoided. 

Please see response to GCR-23 (Bat Protection 
Plan). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0053 Although the CCSM DEIS seeks to minimize potential impacts to migratory bats by 
stating that bat activity within the Application Area was somewhat higher than that 
observed at wind-energy facilities located in Minnesota and at Foote Creek Rim -- 
where bat mortality was low -- but much lower than activity recorded at facilities in 
West Virginia and Tennessee, where bat mortality rates were high (CCSM DEIS at 
4.14-15), we are little reassured considering that fatality rates at West Virginia and 
Tennessee are among the highest on record. In addition, CCSM will have 
exponentially more turbines. Proposed turbines also will be twice as large as turbines 
at these other sites, so impacts to migrating bats could have population-level 
consequences given the slow reproductive rates of bats. 

Please see response to GCR-23 (Bat Protection 
Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0054 The CCSM DEIS states that long-eared myotis calls were considered high frequency 
(HF) calls for the studies conducted, but then states that "Similar to the long-eared 
myotis" fringed myotis calls were considered low frequency (LF). CCSM DEIS at 3.15-
7. It is therefore difficult to determine whether or not either of these species might 
even occur in the project area. Regardless, the BLM should condition any ROW 
permit to ensure that PCW does not construct turbines in areas of high bat activity-- 
specifically the A3 survey area-since they may pose a significant threat to either 
migratory bats or BLM-sensitive bats. 

The EIS has been revised to include correct 
information regarding bat echolocation 
frequencies. Also see GCR-23 (Bat Protection 
Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0055 Given the possible attractant that wind turbines pose for migrating bats, the vast area 
over which the CCSM wind farm would sprawl and the size of the proposed turbines 
which could result in twice the number of fatalities as 1.5 MW turbines (particularly if 
barotrauma effects are intensified or distributed over a larger area with the larger rotor 
swept zone of the 3.0 MW turbines), actual bat fatalities may be significantly higher 
than are predicted. Indeed, Barclay et al. (2007) concluded that bat fatality rates 
increased exponentially with the tower height of wind turbines. To better protect our 
vulnerable and little-known bat species, we urge the BLM to develop an alternative 
that has fewer turbines (without a significant increase in roads and habitat 
disturbance) since this is the best-known measure for reducing bat fatalities at open-
country wind farms. Turbines also should not be constructed near wetlands or riparian 
areas to protect foraging bats. 

Please see response to GCR-23 (Bat Protection 
Plan). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0056 However, although the BLM recommends this measure, it states that such mitigation 
would be implemented "if measured bat mortality is determined to be above levels of 
concern for the project (as presented in the wildlife and fisheries section)." CCSM 
DEIS; Appendix Table C-4at C-13). However, no criteria have been established nor 
are any provided for what qualifies as “above levels of concern" in the CCSM DEIS. 
BLM does state that the predicted fatality rates violate some of the agency's 
significance criteria (CCSM DEIS at 4.14-6) but most of these criteria cannot be 
measured for bats because estimates of population sizes do not exist for most bat 
species in western North America so population-level impacts cannot be determined. 
Given the unacceptably high predicted fatality rates for bats at the proposed CCSM 
site and the vulnerability of bat populations nationwide, we urge the BLM to 
recommend turbine curtailment as a standard operating procedure during the bat 
migration season. A marginal loss of power would be more than repaid by the public 
relation benefits PCW would accrue by enacting this measure. We urge the BLM and 
PCW to adopt bat curtailment as a standard ACM and BMP regardless of the scope 
of the final project. Mitigation for bats also should include seasonally discontinued 
operations for selected turbines if any prove to be particularly deadly to bats. 

Please see response to GCR-23 (Bat Protection 
Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0313-0057 All bat mitigation measures should be included in an Avian and Bat Protection Plan 
(ABPP). Although PCW has committed to developing an Avian Protection Plan (APP), 
we believe that it should commit to developing an ABPP -- if it has not already done 
so -- considering the adverse impact a project of this scale is sure to have on bat 
populations. 

Please see response to GCR-23 (Bat Protection 
Plan). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00100 The DEIS overestimates bat usage across the Application Area by incorporating the 
results of anabat location A3 in the analysis. Location A3 recorded an average of 
20.62 bat passes/survey night, a value that is one to two orders of magnitude greater 
than any other anabat location. Anabat location A3 is unlike any other anabat location 
that is presented in the DEIS. A3 was located near a mesic area along Hugus Draw 
near a stock watering pond with open water, riparian vegetation, and likely higher 
foraging opportunities than are available in the surrounding xeric landscape where 
turbines will be located. These conditions would have attracted bats to the area and 
would result in a bias in the dataset as no other anabat sites were located in similar 
mesic areas in the project, but were rather located in more xeric upland areas where 
turbine development would occur. The bias in the dataset is evident in Table 3.14-1 
where the mean of the dataset that includes location A3 is greater than bat activity 
measurements from any of the other anabats that were placed in appropriate upland 
areas where turbine development will occur. For these reasons alone, A3 should have 
been omitted from the dataset and not presented in the DEIS. In addition to these 
issues, location A3 is also outside the Likely Area of Turbine Construction presented 
for the alternatives in Chapter 2 and, as stated previously, was placed in a low-lying 
valley rather than in the upland ridges where turbines would be sited. 

The purpose of placing an Anabat at this location 
was to measure bat activity in habitats known to 
be preferred by bats. This provides information on 
abundance and species composition of local bat 
populations and is important in understanding 
overall risk to bats. The data collected at this 
station was not used to estimate bat fatality rates 
for the project.  
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00101 To provide a better estimate of what the actual expected mortality would be, a revised 
analysis of the data presented in the DEIS was completed. The data presented in 
Table 4.14-3 from the Buffalo Ridge, Buffalo Mountain, Top of low, and Mountaineer 
projects are not appropriate for analysis of potential CCSM project impacts. These 
projects are in different regions of the United States, have different bat species 
assemblages, and are not representative of the types of impacts that would be 
expected for a project in south-central Wyoming. Foote Creek Rim is located 
approximately 35 miles east of the CCSM project location and has similar topographic 
and habitat characteristics. This project location is representative of the types of 
impacts that would be expected in south-central Wyoming and should have been the 
primary source in the DEIS for mortality estimates. 

It is appropriate to use data from one site in 
Wyoming to estimate bat fatality rates at CCSM. 
The turbines at Foote Creek Rim are much 
smaller than those proposed for CCSM (i.e., most 
are 0.6 MW turbines, or 5 times smaller than 
3 MW turbines). They are also on much shorter 
towers, and research indicates that bat fatality 
rates increase exponentially with tower heights 
(Barclay et al. 2007. Variation in Bat and Bird 
Fatalities at Wind Energy Facilities: Assessing the 
Effects of Rotor Size and Tower Height. Canadian 
Journal of Zoology 85:381-387). Using the 
average bat fatality rate from 21 modern wind 
energy facilities in western North America is more 
appropriate because it represents a range of 
habitat and turbine sizes. The fatality data from 
the eastern U.S. projects referred to in the 
comment were used to show the relationship 
between fatality rates and bat activity based on 
the detection of bat calls with Anabat detectors; 
the eastern data were not used to estimate bat 
fatality rates at CCSM.  

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00102 Mortality data presented for the Foote Creek Rim project was used to provide a 
revised estimate of bat impacts in the Application Area. The revised analysis used the 
1.3 bats per MW per year mortality rate for Foote Creek Rim to estimate potential 
impacts for 2,000 and 3,000 MW to characterize the range of impacts that might be 
expected from the CCSM project. This results in a revised estimate of bat mortality of 
2,600-3,900 bats per year. This corrected analysis indicates that the DEIS estimate of 
6,300 mortalities is a 162-242% overestimate of bat impacts in the Application Area. 
The FEIS should note that the 6,300 estimate presented in the DEIS is likely more 
than a maximum-case scenario and should present the revised estimates provided 
above. The reduction in mortality estimates is further supported by the statements 
made at the top of page 4.14-16 which indicate that the predominant species in the 
Application Area are Myotis spp. and that these species have lower mortality risk than 
other bat species. 

Please see comment response 0474-00101. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00103 The DEIS also does not recognize that mitigation measures that will be identified in 
PCW's Bat Protection Plan will further reduce impacts to bat species. PCW is 
currently working with BLM, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, and Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department to develop conservation and mitigation strategies for avian and bat 
species. This effort and its emphasis on reducing project impacts should be 
recognized in the FEIS as support for further reduction of predicted impacts to bat 
species. 

A description of the BPP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.3), along with an explanation 
of how the plan will be used to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential impacts to bats. Also see 
GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00104 Paragraph 2 on page 4.14-5 states that the estimated mortality of 6,300 bats would 
exceed the threshold for significance criteria 4. Given the need to revise the estimates 
for bat impacts in the Application Area, the predominance of Myotis spp. which have 
lower mortality risk, and the lack of consideration of the avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures in the Bat Protection Plan, BLM should revisit its assessment of 
whether the revised mortality estimates exceed the significance criteria for bats. It is 
likely that the significant reduction in mortality coupled with the measures identified in 
the Bat Protection Plan will reduce the level of impacts below the significance 
threshold for criteria 4. 

Effects of implementation of the BPP on whether 
bat mortality would exceed significance criteria 4 
has been evaluated in the EIS (Section 4.14.3.3). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00105 Mitigation measure WFM-3 on page 4.14-47 identifies turbine curtailment as an option 
to mitigate impacts to bat species. Because of the project size and variability of bat 
use in the Application Area, blanket curtailment of all project turbines is not 
appropriate. WFM-3 should be restated to read, "Measures appropriate to avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate impacts to bat species will be identified in the Bat Protection 
Plan for the Project. Thresholds of impacts to bats and appropriate responses to 
exceedances of such impact thresholds should be determined by BLM in coordination 
with the Wyoming Game and Fish Department, and if appropriate, the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service as part of the conservation, avoidance, minimization and mitigation 
measures identified in the Bat Protection Plan. 

WFM-3 has been changed to the following: WFM-
3: If measured bat mortality is determined to be 
above levels of concern for the project (as 
presented earlier in this section), measures 
appropriate to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
impacts to bat species will be identified in the Bat 
Protection Plan for the Project. Thresholds of 
impacts to bats and appropriate responses to 
exceedences of such impact thresholds will be 
determined by BLM in coordination with the 
WGFD, and if appropriate, the USFWS, as part of 
the conservation, avoidance, minimization and 
mitigation measures identified in the Bat 
Protection Plan. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00106 Predicting avian risk from pre-construction point count data is difficult and can result in 
estimates of mortality that do not match post-construction monitoring results. It has 
been well documented that there is little or no relationship between pre-construction 
avian survey results and the actual mortality risk resulting from wind projects (Ferrer 
et al. 2011; Erickson, Chatfield, and Bay 2011). Rather, levels of project risk are 
associated with site-specific characteristics around wind turbines and associated 
infrastructure (Ferrer et aI2011). Because the data and analysis in the DEIS 
incorrectly assume that there is a linear relationship between pre-construction survey 
data and post-construction mortality, the potential impacts to avian species are 
overstated. While the analysis presented in the DEIS is appropriate for comparing 
potential differences among alternatives, BLM should consider modifying the 
description of possible impacts to avian species in the FEIS. BLM should use impacts 
to important avian habitats and observed avian use within those habitats as primary 
indicators of risk rather than a mortality estimate that is likely not reflective of what 
post-construction mortality will be. All other wildlife species in the DEIS are analyzed 
in this manner because there is no known relationship between wind development 
impacts and population size or mortality levels. Thresholds of impacts to birds and 
appropriate responses to exceedances of such impact thresholds should be 
determined in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as part of the 
conservation, avoidance, minimization and mitigation measures identified in the Avian 
Protection Plan and Eagle Conservation Strategy. 

Preconstruction point count data were only used 
to estimate the number of raptor fatalities. The 
method used to estimate raptor fatality rates has 
been used on well over 100 wind projects in the 
U.S. The available data do indicate that there is a 
relationship between the level of raptor use and 
raptor mortality, which is intuitive. The sites with 
the highest raptor use (e.g., Diablo Winds and 
High Winds in California) also have the highest 
raptor fatality rates, and sites with lower raptor use 
(i.e., most of the western U.S. outside California) 
have much lower levels of raptor fatalities. The 
methods used are included in the National Wind 
Coordinating Collaborative guide to studying wind 
energy/wildlife interactions, which underwent 
extensive peer review prior to being published 
(Strickland, M. D., E. B. Arnett, W. P. Erickson, D. 
H. Johnson, G. D. Johnson, M. L., Morrison, J.A. 
Shaffer, and W. Warren-Hicks. 2011. 
Comprehensive guide to studying wind 
energy/wildlife interactions. National Wind 
Coordinating Collaborative, Washington, D.C., 
USA). Another approach would be to estimate 
raptor fatality based on raptor fatality rates 
measured at existing wind energy facilities in the 
western U.S. Both methods were used to estimate 
raptor fatality rates in the EIS and a discussion of 
limitations of each method has been added to 
Section 4.14. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00107 BLM IM 2010-156 requires the development of an Avian Protection Plan (APP) for 
golden eagles prior to issuance of a project Notice-to-Proceed. PCW is currently 
developing an Avian Protection Plan and Eagle Conservation Strategy in close 
coordination with U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, BLM, and Wyoming Game and Fish 
Department. In the FEIS, BLM should acknowledge ledge that the conservation, 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures that will be developed as part of 
these plans will reduce impacts to avian species by considering site-specific avian use 
data that are currently being collected in the Application Area as part of PCW's avian 
monitoring and conservation efforts. It should also be noted that the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service has the regulatory authority for management of avian species and by 
approving the measures in the APP will confirm that the project will effectively avoid, 
minimize, and mitigate impacts to avian species. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4), along with an explanation 
of how the plan will be used to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential impacts to eagles, which 
would likely result in lowering the fatality estimates 
in the EIS. Also see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00108 The analyses presented in the DEIS to calculate raptor mortality risk in the Application 
Area are unclear. Page 4.14-19 references a regression analysis of rapt or use and 
mortality from 13 modem wind facilities. However, the regression analysis and the 
data used in the analysis were not presented. It appears that the data used and much 
of the language in the DEIS comes directly from standard avian monitoring reports 
issued by WEST, Inc., the third-party biological contractor for the NEPA process. We 
found identical language to that presented in Section 4.14.3.4 in a WEST, Inc. avian 
monitoring report for the North Sky River Wind Energy Project (Erickson, Chatfield, 
and Bay 2011, 
http://www.co.kem.ca.us/planning/pdfs/eirs/northsky_jawboneIRTCIFEIRIAttachment-
B2.pdf). The North Sky Energy report uses data from 16 modem wind facilities to 
predict avian risk. The R2 value cited in the report (66.4%) is very close to the R2 
presented in the DEIS on page 4.14-19 (69.9%). Because the DEIS did not present 
the regression analyses that is referred to on 4.14-19, the data from the North Sky 
Energy report were used to evaluate the raptor risk analysis that is relied on in the 
DEIS as it is assumed to be based on much of the same data. 

The regression figure has been added to the EIS 
in Section 4.14.3.4. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00109 The data presented in the North Sky report (Table Avian-I), and assumed to represent 
much of the data that were used in the DEIS document, illustrate the lack of a 
relationship between observed raptor use and raptor mortality (Ferrer et al., 2011). 
Analysis of the data in Table Avian-I initially appears to demonstrate a relationship 
between raptor use and fatality (Figure Avian-I); however, the relationship only 
appears significant because the Diablo Winds and High Winds project data are 
outliers and have a great deal of influence on the fit of the linear relationship and the 
R2 value. These two projects are in the Altamont Pass area, an area known to have 
high raptor use and high raptor mortality resulting from wind energy development. 
Observed mortality at these projects is not representative of the expected risk of other 
project locations. After removal of the two outlier data points from the Altamont area, 
there is no relationship between raptor use and observed mortality (Figure Avian-2); a 
result that is consistent with the findings of Ferrer et al. (2011). BLM should reevaluate 
the regression analysis presented in the DEIS to ensure that the relationships that are 
used are statistically valid and not created by the influence of the two outlier data 
points.  
Data from the two Altamont Pass area project locations should not be used in revised 
analyses presented in the FEIS. 

See comment response 0474-00106.  

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00110 The BLM should evaluate removing estimates of mortality from the analysis for raptor 
species as well as for eagles and passerines. This approach would be consistent with 
the Best Available Information standard for NEPA as the Best Available Information 
(Ferrer et al. 2011 and the analysis presented in Figures Avian 1 and 2 above) 
documents that there is no predictable relationship between avian use and mortality. 

See comment response 0474-00106. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00111 Removing or revising estimates of mortality in the EIS is supported by the guidance 
provided in BLM IM 2010-156. The IM states that, "If, after coordination with the FWS, 
an APP is deemed appropriate and needed to sufficiently avoid and minimize take by 
the proposed project, the BLM authorized officer may issue a Record of Decision or 
Decision Record approving the project; however, the BLM authorized officer will not 
issue a Notice to Proceed until the FWS letter of concurrence for the APP is received 
for the project." By approving the measures identified in the APP for the project, the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service will determine that the project "sufficiently avoids and 
minimizes" impacts to eagles prior to BLM issuing a Notice to Proceed. The updated 
analysis for avian species in the FEIS should state that the final determination of 
appropriate levels of avian impacts will be determined in coordination with the U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service as part of the conservation, avoidance, minimization, and 
mitigation measures identified in the Avian Protection Plan and Eagle Conservation 
Strategy. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4), along with an explanation 
of how the plan will be used to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential impacts to eagles and other 
birds. Also see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00112 While the BLM noted that there were seasonal differences in avian use of the 
Application Area, the analyses presented in the document do not account for these 
seasonal variations. Rather, the analysis assumes a constant level of risk across the 
Application Area for all seasons. This approach does not consider the seasonal 
variability of avian use in the Application Area. The estimates of avian use in the DEIS 
overstate actual year-round use in the Application Area. Each point location used to 
generate avian use estimates in the DEIS was visited approximately 31 times during 
the survey period in 2008 and 2009. There was an average of 6.5 visits to each 
station in fall, 6.2 in spring, 7.1 in summer, and 1.2 in winter. No surveys were 
conducted in January or February when avian use in the Application Area is lowest. 
For this reason, the annual mean use is largely based on spring, summer, and fall 
data (75% of the year and greater than 98% of all avian observations) and does not 
consider the other 25% of year during winter months when bird activity is very low and 
less than 2% of all observations were made. As most species migrate out of the 
Application Area in winter and very few resident birds remain during winter (as 
confirmed by the December point count data collected for the EIS), it is possible that 
the avian use estimates are as much as 25% higher than the actual annual use as the 
zero counts that would be expected at the point count locations during winter were not 
factored into the annual mean use calculations. This omission of data results in an 
overstatement of the actual annual use of the Application Area for avian species and 
leads to a substantial overestimation of project risk. In the FEIS, BLM should note the 
seasonal differences in survey numbers and develop more appropriate estimates of 
avian use that consider the absence of most avian species during winter months. 

Many of the studies used in the regression 
analysis to predict risk had data for only 3 
seasons; therefore, the lack of winter data at 
CCSM is not critical to the analysis. Raptor fatality 
estimates based on mean annual raptor fatality 
rates measured at other wind energy facilities in 
the western U.S. also were used to predict raptor 
fatalities in the EIS, and these estimates are not 
based on site-specific avian use data. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00113 The analysis presented for raptors and eagles on page 4.14-19 overstates the 
impacts that would be expected. As stated above, the calculation of specific mortality 
estimates is not appropriate because relationships between pre-construction use and 
post-construction mortality do not exist. BLM should use alternate methods in the 
FEIS to update avian impact estimates, specifically impacts to habitats known to be 
used by avian species. However, if BLM maintains the mortality estimates in the FEIS, 
they should be revised to be more reflective of seasonal use of the Application Area 
and should note that the estimates will be further reduced through the implementation 
of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approved APP. 

See Response to Comment 0474-00106. The EIS 
also states (Section 4.14.3.4) that the APP 
developed for the project will likely reduce 
estimated fatality rates. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-162 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00114 As described above, annual avian use estimates in the Application Area are 
overstated by as much as 25% because of the lack of winter use data. The DEIS 
identifies that as many as 120 raptor fatalities could occur per year for a 3,000 MW 
project. A lower bound of 80 raptors (O.04/MW * 2000 MW) should be used to capture 
the expected mortality for a 2,000 MW project. By incorporating the approximate 25% 
reduction in annual use, the 80-120 raptor estimate would be further reduced to 60-90 
raptors per year for a 2-3,000 MW project. Implementation of site-specific avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures as pa11 of the APP would further reduce that 
estimate and should be noted in the FEIS. The updated analysis for raptor species in 
the FEIS should also explain that the final determination of appropriate levels of 
impacts will be determined in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as 
part of the conservation, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures identified 
in the Avian Protection Plan and Eagle Conservation Strategy. 

Many of the studies used in the regression 
analysis to predict risk had data for only 3 
seasons; therefore, the lack of winter data at 
CCSM is not critical to the analysis. Raptor fatality 
estimates based on mean annual raptor fatality 
rates measured at other wind energy facilities in 
the western U.S. also were used to predict raptor 
fatalities in the EIS, and these estimates are not 
based on site-specific avian use data. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00115 The DEIS analysis for eagles overstates the potential impacts that would occur from 
the Project. The DEIS states that 30.4% of all raptor use in the Application Area was 
attributed to golden eagles. It is very likely that eagles do not make up 30.4% of the 
rapt or population in the Application Area; rather, eagles were detected more than 
other raptor species because they are much easier to observe and identify. Their 
large size and dark coloration makes them much easier to locate during point counts 
than other smaller raptor species including red-tailed hawks, prairie falcons, and 
kestrels which are all more abundant in the Application Area. Nest data presented in 
the DEIS provides an alternate estimate of raptor use in the Application Area that 
could be used to evaluate the composition of the raptor community. Using data 
presented in Chapter 3 of the DEIS, in 2009 12.5% of active raptor nests within one 
mile of the Application Area were identified as golden eagles. This is still likely an 
overestimate of actual abundance as the nests of smaller raptors such as kestrels or 
prairie falcons are more difficult to locate. Nonetheless, by using the 12.5% value 
rather than the 30.4% value in the DEIS and the estimate of 60-90 raptor fatalities per 
year rather than the 120 estimate provided in the DEIS, the predicted number of eagle 
fatalities per year would be reduced from the 36 currently presented in the DEIS to 8-
11 per year for a 2-3,000 MW project. Even if the 30.4% value is retained the 
estimated number of eagle mortalities would be reduced to 18-27. Implementation of 
site-specific avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures as part of the APP 
would further reduce that estimate and should be noted by BLM. Also, the updated 
analysis for eagles in the FEIS should state that the final determination of appropriate 
levels of impacts will be made in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
as part of the conservation, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures 
identified in the Avian Protection Plan and Eagle Conservation Strategy. 

Because not all eagle fatalities would involve 
nesting birds, but could include migrating as well 
as wintering eagles, it is not appropriate to base 
fatality estimates on nest proportions composed of 
golden eagles. The avian use data included data 
on eagle use during the breeding, spring and fall 
migration and winter periods and more accurately 
reflects the proportion of raptors composed of 
eagles on a year-round basis. A description of the 
APP and how it would be used to lower eagle 
fatality rates has been included in the EIS 
(Section 4.14.3.4). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00116 The analysis for migratory birds starting on 4.14-19 overstates the potential impacts 
that would occur from the Project. BLM should reevaluate impacts to migratory birds 
considering the seasonal use of the Application Area and should note that any 
estimates presented in the DEIS will be further reduced through the implementation of 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service approved APP. As presented in the raptor sections 
above, the Altamont-area data should not be used as an indicator of risk for other 
projects. By removing the Altamont area data, the average migratory bird impacts 
from projects in North America is reduced from 1.8 mortalities/MW/year to 
1.58/MW/year. This results in revised range of potential impacts for 2-3,000 MW of 
3,160-4,740 individuals per year, a reduction of 13-41% of the estimate presented in 
the DEIS. By reducing that range by an additional 25% to account for the lack of 
migratory bird use in the Application Area during winter months, the range is further 
reduced to 2,370-3,555 mortalities per year. 

The estimated number of migratory bird fatalities 
was based on measured mortality rates at 21 
modern wind energy facilities in North America. 
No data from the older turbines at the Altamont 
Pass project were used in this analysis. The 
analysis assumed that migratory bird mortality at 
CCSM would be average in relation to these 21 
other facilities, rather than the maximum. A 
description of the APP and how it will be used to 
reduce avian fatalities has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00117 Average data from the remainder of North America is not a good indicator of avian risk 
in southern Wyoming. Most of the wind development areas identified in Table Avian-l 
are in major flyways used by many migratory species, while southern Wyoming is in a 
relatively quiet migratory corridor. BLM should recognize these issues in the FEIS and 
state that impacts to migratory birds are likely to be less than the values presented in 
the DEIS. As with raptors and eagles, the updated analysis for migratory bird species 
in the FEIS should state that the final determination of appropriate levels of impacts 
will be determined in coordination with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as part of the 
conservation, avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures identified in the 
Avian Protection Plan and Eagle Conservation Strategy. 

To date, public bird and bat fatality data are only 
available for one wind energy project in Wyoming, 
the Foote Creek Rim facility, which is composed 
primarily of older 0.6-MW turbines. Use of data 
from just this one facility that has older turbines 
much smaller than those proposed for CCSM is 
not appropriate for estimating impacts. Therefore, 
the use of data from other wind energy facilities in 
western North America to predict fatality rates at 
CCSM represents the best available science. The 
data used to predict migratory bird fatality rates 
were collected at facilities located in similar open 
shrubland/grassland habitat in several western 
states as well as Alberta, Canada. The BLM is not 
aware of any data which documents that these 
other facilities are located in major flyways while 
southern Wyoming is not located in a migratory 
pathway. A description of the APP and Eagle 
Conservation Strategy has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.15.3.4).  

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-00143 PCW would like to point out that in our April 2010 letter regarding ACMs we clarified 
that not all electrical collector lines would be buried. Applicant-Committed BMP 
labeled "General - Electrical Lines" in Table C-3 should be updated. As overhead 
electrical collector lines create less disturbance and do not have a significant visual 
impact in comparison to the wind turbines, this does not affect the BLM's analysis. 

Comment noted. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-0030 As discussed in our comments on Section 4.14 below, Table 3.14-1 produces an 
inflated estimate of average bat passes per night across the Application Area by using 
data from Anabat location A3 which is obviously a statistical outlier. Additional issues 
with respect to the wildlife assumptions described in Section 3.14 are addressed in 
our comments on Section 4.14. 

Table 3.14-1 now includes a statement that bat 
activity recorded at this station may not be typical 
of that in more open, drier habitats typical of 
where turbines would be placed. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0474-0099 Data and analytical methods presented in the DEIS result in an overestimate of 
impacts to bats in the Application Area. This overestimate enables BLM to adequately 
compare the alternatives for decision-making purposes using a worst-case scenario, 
but presents estimates that are likely much higher than would be anticipated. BLM 
should address these issues by presenting in the FEIS a revised estimate of bat 
mortality and a range of impacts that might be expected for a 2-3,000 MW project. In 
the paragraphs below we present a revised analysis of the bat data collected for the 
DEIS and suggest that the BLM re-evaluate the range of impacts identified in the 
DEIS and incorporate a revised analysis and risk assessment into the FEIS to 
document the range of impacts that would be expected to occur. 

The bat fatality estimate was derived based on 
measured bat fatality rates at existing wind energy 
facilities in western North America, which 
represents the best available science for 
predicting bat fatality rates at the CCSM project. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-001 The DEIS for the CCSM Project identifies the environmental consequences of each 
action alternative (Alternatives 1R - 4) and the No Action Alternative on avian and bat 
species. As discussed in PCW's overall comment letter on the DEIS, while the types 
of impacts that are expected from the development of the CCSM Project are 
adequately identified in the DEIS, PCW believes that BLM's analysis of the action 
alternatives overstates the impacts to raptors, eagles, migratory birds, and bat 
species. In addition, PCW also believes that in determining the impacts to raptors, 
eagles, migratory birds and bat species, BLM did not fully consider the conservation, 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures that will be implemented under the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) approved APP required under IM 2010-156, as 
well as the BPP. This letter describes PCW's commitment to develop an APP and 
BPP for the CCSM Project and subsequent site-specific APPs for each ROW grant 
issued by BLM. Please consider these commitments and their benefits to avian and 
bat species in the revised analysis for the FEIS. 

The EIS has been revised (Sections 4.14.3.3 and 
4.14.3.4) to describe the commitments PCW has 
made for developing an APP, including an eagle 
conservation plan, and BPP for the project, and 
how measures described in the plans can reduce 
impacts to birds and bats. Also see GCR-21 (Bat 
avian impacts) and GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-165 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0010 PCW's Protocols and the methods described in this letter are being implemented to 
evaluate site-specific avian use in the Project Development Area. Implementation of 
the Protocols has generated detailed avian use data that will support the identification 
of site-specific avian use patterns and the development of subsequent avoidance, 
minimization, and mitigation measures to reduce or eliminate avian impacts for the 
entire Project Development Area. These site-specific evaluations of avian risk are 
possible because of the combined radar and ground survey methods described in this 
letter. The combined approach being implemented by PCW exceeds the 
recommendations made by the FWS, BLM, and WGFD and is substantially more 
robust than the point-count methodologies that are typically used to assess risk of 
wind development. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4). Also see GCR-21 (Bat 
avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0011 PCW will use the results of its extensive and robust Protocols, along with data 
developed for the EIS and any data provided by FWS, BLM or WGFD to develop the 
APP with the goal of avoiding or minimizing impacts to eagles and other avian 
species. Data collected will identify areas of potential high risk and where micrositing 
of infrastructure may be appropriate to avoid and/or reduce the impact of the CCSM 
Project to eagles and other avian species. Specifically, measures will be taken to 
avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts in important foraging, migration, nesting, and 
roosting habitats where survey data indicate high collision risk could occur. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4). Also see GCR-21 (Bat 
avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0012 Specific data being collected and how those data will be used and integrated with 
other datasets to develop avoidance and minimization measures in the Project APP 
and site-specific ROW grant APPs are described below. These same data will be 
used in the development of avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures in the 
BPP. Avian and Bat Radar Data--The System runs continuously, collecting data for 
movements of birds and bats throughout the day and night. The data collected identify 
numbers of birds and bats passing through the scanning area, areas of high and low 
use, and the relative size of each bird or bat target. While the System is not able to 
identify the species of each target passing through the scanning zone, by measuring 
the reflectivity and other parameters related to each target's shape, the targets may 
be grouped into different size categories such as large raptors, small raptors, mid-
sized songbirds, small songbirds, etc. Weekly ground verification surveys at the radar 
location and data post-processing are being used to refine the size categories for the 
target groups. Data collected by the radar are being used to create an accurate 
picture of how birds and bats are using the Project Development Area. Areas of high 
use, and therefore potentially high risk, will be defined, as well as major flight corridors 
and terrain features used by migratory and resident populations. Those areas having 
the highest collision risk profile will be the focus of initial micrositing efforts and areas 
that will be targeted for site-specific avoidance and minimization measures. VSR data 
collected during these migratory pulses show that the vast majority of these bird and 
bat targets are flying above the RSZ, with most flying between 1,000 and 3,000 feet 
above ground surface. These data have shown that there is little risk to night-
migrating songbirds that would result from construction of the CCSM Project. Raptor 
Point Survey Data--Data collected for each raptor observed during the monitoring 
surveys include species, number of individuals, elevation, flight behavior, direction of 
flight, and general demographic data. Additionally, the flight path of each raptor 
observed is recorded on topographic maps to identify regular flight paths and to 
correlate with radar data flight paths being collected in the Project Development Area. 
To date, the data collected at these locations have corresponded to the data collected 
by the radar System. Areas identified as having high or low activity levels are 
confirmed by the data being visually collected by biologists on the ground. Migratory 
Bird Point Count Data All birds detected within a 200-meter radius are recorded 
during the migratory bird surveys. The data collected during these counts include 
species, number of individuals, distance from observer, behavior, and general 
demographic data. These data will help to create an accurate picture of how migratory 
songbird use of the Project Development Area changes through the seasons for each 
site, as well as to illustrate the diversity and abundance of songbird species found in 
the Project Development Area during different seasons. To date, point count 
observations and activity levels match the data recorded by the avian radar System. 

Data provided by the applicant to the BLM has 
been added to the EIS (Section 3.15.2.2). To date, 
only a raptor nest report has been submitted to 
the BLM. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 
(continued) 

0475-0012 
(continued) 

Periods with higher migratory activity on the radar System correlate with periods of 
greater activity at point count locations. Raptor Nest Survey Data. A report of the 
survey findings has been sent to BLM and should be incorporated in revised analyses 
in the FEIS. A total of 23 active raptor nests were located in the Project Development 
Area and associated 5 mile buffer. The number of nests found and the species 
composition of those nests is very similar to the data presented in the DEIS for 
surveys completed in 2009. In addition to the 23 active raptor nests, 158 inactive 
nests (raptor and other types of avian species including corvids) were located and 
documented during the nest flights and other nest searching. 

 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0013 Direct and Indirect Impacts. As stated in our main comment letter, PCW believes BLM 
has overstated the direct and indirect impacts to eagles and other avian species as 
well as bats. We encourage BLM to consider the Protocols and information described 
in IM 2010-156 and to explain in the FEIS that the impacts described in the DEIS do 
not reflect the site-specific measures that will be implemented during the final CCSM 
Project siting efforts consistent with the APP. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4), along with an explanation 
of how the plan will be used to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential impacts to birds. Also see 
GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0014 Cumulative Impacts. PCW agrees with the statement in Section 5.14.3.6 of the DEIS 
that impacts resulting from wind energy development comprise a very small 
percentage of natural and anthropogenic sources of mortality and that project level 
impacts, even in extreme cases such as those observed at Altamont Pass, would not 
be expected to result in loss of self-sustaining eagle and raptor populations. However, 
we feel that the cumulative impacts presented in the DEIS could be strengthened by 
considering other nearby sources of potential mortality to avian species. These 
impacts could include vehicle collisions on regional and local highways, impacts from 
other energy development and industrial activities in the CIA, and beneficial impacts 
from the CCSM Project resulting from decreased greenhouse gas emissions. 

The EIS cumulative impacts section now includes 
a qualitative description of these other sources of 
mortality (Section 5.14.3.6). Sufficient data are not 
available to quantitatively assess impacts to birds 
from these sources, nor are sufficient data 
available to quantitatively estimate how reduced 
greenhouse gas emissions associated with the 
CCSM project would benefit birds. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0015 Best Management Practices. The mitigation measures and BMPs identified in the 
DEIS demonstrate compliance with IM 2010-156. In our main comment letter, PCW 
identified several mitigation measures for avian species and bats that should be 
revised in the FEIS. We also encourage BLM to recognize that the final BMPs and 
mitigation measures necessary to develop an APP compliant with IM 2010-156 will be 
Finalized in close coordination with BLM and FWS. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4). Also see GCR-21 (Bat 
avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0016 Require an Approved APPs stated above, PCW is committed to developing an APP in 
compliance with IM 2010-156, MBTA, and BGEPA that will be approved by FWS prior 
to BLM's issuance of a Notice to Proceed. As such, BLM will be compliant with this 
recommendation of IM 2010-156. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4). Also see GCR-21 (Bat 
avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-0017 Complete Interagency Coordination. Since issuance of the project Notice of Intent, 
BLM has coordinated closely with FWS through the cooperating agency process and 
the renewable energy pilot program in the Rawlins Field Office. Additionally, BLM has 
coordinated closely with FWS since IM 2010-156 was issued as evidenced by the 
FWS response letter in Appendix J of the DEIS. 

A description of the Interagency Coordination has 
been included in the EIS and the FWS response 
letter is included in the EIS as an attachment to 
the Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan 
(Appendix J). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-002 Both plans are currently being developed in coordination with the FWS, the BLM, and 
the Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD). In consultation with the agencies, 
an analysis area was established and Avian and Bat Monitoring Protocols (Protocols) 
were developed and implemented. The APP and BPP will incorporate the results of 
the ongoing monitoring effort, will evaluate options to avoid, minimize, and mitigate 
CCSM Project impacts and will include Advanced Conservation Practices as agreed 
to with the FWS, BLM, and WGFD. The APP is being developed by PCW in 
accordance with IM 2010-156, the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) of 
1940 (16 USC 668) and the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) of 1918 (16 USC 703-
711). 

A description of the APP and BPP has been 
included in the EIS (Sections 4.14.3.3 and 
4.14.3.4), along with an explanation of how the 
plans will be used to avoid, minimize and mitigate 
potential impacts to birds and bats. Also see 
GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts) and GCR-23 (Bat 
Protection Plan). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-003 The BPP is being completed based upon PCW's commitment to avoid and minimize 
impacts to bat species in the Project Development Area to the extent practicable. As 
set forth in the DEIS, CCSM Project constraints and mitigation measures identified 
through the development of the APP and BPP will be incorporated into any additional 
NEPA analyses required prior to issuance of any ROW grants for the CCSM Project 
and, in turn, may be considered as stipulations of approval in the ROW grants (DEIS 
at pg. 2-3). For purposes of this letter, "Project Development Area" is defined as the 
likely area of turbine construction for the Applicant Proposed Alternative 
(Alternative 1R in the DEIS). 

A description of the BPP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.3), along with an explanation 
of how the plan will be used to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential impacts to bats. Also see 
GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-005 PCW's intent is to develop an APP based upon the following: 1. The APP will address 
conservation measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate direct and indirect impacts of 
the CCSM Project compatible with FWS management objectives for bald and golden 
eagles. 2. The eagle use areas upon which impacts from construction and operation 
of the CCSM Project are to be evaluated shall be nests within five miles of the Project 
Development Area, and breeding territories, communal roosts, and important foraging 
areas within the Project Development Area. 3. The APP will identify practicable 
means by which impacts to eagles from the CCSM Project may be avoided, 
minimized, and mitigated, and in particular: a. the APP shall include, but shall not be 
limited to, the avoidance measure of prohibiting the construction of a turbine within 
825 feet of an active eagle nest; b. the APP shall include, but shall not be limited to, 
the minimization measure of implementing the recommendations of the Avian Power 
Line Interaction Committee; c. the APP may include effective on- or off-site mitigation 
measures. 4. The APP will identify those adaptive management techniques that PCW 
will implement if post-construction monitoring demonstrates a statistically meaningful 
difference between estimated and actual levels of impact from the operation of the 
CCSM Project. Bureau of Land Management. 2008. Record of Decision and 
Approved Rawlins Resource Management Plan. Pg. 2-53.Avian Power Line 
Interaction Committee (APLIC). 2006. Suggested Practices for Avian Protection on 
Power Lines: The State of the Art in 2006. Edison Electric Institute, APLIC, and the 
California Energy Commission, Washington, D.C. and Sacramento, CA. 

A description of the APP has been included in the 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.4), along with an explanation 
of how the plan will be used to avoid, minimize 
and mitigate potential impacts to eagles. Also see 
GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-005 For bats, PCW's intent is to develop a BPP based upon the following: 1. The BPP will 
address conservation measures to avoid, minimize and mitigate direct and indirect 
impacts of the CCSM Project for bat species. 2. The bat use areas considered in the 
BPP will be those areas within the CCSM Project Development Area as well as 
suitable habitats immediately adjacent to the Project Development Area (i.e., North 
Platte River corridor, forested areas, cliff faces, etc.). 3. The BPP will identify 
practicable means by which impacts to bats from the CCSM Project may be avoided, 
minimized, and mitigated, and in particular: a. the BPP shall include, an assessment 
of areas with high bat use based on the integration of acoustic bat monitoring data 
and the radar data being collected as part of PCW's Protocols, b. the BPP shall 
include, an assessment of potential important bat foraging and roosting areas, c. the 
BPP may include effective on- or off-site mitigation measures. 4. The BPP will identify 
those adaptive management techniques that PCW will implement if post-construction 
monitoring demonstrates a statistically meaningful difference between estimated and 
actual levels of impact from the operation of the CCSM Project. 

The EIS describes the commitments PCW has 
made for developing a BPP for the project 
(Section 4.14.3.3), and how measures described 
in the plan can reduce impacts to bats. Also see 
GCR-23 (Bat Protection Plan). 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-006 The analysis area for the CCSM Project APP was determined in consultation with the 
FWS and BLM prior to implementation of the Protocols. The analysis area includes 
the Project Development Area and suitable nesting habitats within a 5-mile buffer 
(approximately 700 square-miles) surrounding the CCSM Project. This buffer is 
encompassed by the existing BLM raptor nest database which was used to identify 
the number of potential nesting territories and the probable sizes of those nest 
territories in the CCSM Project vicinity. The 5-mile buffer is appropriate and 
considered project-specific inter-nest distances, sizes of known nesting territories, and 
probable home range sizes of nesting and resident eagles. The BLM nest data also 
provides important information on terrain features and habitat types most likely 
capable of supporting nesting raptors. This data enabled the design of survey routes 
that maximize the likelihood of detecting nesting raptors. Additionally, BLM regularly 
conducts raptor nest monitoring in areas that fall outside of the 5-mile Project 
Development Area buffer. Data from those BLM monitoring efforts will be considered 
during development of the APP. A 5-mile turbine buffer was also deemed appropriate 
due to the robust avian monitoring efforts already underway within the Project 
Development Area and described later in this letter. 

A description of the eagle monitoring portion of the 
APP was included in the EIS (Section 4.14.3.4) 
along with a description of how the plan will avoid, 
minimize and mitigate for impacts to eagles. Also 
see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-007 Protocols for the CCSM Project were developed by PCW and submitted to the FWS 
for review in December 2010. The Protocols were also submitted to BLM and WGFD 
for review and comment. The agencies verbally approved the Protocols and PCW 
began implementing the monitoring program in December 2010. PCW's Protocols 
comply with and exceed the recommendations made by FWS, BLM, and WGFD in 
each agency's recommendations for avian use surveys for wind energy development. 
Detailed descriptions of the Protocols and how the data being collected will be used 
are described later in this letter. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Draft Land-Based Wind 
Energy Guidelines, Notice of Availability at 76 Fed. Reg. 9590 (Feb. 18, 2011) Draft 
Eagle Conservation Plan Guidance, U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Jan. 2011, Notice of 
Availability at 76 Fed. Reg. 9529 (Feb. 18, 2011). BLM Rawlins Field Office Wildlife 
Survey Protocols for Wind Energy Development. Wildlife Protection 
Recommendations for Wind Energy Development in Wyoming (WGFD 2010). 

This information has been added to the EIS in 
Section 4.14.3.4 to describe additional baseline 
data collection efforts underway. 
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Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-008 In addition to the data collected during the implementation of the Protocols, as a part 
of the EIS process, the BLM through a third party environmental contractor conducted 
avian point count surveys and nesting surveys of the CCSM Project between June 
2008 and June 2009 (DEIS at pg. 3.14-11 and pg. 3.14-19). Additionally, BLM has 
been conducting nesting surveys in the vicinity of the CCSM Project since the 1980s. 
BLM's nesting data, the 2008 and 2009 third party data, and the 2010 through 2012 
data collected by PCW will be integrated to adequately characterize site-specific 
activities for eagles and other avian species; to identify potential impacts from 
construction and operation of the CCSM Project on eagles and other species; and 
develop avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures that will be identified in the 
APP and upon which the FWS will evaluate the APP. 

This information has been added to the EIS in 
Section 4.14.3.4 to describe additional baseline 
data collection efforts underway. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0475-009 PCW intends to submit a draft APP to FWS for review prior to year end 2011, and to 
have a final APP approved by mid-summer 2012. Subsequent to the development of 
the Project level APP (Project APP) and as necessary, site-specific APP documents 
will be developed for each ROW grant for the CCSM Project per the approach 
outlined in a letter from FWS to BLM on April 20, 2011 (Appendix J of the DEIS). The 
site-specific APP documents will tier to the Project APP and identify the site-specific 
avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures for each CCSM Project right-of-
way grant. BPP development and review periods will be similar to the timeframe for 
the Project APP. 

This information has been added to the EIS in 
Section 4.14.3.4 to describe additional baseline 
data collection efforts underway. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0491-001 Recommendation: The following important wildlife habitat areas should be designated 
as off-limits to all development: The Sierra Madre unit west of County Road 401, to 
protect the Grizzly Wildlife Habitat Management Area, sage grouse, raptors, and the 
tourist-based economy of Saratoga. 

Comment noted. 

Wildlife - Bats and 
Avian (MBTA and 
raptors) 

0491-002 Recommendation: The following important wildlife habitat areas should be designated 
as off-limits to all development: The southern rim of the Chokecherry unit, to protect 
raptors and sage grouse The Hogback Rim south of Sinclair, to protect raptors and 
sage grouse. 

Comment noted. 
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Wildlife - Big Game 0206-0012 White-tailed deer are found along the North Platte River above and below the 
Application Area. So it is reasonable to expect small numbers of these species to 
spend at least part of the year in the Application Area. Similarly, moose sometimes 
follow the river down from the Sierra Madres as far as Fort Steele and would be 
expected to occasionally be found in the Application Area. 

Text has been added to Section 3.14.2.1 that 
identifies white-tailed deer and moose as 
occasionally utilizing the area, but, the analysis 
was limited to those species with ranges 
designated by the best available information (in 
this case the WGFD) that overlap with the project 
area. In Section 4.14.1.1 under Big Game, prior to 
stating the assumptions of the analysis, a 
statement has been added to remind the reader 
that only species with ranges that overlap the 
project area were included in the analysis. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0206-0013 We advise BLM that the Chokecherry area lies in both the Sierra Madre and Snowy 
Range elk herds not just the latter, with the herds currently separated along the North 
Platte River. 

Text has been modified in Section 4.14.3.1 to 
address this comment. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0206-0014 It does not appear that any of the Chokecherry area itself would fall within the Baggs 
Pronghorn Herd Unit, but the Sierra Madre project area would lie in both the Baggs 
and Iron Springs Pronghorn herds. 

The herd unit overlap has been clarified in Section 
4.14.3.1. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0206-0015 The name of Mule Deer Herd 541 is "Platte Valley" not “Platte River”. Text has been modified in Section 4.14.3.1 to 
address this comment. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0206-0017 The only proposed mitigation effort within mule deer crucial winter range, as listed in 
the table, is the implementation of required timing stipulations on BLM lands which do 
not allow surface disturbing and disruptive activities to occur during the construction 
phase from 15 November through 30 April. This stipulation would provide adequate 
protection for mule deer on BLM lands during the construction phase. However, at a 
meeting with cooperating agencies earlier this year, the BLM stated that if this project 
were approved, the first activity to be permitted would be the road network right-of-
way across BLM lands. Given the checkerboard pattern of landownership in the 
project area, we are concerned that winter timing stipulations would be ineffective if 
travel and road maintenance activities were allowed to occur on BLM lands, in order 
to reach construction sites on private lands. 

The BLM would restrict construction on BLM lands 
from November 15 to April 30 but would allow 
travel on already existing BLM roads in order for 
the project applicant to reach private lands. The 
EIS (Section 4.14.3.1) acknowledges that this 
may not be sufficient to reduce impacts to 
wintering mule deer. 
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Wildlife - Big Game 0206-003 The Department recommends that the cumulative impacts to mule deer within the 
Baggs herd (HU 427) be further analyzed as it currently is inadequate at addressing 
the issues to this deer herd. The proposed wind development will occur within mule 
deer summer and transitional habitat (Sawyer et al. 2009). Initial activities associated 
with the wind farm construction could displace these animals, increase stress levels 
and potentially impact their fitness. In addition, a portion of the mule deer that use this 
area in spring and summer travel through and winter near the Atlantic Rim Catalina 
PODs G and I. These PODs have recently been approved tor 48 CBM wells and 3 
water reinjection wells. We found no analysis of this potential cumulative impact in the 
Draft EIS. 

The DEIS recognizes that some mule deer that 
summer in the proposed project area spend their 
winters in the Atlantic Rim Project Area (ARPA; 
pg. 3.14-2). Accordingly, the ARPA is one of many 
projects considered in the cumulative impact 
analysis (CIA; see Figs. 5.0-1 & 5.14-1). The 
Catalina PODs all occur within the ARPA 
boundary, and are therefore considered in the 
CIA. Restricting the CIA to designated winter 
range is consistent with recent oil & gas CIAs (see 
2007 record of decision for Atlantic Rim Natural 
Gas Field Development Area) and focuses on the 
limiting habitat factor, as defined by WGFD. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0206-004 The Department would like to see the BLM outlining the use of adaptive management 
in managing the impacts to wildlife on this project in the EIS. Typically, adaptive 
management is best used when the impacts to species are unknown: we certainly 
have that situation with the development of such a large wind farm over such a broad 
landscape. The application of adaptive management requires appropriate levels of 
well-designed monitoring and commitment to that monitoring to ensure that impacts 
can be detected. In addition, a suite of potential mitigation applications should be 
provided up front to offset impacts. We are aware of substantive monitoring programs 
already in place for sage grouse, raptors, song birds and bats. In our estimation, these 
species are well on their way to be in a suitable situation to apply an adaptive 
management program. However, the situation for using adaptive management in 
dealing with the impacts to mule deer is not at this level. As presented above, we 
have concerns with haul road placement on mule deer crucial winter range and 
concerns with cumulative impacts to mule deer with combined development issues. 
We recommend BLM consider including potential monitoring scenarios for mule deer 
that would facilitate an adaptive management approach for this species. 

The BLM will use monitoring and mitigation 
measures where appropriate for the project and 
will utilize the results of ongoing sage-grouse 
research, avian radar, and other wildlife 
monitoring being conducted by the project 
applicant. Concerning placement of the haul road 
in mule deer crucial winter range, please see 
GCR- 17 (Haul Road). 
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Wildlife - Big Game 0303-0011 The impacts of wind energy development on mule deer, antelope, and elk has been 
little studied and direct evidence of impacts on large mammals generally is lacking. 
We remain concerned about the impacts of habitat loss and displacement of these 
species. During the months and years of constructing the wind farm facility, "it is 
expected that large mammals will be temporarily displaced from the site due to the 
influx of humans and heavy construction equipment and associated disturbance (e.g., 
blasting) " Studies of mule deer and elk in Oregon suggest that habitat selection and 
movements may be altered by roads, primarily because of the associated human 
activities." Recent studies on mule deer avoidance may be useful in predicting 
impacts to mule deer. According to a recent study on the impacts of energy 
development in western Wyoming on mule deer, the indirect habitat loss created by 
natural gas development may be larger than the direct habitat loss. Mule deer were 
found to avoid well pads because of the heightened human activity. A recent National 
Wildlife Federation (NWF) report shows the animals' overall numbers are declining 
along the Wyoming-Colorado line, spurring concerns about the cumulative impacts of 
existing and planned oil and gas wells as well as the wind farms. National Wildlife 
Federation, Population Status and Trends of Big Game along the Colorado/Wyoming 
State Line (2011), available at http://www.ourpubliclands.org/sites/ 
default/files/files/Executive%20Summaryl%281%29.pdf. The human activity 
associated with construction and maintenance of the turbines and ancillary facilities 
associated with the CCSM project could possibly result in similar indirect loss to 
habitat and should be monitored closely. 

The decline in big game numbers described by 
NWF is not unique to populations along the 
Colorado-Wyoming state line. Rather, it is a 
region-wide trend. Nonetheless, the DEIS 
acknowledges that indirect habitat losses will be 
larger than direct habitat loss, and may exceed 
significance criteria #3 (pg. 4.14-6). 
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Wildlife - Big Game 0303-0025 Ungulates inhabit the area year-round. For pronghorn, mule deer, and elk, the Sierra 
Madre unit serves primarily as spring/summer/fall range, while smaller areas serve as 
winter/yearlong range. While much emphasis is placed on the importance of crucial 
winter range for the health of ungulates, recent studies suggest that habitat used 
during late summer and early autumn has a direct effect on body condition and 
reproduction. A study on the effects of nutritional quality on mule deer found that 
"[n]utrition during summer and autumn influenced body condition." Tollefson et al. 
(2010). The multiple stresses placed on females during the summer and autumn 
months, including lactation, building of body reserves for the winter, and consuming 
enough energy for estrus and conception, all require quality forage to maintain healthy 
body condition. A lack of healthy forage for the females can lead to reduction in 
pregnancy rate, reduction in the production of offspring, and an increase in the 
probability of loss of pregnancy shortly after breeding. Almost the entire Sierra Madre 
portion of the project is spring/summer/fall habitat for mule deer. The direct and 
indirect disturbance associated with the Sierra Madre wind energy project threaten to 
reduce the quality of the habitat in the area and negatively affect mule deer and 
perhaps the other ungulates. 

This comment is correct. The DEIS recognizes the 
importance of summer range on pg.4.14-9 
(Section 4.14.3.1). However, the DEIS also points 
out that summer range is not considered to be a 
limiting factor by the WGFD.  



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-176 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - Big Game 0304-0060 We concur with BLM's assertion that effects of wind turbine operations on big game 
are poorly understood. Should this project move forward, we recommend the following 
measures. Since there are two WHMAs that overlap in small part with the project, and 
BLM is assuming indirect effects of displacement as a result of the project (DEIS 
Volume II at 4.14-9), turbines should not be sited within 1/2 mile of crucial winter 
range, parturition areas, or migration corridors in these WHMAs. BLM notes that it is 
possible that mule deer migrations on establish routes on the flanks of Miller Hill could 
be interrupted by the project. DEIS Volume II at 4.14-10. Given that impacts are 
poorly understood at this point, the safest course of action would be to exercise 
restraint in these specially designated areas. Mule deer crucial winter range occurs 
within the Chokecherry unit, and mule deer migration corridors occur in the western 
Sierra Madre unit, likely also within the Upper Muddy Creek/Grizzly WHMA, where 
mule deer are a priority for conservation, Figure 3.14-1. An identified elk migration 
route occurs within the Sierra Madre unit, Figure 3.14-2.Pronghorn crucial winter 
range and identified migration corridors occur in the Chokecherry Unit, Figure 3.14-3. 
For all big game crucial winter ranges, parturition areas, and/or migration corridors in 
the WHMAs, construction and road building should be prohibited within 1/2 mile 
during the season of use, and vehicle traffic should not be allowed on project roads 
during the season use post-construction. In addition, for all crucial ranges and 
migration corridors, the proponent should be required to perform a before-after-control 
investigation (BACI) study on the effects of wind farm construction and operation on 
big game as a condition of approval for the project. The results of this study should be 
peer-reviewed and published in a reputable scientific publication, with all results made 
available to both BLM and the public. 

Comment Noted. Also see responses to 
Comments 0206-0017, 0480-001, and 0303-0025. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0313-0058 In evaluating impacts of the proposed project on big game, BLM makes several 
assumptions, including that "direct loss of habitat that occurs in seasonal ranges 
outside of those designated as crucial winter range (CWR) will not adversely affect big 
game" (CCSM DEIS at 4.14-6). Considering there have been no credible studies on 
the impacts of wind energy development on big game and certainly no studies that 
examine the impact on free-ranging populations like those in Wyoming, we believe 
that such an assumption is premature. Although the adverse impacts of energy 
development in crucial ranges and seasons are well documented, loss of any habitat 
may be problematic, particularly considering the cumulative effect of extensive 
ongoing energy development in southern Wyoming. Potential impacts of wind energy 
development to big game that use non-crucial seasonal habitats in the project area 
should not be discounted and research to evaluate the impacts of wind energy 
development on project area big game should be strongly encouraged. 

The DEIS recognizes the importance of summer 
range on pg. 4.14-9 (Section 4.14.3.1). However, 
the DEIS also points out that summer range is not 
considered to be a limiting factor by the WGFD.  
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Wildlife - Big Game 0313-0059 We are similarly concerned with the assumption that "because the footprint and level 
of human disturbance associated with wind power is typically lower than oil and gas 
development, we assume indirect habitat losses will not occur beyond a distance of 
0.62 miles" (CCSM DEIS at4.14-9). Considering that lack of research on the impact of 
wind energy development on big game and the known adverse impact of roads -- 
which are particularly abundant in wind farms - on big game, we are unclear why BLM 
selected this particular distance for its analyses. Mule deer have shown a significant 
aversion to oil and gas infrastructure and were less likely to use areas within 1.2 to 1.8 
miles of well pads in winter ranges in western Wyoming (Sawyer et al 2006, 2009a). 
Considering the human activity and maintenance work that occurs around wind 
turbines, the status of the project area's herds, and the importance of these animals to 
southeastern Wyoming hunters, the BLM should be more conservative in its analyses 
of potential indirect habitat losses to mule deer and use the 1.2 to 1.8 mile distance 
rather than the 0.62 mile distance unless and until this latter distance is supported by 
scientifically defensible research. 

The rationale for 0.62 mi (or 1-km) disturbance 
distance was that mule deer avoidance of 
infrastructure is a function of human activity 
(Sawyer et al. 2009), and the level of human 
activity (e.g., traffic) associated with wind power 
development is much less than oil and gas. 
Accordingly, a smaller disturbance distance was 
used than would be for an oil and gas project. 
Also, because the impact analysis focuses 
exclusively on designated winter range, and those 
winter ranges are large continuous blocks of 
habitat, the size of the disturbance area generally 
does not affect the results. Rather, with this type 
of analysis, the alternative with the most 
infrastructure has the most impact. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0313-0060 We are particularly concerned about the CCSM project's potential impact on mule 
deer given the significant amount of crucial winter-yearlong range that occurs in the 
CC portion of the project and given that project area herds have remained below 
management objectives since the unusually difficult winter of 2007-2008 (CCSM DEIS 
at 3.14-2). We urge the BLM to adopt a development alternative that does not allow 
wind turbines (and their associated roads and infrastructure) to be built in the 
easternmost portion of the CC Application Area. We have recommended that the 
eastern boundary of the CC portion of the proposed project be moved westward to 
protect sensitive wildlife resources along the Platte River (such as nesting and 
wintering bald eagles, foraging bats, and migratory birds). Such a development 
scenario would also provide added protections for the Platte mule deer herd in a 
portion of the project area that has become increasingly important to the deer during 
drought conditions and as a result of development that has occurred in adjacent 
areas. 

Please see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-178 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - Big Game 0313-0061 Since several known pronghorn migration routes occur in the CC portion of the CCSM 
area, we urge the BLM and the WGFD to recommend pre- and post-construction 
telemetry studies to determine whether the CCSM project impacts pronghorn 
seasonal migrations. The effect of wind turbines on pronghorn has not yet been 
studied and the current project provides an important opportunity to evaluate potential 
disturbance and displacement effects from wind energy infrastructure (including 
roads) and associated human activity. 

The WGFD has determined that crucial winter 
range is the limiting factor for big game in this area 
of Wyoming and not migration corridors. The BLM 
and WGFD have decided that no pre-construction 
or post-construction monitoring of pronghorn 
populations will be necessary for the EIS due to 
crucial winter range only occurring in areas 
identified as No Surface Use (Figures 2-1 and 
3.14-3). Therefore, no pronghorn crucial winter 
range will be impacted by Project development. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0313-0074 Quality habitat in the SM area could help deer persist over the winter despite 
additional stressors in their wintering areas. Sawyer and others identified mule deer 
migration routes that originate in the SM area and go into the Atlantic Rim area, where 
the deer overwinter (Sawyer and Kauffman 2008, Sawyer et al. 2009b). Given that 
this herd already is experiencing significant stresses on its wintering grounds, building 
turbines and related infrastructure in its spring/summer/fall habitat may be an 
unsustainable cumulative impact. BLM should consider cumulative impacts to the 
Baggs Herd Unit and particularly to those deer that summer in the SM area, when 
determining whether wind energy development is appropriate in the Grizzly WHMA, 
which currently provides important habitat for these mule deer. 

The DEIS acknowledges that impacts to mule 
deer may exceed significance criteria #3 
(pg. 4.14-6). The DEIS does include the Baggs 
Herd Unit in the cumulative impact analysis (see 
pg. 5-29, Section 5.14.3.2) 

Wildlife - Big Game 0313-0075 Mule deer in the Baggs Herd Unit have remained below WGFD management 
objectives since the particularly harsh 2007-2008 winter. Although the impacts of wind 
turbines on deer are unknown, increased infrastructure, roads, and anthropogenic 
disturbances have contributed to deer population declines in oil and gas fields 
(Sawyer et al. 2006, 2009a). Adverse impacts of energy development on mule deer 
are likely to be cumulative. Allowing turbines, infrastructure, and related activity in the 
Grizzly WHMA poses an additional unnecessary threat to a herd that is already 
experiencing habitat loss and anthropogenic disturbance in crucial seasonal ranges. 

The DEIS acknowledges that impacts to mule 
deer may exceed significance criteria #3 
(pg. 4.14-6).  
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Wildlife - Big Game 0474-00128 With respect to mule deer, PCW recommends that the CIA area for mule deer also 
include the Colorado Division of Wildlife herd units) for the mule deer herd that abuts 
WGFD herd unit 541. In addition, the cumulative impacts analysis for mule deer 
should consider reasonably foreseeable projects in the North Park area of Colorado 
(Jackson County) because of the interstate movement of mule deer from that area to 
the Platte Valley of Wyoming. A study prepared by John H. Ellenberger and A. 
Eugene Byrne titled "Population Status in Terms of Big Game and Greater Sage 
Grouse Along the Colorado/Wyoming Stateline" (January 2011) found that the mule 
deer migrate in mid-fall out of the higher elevations in North Park to more suitable 
winter range in the Platte Valley. Therefore, a reduction in winter range in the 
Application Area could impact that migrating mule deer herd. 

Current (and past) mule deer research in the 
North Platte River Valley indicates that interstate 
movements are restricted to animals that winter 
south of Saratoga (hunt areas 78 & 81). Thus, 
there is no indication that development in the 
Application Area will affect migratory mule deer 
that summer in Colorado. Accordingly, inclusion of 
North Park into the CIA is not warranted. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0480-001 Mule deer have been having a hard time maintaining their numbers in the West as it 
is, and a study put out by the National Wildlife Federation has shown that mule deer in 
southern Wyoming are more vulnerable to bad winters than in times past. It is 
suspected that other energy developments in the general area has a lot to do with this 
problem. Thus, this project will undoubtedly worsen the situation immeasurably and 
perhaps make the over-winter survival of significant numbers of mule deer 
improbable. 

The EIS recognizes both direct and indirect 
impacts associated with wind development 
(Section 4.14.3.1). However, there is no clear 
evidence that wind power development in the 
Application Area will affect over-winter survival of 
mule deer. 

Wildlife - Big Game 0496-005 Limiting determination of impacts to big game to only losses of crucial winter range is 
too conservative. Winter range, winter-yearlong range, birthing range, and migration 
corridors are also important to determining the long-term health of big game herds. 
Please also include an analysis of each of these habitats in the FEIS. 

The DEIS recognizes the importance of summer 
and year-around range on pg. 4.14-9 
(Section 4.14.3.1). However, the DEIS also points 
out that summer-yearlong range is not considered 
to be a limiting factor by the WGFD, and therefore 
not included in the impact analysis. Parturition 
areas were included in the impact analysis, but no 
designated parturition ranges overlapped with the 
Application Area (pg. 4.14-9).  



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-180 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0204-008 The Draft EIS considers five significance criteria, from the Rawlins Resource 
Management Plan, in the assessment of impacts to special status species. The EPA 
is concerned that although impacts do vary somewhat among alternatives, impacts to 
greater sage-grouse due to habitat loss and disturbance during construction and 
operation would exceed all five significance criteria under each of the four action 
alternatives. We are pleased to see that Appendix C includes environmental 
constraints required by BLM to reduce impacts to greater sage-grouse, including 
surface use restrictions and timing limitations, however, it is not clear whether the 
impacts described in the Draft EIS consider these constraints. Please clarify in the 
Final EIS whether these measures may reduce impacts below any of the significance 
criteria. For significance criteria that may still be exceeded, we recommend that the 
Final EIS discuss any additional potential mitigation measures to reduce anticipated 
impacts. 

The potential for surface use restrictions and 
timing restrictions to reduce greater sage-grouse 
impacts below significance criteria was examined 
in the EIS. A description of the research effort 
being conducted by PCW on greater sage-grouse 
and how results of that research will be used to 
reduce impacts during the site-specific process 
has been added to the EIS. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0206-0016 Technically, core breeding areas were delineated by local citizen sage-grouse 
working groups, based upon habitat maps provided by WGFD and approved by the 
Wyoming Governor's Greater Sage-grouse Implementation Team, but were not 
mapped by the WGFD. 

The basis for delineating core sage grouse maps 
has been clarified in Section 3.15.2.3. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0212-008 Throughout this document the "Wyoming Governor's State EO 2010-4 Greater Sage-
Grouse Core Area Protection'' is referenced. This needs to be replaced with "EO 
2011-5 Greater Sage-Grouse Core Area Protection (EO 2011-5)". 

This change has been made throughout the 
document. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0304-004 Also notable is the fact that the sage grouse is a BLM Sensitive Species, and BLM 
must apply the best available science to its conservation in the interest of preventing a 
trend toward listing under the Endangered Species Act. BLM should incorporate the 
findings of the WAFWA Conservation Assessment, the Studies in Avian Biology sage 
grouse monograph, USFWS Warranted but Precluded Rule, and other available 
science into their analysis of impacts, and follow the recommendations of leading 
sage grouse experts in siting wind turbines at least 5 miles away from active sage 
grouse leks. 

The data from the reports mentioned have been 
reviewed and incorporated into the EIS as 
appropriate (Section 4.14.2.2). A research 
program is currently being implemented by PCW 
on sage grouse, the results of which will be used 
to avoid and minimize impacts to greater 
sage-grouse (Section 4.15.2.2). Stipulations 
regarding siting of wind turbines a specific buffer 
distance from leks is taken directly from BLM 
IM WY 2012-019 and Wyoming EO 2011-5. 
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Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0304-0046 The siting of the proposed project is likely to result in heavy and unnecessary impacts 
to a number of types of wildlife. The Rawlins RMP provides for surface disturbing and 
disruptive activities to be "intensively managed" when they would potentially affect 
habitat of BLM Sensitive Species and would be "intensively managed to minimize 
impacts on identified crucial habitat." Rawlins RMP at 2-54 and 2-55. This 
requirement references further provisions which state: To protect important raptor 
and/or sage and sharp-tailed grouse nesting habitat, activities or surface use will not 
be allowed from February 1 to July 31 within certain areas encompassed by this 
authorization. The same criteria apply to defined raptor and game bird winter 
concentration areas from November 15 to April 30. Rawlins RMP at A1-3. Because 
wind turbine construction and operation are surface disturbing and disruptive 
activities, respectively, each would be prohibited in important sage grouse and raptor 
nesting habitat under this project. Power Company of Wyoming should be made to 
understand that siting wind turbines in important raptor nesting habitat (see "Birds of 
Prey," below) will require shut-down of turbines during the nesting season. 
Furthermore, for sage grouse the mere existence of tall structures is a disruptive 
activity, causing them to abandon otherwise important nesting and/or wintering 
habitats. For sage grouse, this includes at least the 2 miles surrounding the lek. 
Rawlins RMP at A15-2. Wind turbine siting in these habitats is therefore not allowable 
under the RMP. 

Comment noted. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-182 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0304-0064 We are concerned that this project does not comport with RMP direction to 
"[m]aintain, restore, or enhance designated BLM Sensitive Species habitat in order to 
prevent listing under the ESA “with regard to sage grouse. See DEIS Volume II at 
4.14-2. Fully 923 of the 1,000 turbines in Alternative 1R would fall within sage grouse 
habitat. DEIS Volume II at 4.15-12. The BLM itself has been forced to admit that "New 
information from monitoring and studies indicate that current RMP decisions/actions 
may move the species [greater sage grouse] toward listing ... conflicts with current 
BLM decision to implement BLM's sensitive species policy" and "New information and 
science indicate 1985 RMP Decisions, as amended, may not be adequate for greater 
sage grouse." Clearly, this is a massive project likely to cause population declines 
(indeed, elimination of populations) inside and adjacent to the project area 
boundaries. BLM has been down this road before, when BCA cautioned BLM against 
approval of the Jonah Field lest it contribute to a trend toward ESA listing, and sure 
enough, the Jonah Field was explicitly listed among the justifications in the USFWS 
'Warranted, but Precluded' finding that landed the grouse on the Candidate list. In 
2015, when the USFWS makes a final ESA decision on the sage grouse, any major 
declines in the Chokecherry project area will be evidence that the population security 
of sage grouse has further deteriorated since the Warranted but Precluded finding 
was issued. BLM can (and should) prevent this by re-siting the project away from 
sage grouse breeding and nesting habitat. Furthermore, continued application of 
stipulations known to be ineffective in the face of strong evidence that they do not 
work, and continuing to drive the greater sage grouse toward ESA listing in violation of 
BLM Sensitive Species policy, is arbitrary and capricious and an abuse of discretion 
under the Administrative Procedures Act. Failure to maintain sage grouse habitat in 
order to prevent listing renders the action alternatives for this project illegal pursuant 
to FLPMA’s RMP conformity requirements. BLM's 4 mile buffer for leks as the area of 
influence for wind turbines is a conservative one. See DEIS Volume II at 4.15-12. 
While this may (or may not) be the appropriate distance for assessing impacts to 
lekking birds, the lek is also the hub for nesting, and sage grouse typically nest as 
much as 5.3 miles from the lek (and cases of nesting farther away have been 
documented). Thus, a bird nesting 4.5 miles from the lek would be heavily affected in 
its ability to successfully bring off a brood because it would find itself in the midst of a 
turbine farm. Because sage grouse hens have strong nest site fidelity, they will likely 
continue to use suitable habitat after it becomes degraded regardless of the 
consequences for brood productivity and survivorship (see Holloran 2005); degraded 
habitats thus become population sinks for grouse. 

Comment Noted. Also see responses to 
Comments 0204-008, 0309-0013, and 0480-002. 
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Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0304-0066 BLM's analysis shows that between 97,149 acres and 135,432 acres of sage grouse 
core breeding habitat will be within 4 miles of project facilities. DEIS Volume II at ES-
11. It is unclear what the agency means by "core breeding habitat," but it appears 
from the previous entry in the table (indicating that no turbines will be actually located 
in core breeding habitat) that BLM means state-designated sage grouse Core Areas. 
This appears to ignore the impact of the project on sage grouse breeding and nesting 
habitats that fall outside the designated Core Areas. 

Core breeding habitat does refer to the designated 
greater sage-grouse core areas. This has been 
clarified in the EIS. The greater sage-grouse 
impact analysis did take into consideration 
impacts to greater sage-grouse non-core habitat 
by providing data on numbers of leks and acres of 
greater sage-grouse habitat at various distances 
from proposed turbine locations (see tables 4.15-
5, 4.15-6, and 4.15-7).  

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0304-0067 BLM's analysis of impacts for the project fails to make a quantitative estimate of 
impact to sage-grouse population numbers. Some 36 active leks are listed to be 
within 4 miles of proposed turbines in Alternative 1R, and these are broken out by 
distance from the nearest lek. DEIS Volume II Table 4.15-6. The number of male sage 
grouse attending each lek should be readily available from WGFD, as well as lek 
population trends over recent years. Incorporation of this information would allow BLM 
to more meaningfully assess the differences among alternatives; as it currently 
stands, population numbers are presented only for a subset. Based on the best 
available science, sage grouse avoid tall structures. In addition to impacts on the lek 
itself, sage grouse tend to nest in suitable habitat within 5.3 miles of a lek. Turbines 
should not be sited within 5 miles of active leks. BLM's 1-mile buffer for turbines from 
leks (DEIS Volume II at 2-8) is inadequate to prevent massive impacts on sage 
grouse populations in the area. 

Data on numbers of birds using application area 
leks has been provided in the EIS. The proposed 
1 mile buffer is only for Alternative 2; the buffer 
would be 0.25 miles for the other alternatives. The 
basis for stipulations regarding siting of wind 
turbines a specific buffer distance from leks is 
taken directly from BLM IM WY 2012-019 and 
Wyoming EO 2011-5 as well as the Rawlins RMP 
(2008). 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0304-0069 BLM lists the lek population numbers only for 2008 and 2009. This does not appear to 
be enough data to establish a trend, but it is striking that, comparing individual leks 
between years, the populations appear markedly lower in 2009 as compared to 2008. 
How does this precipitous decline compare with the construction and emplacement of 
met towers, and what is the distance to nearest met tower for each lek? It appears 
possible that met tower construction may already have had a significant negative 
impact on lek populations in the project area, as it did at Cotterel Mountain in Idaho 
(see Molvar 2008). If so, this indicated that a significant environmental impact has 
occurred from the emplacement of met towers in the absence of an EIS; the met 
towers are very clearly a part of this project and have the potential for significant 
impacts; Biodiversity Conservation Alliance (BCA) specifically warned about such 
impacts in its scoping comments. In the future BLM should either publish a separate 
EIS for the met towers when constructing them in sage grouse habitat or else delay 
emplacement of met towers until after the project is approved under an EIS. 

MET towers are placed after site-specific NEPA 
has been completed and take into account 
mitigation measures imposed by the BLM. 
Therefore, information regarding impacts to 
wildlife from MET towers is available through the 
BLM Rawlins FO. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0304-0070 The EIS references two studies regarding brood rearing habitat, but while the 
superiority of Sierra Madre unit as brood-rearing habitat is noted (DEIS Volume II at 
3.15-15), the EIS does not disclose the spatial distribution of brood-rearing habitat 
within each unit so that the turbine footprint can be compared spatially to this and the 
impact of the turbine construction and operation on brood-rearing habitat can be 
measured. This is an important failure to disclose baseline information in the EIS as 
required by NEPA. The verbal description of this habitat at page 3.15-16 is not 
sufficiently detailed to allow the reader to assess the magnitude of impacts of various 
alternatives on sage grouse broods. 

A more detailed analysis of potential impacts to 
greater sage-grouse broods and their habitat has 
been added to Sections 3.15 and 4.15 the FEIS. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0309-0013 Recommendation: We urge BLM to clarify how this project relates to the BLM's 
national effort. What threshold of sage-grouse impact will trigger a required 
management response? What management actions (turbine shut-down, increase in 
buffer distances, etc.) will be enforced if the pre-determined threshold for sage-grouse 
population losses are metro? How predicted loss of sage-grouse (the currency being 
used by USFWS) will influence future evaluation for federal protection? And, Whether 
offsite habitat conservation or restoration efforts might be employed to offset impacts 
and how such a mitigation framework would be implemented. 

The EIS describes the potential impacts to greater 
sage-grouse and includes all applicable state and 
federal regulations (i.e., BLM IM 2010-012, EO 
2011-5). The BLM will make future management 
decisions as a result of ongoing monitoring and 
research being conducted by the project applicant 
and will adjust their decisions accordingly in 
coordination with the WGFD and USFWS. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0012 Considering that many successful sage grouse leks are likely to be disturbed or 
destroyed by construction in the CC portion of the project area and that the SM area 
"appears to provide higher quality greater sage-grouse core breeding area than the 
Chokecherry area" may provide additional wildlife-based rationale for avoiding wind 
energy development in the SM area. CCSM DEIS at 3.15-15. Balancing energy 
development with resource protection in such areas is essential to forestalling a listing 
of the sage-grouse under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) by the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS). 

The project has been sited to avoid greater sage-
grouse core areas and is therefore in compliance 
with the Governor's executive order 2011-5. A 
research program is currently being implemented 
by PCW on greater sage-grouse, the results of 
which will be used to avoid and minimize impacts 
to greater sage-grouse when siting wind project 
facilities. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0018 Avoiding turbine construction in the southernmost portion of the CC area similarly 
would benefit sage-grouse since many of the greater sage-grouse broods located in 
the CC area occurred in this area. 

A research program is currently being 
implemented by PCW on greater sage-grouse, the 
results of which will be used to avoid and minimize 
impacts to greater sage-grouse when siting wind 
project facilities. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0066 We have significant concerns about the impact of the CCSM project on greater sage-
grouse. Almost the entire Application Area consists of sage-grouse habitat (CCSM 
DEIS at 4.15-12). The designation of sage-grouse core area in and around the 
proposed project area was particularly contentious. Ultimately the core/non-core 
boundary was designated not based on science or the occurrence and size (peak 
number of males) of sage-grouse leks but rather by a very divided local working group 
that had to resort to a vote rather than achieving consensus on where the boundary 
should be drawn. The project proponents lobbied aggressively to have the CCSM 
project excised from sage-grouse core area and were largely successful. As a result, 
the BLM should be particularly cognizant that the proposed project occurs in excellent 
and important sage-grouse habitat even if it is officially designated as "non-core." 
Furthermore, the BLM should be particularly careful in evaluating impacts to sage-
grouse from the proposed CCSM project and should not wholly dismiss establishing 
additional protections for grouse in non-core areas, since sacrificing these birds to 
industrial-scale wind energy development is likely to result in significant decreases in 
the area's grouse populations. 

The presence of important greater sage-grouse 
habitat not classified as core habitat has been 
taken into consideration and included in the 
greater sage-grouse impact analysis in 
Section 4.15 of the EIS.  

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0067 Alternative 2 has an additional stipulation that developments over 20 feet in height will 
be precluded within 1-mile or the visual horizon (whichever is closer) of a lek, whereas 
the standard buffer of a 0.25 mile No Surface Use (NSU) buffer outside core areas 
would apply to developments less than 20 feet. Alternative 3's additional stipulation 
consists of a slightly longer timing stipulation from March 1 to July 15 for the core area 
and within two miles of a lek in non-core areas. Given the sources of these 
stipulations, we are unclear why they both were not applied to every alternative. We 
encourage BLM to do this. 

Please see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0068 This assessment is hardly surprising considering that direct disturbance would impact 
a minimum of 6,866 acres of sagebrush habitat, while anywhere from 89,566 acres 
(Alternative 3) to 126,455 acres (Alternative 4) of core area habitat would be within 
four miles of wind turbines. CCSM 4.15-15. Research in Montana and Wyoming 
suggests that energy development impacts on leks are discernible out to four miles 
and some leks within this radius have been extirpated as a result of such 
development (Holloran 2005, Walker et al. 2007). In non-core habitat, between 
253,015 and 273,513 acres would be within 4 miles of wind turbines. Along with the 
added impacts from transmission lines and roads, it is difficult to see how any of the 
27 to 36 leks (depending on the alternative boundary) will persist. 

A research program is currently being 
implemented by PCW on greater sage-grouse 
(Section 4.15.2.2), the results of which will be 
used to avoid and minimize impacts to greater 
sage-grouse. Several mitigation measures have 
been proposed to compensate for impacts to sage 
grouse and other wildlife. Monitoring of the project 
will determine if significant impacts still remain, 
and additional mitigation measures, including 
potential on and/or off-site habitat improvements, 
will be implemented to mitigate any identified 
impacts. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0069 As a result, we urge the BLM to manage sage-grouse as conservatively as possible in 
both core and non-core areas in the Application Area. Project boundaries and the 
scale of development should be reduced to lessen potential impacts to sage-grouse, 
particularly in the core areas which will contribute most significantly to estimations of 
Wyoming's sage-grouse population trends. Ensuring that wind turbines and wind 
energy infrastructure are constructed farther from core area also would help mitigate 
some potential impacts. Eliminating the Sierra Madre component of the proposed 
project would significantly reduce impacts to grouse populations in the Application 
Area, though it is unlikely that these reductions would be significant enough to prevent 
grouse impacts from exceeding BLM's significance criteria. 

See Response to Comment 0313-0068. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0071 We caution the BLM that for now, as the current alternatives stand, proposed 
alternative boundaries extend into designated core area, even though the likely 
turbine build-out does not. Although PCW currently has committed to not constructing 
turbines in core areas, if Governor Mead (or a subsequent governor) does not renew 
the core area conservation strategy through additional EOs, PCW could expand its 
project boundaries and build wind turbines in what was formerly considered to be 
core-area. The BLM should incorporate language in its final decision that ensures that 
this possibility does not unfold. PCW should provide assurances that it will refrain from 
building in current core areas in perpetuity so that any limited protected habitat that 
remains in this area if BLM approves the CCSM project will be safeguarded. 

The ROD will include stipulations ensuring that 
future expansion of the CCSM project does not 
include current (version 3) greater sage-grouse 
core areas. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0313-0072 Although PCW has committed to refrain from siting wind turbines in sage-grouse core 
areas, we are unaware of any commitment not to build roads or other infrastructure in 
these areas. We urge the BLM to ensure that PCW provides assurances in the form 
of ACMs that it will not build any infrastructure for the CCSM project in a core sage-
grouse area. Fragmenting these critical sage-grouse areas with roads and associated 
anthropogenic disturbances would undermine the efficacy of the sage-grouse core 
area strategy. 

The ROD will include stipulations ensuring that no 
infrastructure will be built in current (version 3) 
greater sage-grouse core areas. 
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0474-00122 Page 4.15-14 of the DEIS indicates that the impacts to greater sage-grouse from the 
CCSM project would exceed "all five significance criteria," presumably referring to the 
criteria listed on p. 4.15-4 to determine if impacts to special status species would be 
considered significant. PCW notes that those criteria overlap significantly and that the 
level of analysis prepared in this DEIS does not support the conclusion that impacts 
would exceed "all five significance criteria." In addition, the conclusion that there will 
be long-term loss of substantial amounts of sagebrush in "both core and non-core 
areas," (p.4.15-4) is incorrect. This statement should be corrected in the FEIS as 
PCW has committed to no development in core areas so there will be no long-term 
loss of sagebrush in core areas. Finally, BLM failed to recognize several factors that 
will ensure that significant impacts to sage-grouse do not occur. Discussions of how 
the project will be completed in a manner that does not violate each of the significance 
criterion for special status species are provided below: 
• For Criterion 1, BLM failed to recognize that the Project is in compliance with the 
Wyoming EO 2011-5. The core management areas established by the EO were 
developed to enable a balance between continued development of energy and other 
resources outside of the core areas and conservation of greater sage grouse within 
the core areas. The EO is recognized by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service as a valid 
regulatory mechanism that if implemented would preclude the need for listing of the 
species. As the CCSM project is in compliance with the EO and no development will 
occur in core areas, the impacts of the CCSM project will not lead to loss of habitat 
function or disruption of life-history requirements that would make the greater sage-
grouse eligible for listing under the ESA as the species is adequately protected within 
the boundaries of the core areas and the CCSM project complies with EO 2011-5. 
Therefore, the impacts described in Criterion I would not occur. 
• For Criterion 2, it is not clear whether this criterion applies to population level effects 
or individuals. Any activity within greater sage-grouse habitat, from hunting to cattle 
grazing to oil and gas development to wind energy development, has the potential for 
individual mortality. For non-listed species, such as the greater sage-grouse, there is 
no legal prohibition on incidental take. Therefore the standard should be whether 
there is a decrease in viability or increased mortality at the population level that would 
lead to listing of the species. There is no evidence presented in the DEIS that there 
will be decreased viability or increased mortality of greater sage-grouse such that 
there will be population level effects that would lead to listing of the species. Indeed, 
by complying with EO 2011-5 there is a presumption that there will not be population 
level effects. Additionally, it is not clear what is meant by critical habitats. Because 
greater sage grouse are not listed, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has not 
designated Critical Habitat 5 for the species. Core areas were developed to ensure  

The statement regarding direct impacts to 
sagebrush in core areas has been corrected in the 
EIS (Section 4.15.2.2). Although no infrastructure 
would be placed within greater sage-grouse core 
areas, the project still has the potential to 
significantly impact greater sage-grouse in core 
areas as well as a robust population of greater 
sage-grouse within non-core areas in the 
development footprint, as much of the application 
area was classified as a greater sage-grouse core 
area in version 2 of the mapping effort. Although 
the influence of wind turbines on greater sage-
grouse has not yet been determined, studies of oil 
and gas have found impacts up to 4 miles from 
infrastructure. If wind turbines have similar effects, 
then substantial impacts could still occur to 
greater sage-grouse within core areas, as, 
depending on the alternative, 140 to 197 square 
miles of greater sage-grouse core areas occur 
within 4 miles of project infrastructure. The actual 
area of impact could be less, depending on the 
location of each lek in relation to the location of 
the turbines.  
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Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 
(continued) 

0474-00122 
(continued) 

that there would not be decreased viability of the greater sage-grouse population in 
Wyoming. Core areas are considered the areas of habitat critical to the species 
survival. PCW has committed to no development in core areas and as such there will 
be no loss of critical habitat and no loss of population viability. Therefore, the impacts 
described in Criterion 2 would not occur. 
• Criterion 3 and Criterion 2 are nearly identical in that they evaluate the impacts to 
"vital and high value" habitats and "critical habitats" to determine significance, with 
Criterion 2 focused on listed and candidate species and Criterion 3 applicable to other 
species. For Criterion 3, BLM failed to recognize the protections afforded by EO 2011-
5 and the establishment 

 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0474-00137 The cumulative impacts section for greater sage-grouse appropriately identifies that 
no disturbance will occur within designated core areas under EO 2011-5. The core 
areas were developed to ensure that the cumulative impacts of energy development, 
mining, agriculture, and other types of development in Wyoming do not lead to a 
significant impact to the long-term viability of greater sage-grouse populations. By 
identifying compliance with the EO, BLM has demonstrated that the project is 
consistent with the core area strategy and will not cause significant cumulative 
impacts to greater sage-grouse. It is recommended that such a statement be placed 
in the cumulative impacts section to clarify BLM's recognition of compliance with EO 
2011-5 and that, because of this compliance, the cumulative impacts of the CCSM 
project will not contribute to the need to list the species. 

Although the project is in compliance with 
EO 2011-5, significant impacts could still occur to 
a robust population of greater sage-grouse in non-
core areas within the development area as well as 
to substantial areas of core habitat if indirect 
impacts occur beyond the development footprint. 
Similar impacts may occur to those that have 
been documented for oil and gas development 
(Holloran 2005). 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0474-00139 BLM correctly applied the density disturbance calculation tool to calculate cumulative 
impacts on greater sage-grouse within an II-mile radius of the project area and 
correctly followed the guidance of BLM IM WY-2010-12. PCW would like to note, 
however, that the density disturbance calculation values presented on Page 5-35 
identifying the average number of existing and proposed structures per 640 acres do 
not match those presented in the referenced Table 5.15-2. PCW believes the values 
presented on Page 5-35 were calculated using only the proposed number of new 
disturbances, not the proposed disturbances plus the existing disturbances. In 
addition, PCW believes the intent of the last row of Tables 5.15-1 and 5.15-2 is to 
show both existing and proposed facilities in the final calculation, thus the label on 
each row limiting it to proposed facilities is incorrect. BLM should correct these 
references, clarify the values on page 5-35, and correct Table 5.15-1 which indicates 
that there will be 1 wind turbine in core area under Alternative 1R in the FEIS. As 
previously stated, PCW has committed to not build any wind turbines in sage-grouse 
core areas. 

The figures presented on Page 5-35 and Tables 
5-15.1 and 5-15.2 have been checked and 
corrected in the EIS, and the text indicating 1 
turbine will be present in core areas has been 
corrected. 
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Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0474-00139 While the quantitative results of the density disturbance calculations were appropriate, 
the interpretation of those results is not correct. EO 2011-5 clearly defines a 
significance threshold of greater than one disturbance per 640 acres and surface 
disturbance greater than 5% of suitable sage-grouse habitat per an average of 640 
acres. Projects that comply with that standard are deemed to have impacts that are 
less than significant and will not increase cumulative impacts. BLM and U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service participated in the development of that standard and endorsed the 
decision made in EO 2011-5. For Alternative 1R, the density disturbance calculation 
for the CIA indicates that the number of existing and proposed structures per 640 
acres would be 0.95 and the total disturbance impacts to all greater sage-grouse 
habitats in the CIA would be 1.05 percent. The other action alternatives are similar. 
These numbers are less than the 5% disturbance and one disturbance per 640 acres 
thresholds established in the EO. As such, the BLM should correct the statements on 
page 5-35 to reflect that the cumulative impacts to greater sage-grouse are not 
significant as demonstrated through the density disturbance calculation tool and 
application of EO 2011-5 significance criteria. 

The analysis of the area of existing and proposed 
disturbance and number of structures within 11 
miles of the Project using guidelines in BLM 
Instructional Memorandum WY-2010-012 
indicates that the Project would not exceed 
thresholds assumed to cause impacts to greater 
sage-grouse (i.e., >5% total area disturbance, >1 
structure per 640 acres). The area included in this 
calculation was an 11-mile buffer around the 
Application Area. Although this area is based on 
distances greater sage-grouse may move 
between seasonal ranges, it is so large that it 
tends to dilute the impact associated with 
construction and operation of 1,000 wind turbines. 
The Governor's EO 2011-5 recognizes this and 
uses a 4-mile buffer to determine disturbance 
thresholds, rather than an 11-mile buffer. Although 
the area of disturbance within the wind 
development area may be <5%, the structure 
density (wind turbines) would be greatly above the 
one structure per 640 acre threshold in a 
substantial area currently occupied by greater 
sage-grouse. Based on best available science, 
significant impacts to greater sage-grouse are 
likely to occur in those areas that have >1 
structure/640 acres.  

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0474-0033 The ''New Lek" designations in Table 3.15-2 should be updated as these leks have 
been named in the Wyoming Game and Fish lek database. For instance, New Lek 5 
is the Chokecherry Bench lek, New Lek 1 is the Smith Rim lek, etc. 

Lek names in Table 3.15-2 have been updated in 
the EIS. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0474-0034 Page 3.15-15 uses the lek counts within the Chokecherry Area, the Sierra Madre Area 
and the Buffer Area to calculate density of males (males/mile2) within each area. This 
is a nonstandard approach and is not reflective of actual grouse densities in the 
Application Area. This analysis implies that there is an even distribution of use across 
the landscape even though the underlying data are collected at discrete lek locations 
where activity is concentrated. Sage-grouse use of the Application Area and adjacent 
areas is not evenly distributed and these numbers should be removed as they only 
reflect breeding densities within project area boundaries that have no biological 
significance. 

The purpose of this section was to compare the 
importance of each area as breeding habitat for 
greater sage-grouse based on male grouse 
density. The EIS now includes data on lek density 
under Section 3.15.2.3. Lek density and the total 
number of male grouse using these leks is 
biologically significant and used to delineate 
important greater sage-grouse habitat. 
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Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0480-002 I'm also concerned that other major species such as sage grouse (a half-step away 
from endangered species listing) as well as elk and pronghorn will he significantly 
impacted by this project. While certain mitigation measures, such as suspending most 
activity in the winter months have been proposed, I really don't feel that the damage 
caused by this huge project can be adequately mitigated. 

Several mitigation measures have been proposed 
by PCW to compensate for impacts to greater 
sage-grouse and other wildlife (Appendix N of the 
revised POD). Monitoring of the project will 
determine if significant impacts still remain, and 
additional mitigation measures, including potential 
on and/or off-site habitat improvements, will be 
implemented to mitigate any identified impacts. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0496-006 Some boundaries for sage-grouse core areas have been strongly politically 
influenced. This wind power project area was originally included as sage-grouse core 
area due to the density of leks. Core area boundaries were later adjusted to the 
current boundaries specifically to exclude this future wind power project. For example, 
there are other areas in the Platte River corridor that have much lower sage grouse 
lek densities than this project area that are considered core areas. The DEIS analysis 
relies heavily on the amount of core area disturbed to determine impacts to sage-
grouse and relies heavily on avoidance of core area as a conservation measure for 
other species. Since core area at this project site is considerably arbitrary, core area 
analysis in this case does not provide meaningful conclusions. Stating that core areas 
were avoided to protect sage-grouse, that the proponent is committed to no 
development in core areas, or that avoiding core areas will conserve other species 
has very little meaning with this project. I suggest that the BLM rely more accurately 
on the analysis of disturbance at various distances from leks for sage-grouse and 
conservation measures for other species in sagebrush be related to conservation 
around leks. I request the FEIS include a risk assessment of how likely it is that 
greater sage-grouse will become listed as a threatened or endangered species as a 
result of this project. 

The analysis of greater sage-grouse impacts in 
Section 4.15 considered impacts to greater sage-
grouse in both core and non core areas. The EIS 
includes an analysis of the potential for this project 
to trend greater sage-grouse towards federal 
listing. 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0498-001 My particular concerns are that the protections for raptors and sage grouse are too 
limited by for the most part being applicable only to federal lands; they should be 
required across the board, on private and state lands as well. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0521-001 For this reason, the USFWS (2003, and see Manville 2004} recommends siting wind 
turbine facilities at least 5 miles away from the leks of prairie grouse, which include the 
sage grouse and sharp-tailed grouse. 

Stipulations regarding siting of wind turbines a 
specific buffer distance from leks is taken directly 
from BLM IM WY 2012-019 and Wyoming EO 
2011-5 as well as the Rawlins RMP (2008). 
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Wildlife - 
Sage-grouse 

0521-002 The same caution should apply to known wintering habitats. Areas within 5 miles of 
sage grouse leks and Columbian sharp-tailed grouse leks are shown as avoidance 
areas on the accompanying map, while Plains sharp-tailed grouse leks are buffered 
by yellow caution areas in which scientific study should be conducted for the first wind 
power facility within 5 miles of a lek and subsequent construction in such habitat 
should occur contingent on a finding that impacts on sharp-tailed grouse are 
negligible. We also recommend avoiding the erection of anemometer stations within 
5 miles of active sage grouse leks. 

Stipulations regarding siting of wind turbines a 
specific buffer distance from leks (and wintering 
habitat) is taken directly from BLM IM WY 2012-
019 and Wyoming EO 2011-5 as well as the 
Rawlins RMP (2008). 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0063 BLM Manual 6840.2(C). Clearly, the BLM must survey for special status species 
before allowing any ground disturbance for this project, must develop site-specific 
management plans for these species, and must monitor special status species 
populations within and near the proposed wind farm project area to ensure that the 
agency is promoting their recovery. The BLM must acquire baseline data and analyze 
the impacts of the alternatives on these species. In cases where special status 
species obligations are flouted, this safety net becomes less meaningful and 
increases the need for Endangered Species Act protection. 

Comment noted. The DEIS does require surveys 
for sensitive species be conducted in areas of 
suitable habitat prior to ground disturbing activities 
(see Section 4.15). In addition, a Wildlife 
Monitoring and Protection Plan has been 
developed and is included as Appendix J in the 
FEIS.  

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0071 Mountain plover occurrences and occupied habitat have been recorded for the 
northern and central portion of the Chokecherry unit. Figure 3.15-4. We are 
concerned that the project action alternatives as proposed will have a major negative 
impact on nesting plover populations on these areas. For the Foote Creek Rim wind 
farm, the principal impact on wildlife was significant decrease in the nesting plover 
population at a nesting concentration area at the south end of the rim from which the 
population has yet to recover. See DEIS Volume II at 4.14-23. Under the RMP, 
"[s]urface disturbing and disruptive activities located in potential mountain plover 
habitat are prohibited during the reproductive period of April 10 to July 10 for the 
protection of breeding and nesting mountain plover." Rawlins RMP at 2-52. Wind 
turbine construction and operation are both disruptive activities, therefore rendering it 
impossible for BLM to permit the siting of turbines in potential mountain plover habitat 
for this project and still maintain the legally required FLPMA RMP conformity. 
Turbines should be sited not less than 1/2 mile from potential mountain plover habitat 
as outlined in Figure 3.15-4. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 
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Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0074 The BLM's analysis on occurrences of Wyoming pocket gopher is deficient inasmuch 
as it ignores readily available material documenting not just probable habitat 
(displayed on Figure3.15-2 of the DEIS) but also known occurrences in and near the 
project area. See WYNDD 2010, available online at 
http://www.uwyo.edu/wynddsupport/docs/WYPG/Draft%20WYNDD%20Pocket%20G
ophe~/o20Report%20Jan%20201 0%20v2%20.pdf. We incorporate this document 
into our comments by reference; it appears BLM has also referenced this document 
but has not incorporated all of the most relevant information. See DEIS Volume II at 
4.15-11, where it is cited. BLM also needs to perform a data request from the 
Wyoming Natural Diversity Database for all Wyoming pocket gopher documented 
occurrences in and near the project area in order to satisfy NEPA's baseline 
information requirements. In addition to the wealth of historical occurrences known 
from Bridger Pass, WYNDD surveys in 2009 documented Wyoming pocket gophers 
on the rocky bluff tops beside Teton Reservoir, adjacent to the project area (Hanna 
Griscom, WYNDD, personal communication 10/1 0/11). Wyoming pocket gophers in 
this survey were associated with Gardiner’s saltbush and winter fat plant cover types, 
and on steep slopes and lowlands as well as bluff tops as reported in earlier studies 
(id.). 

The DEIS identifies the lack of information relating 
to the Wyoming pocket gopher and recognizes 
that the entire application area contains suitable 
habitat for this species. A WYNDD data request 
was obtained at the onset of this process. 
Furthermore, a predictive model prepared by 
WYNDD has been utilized to analyze the potential 
impacts resulting from each alternative. Mitigation 
measures were included in Section 4.15 that 
requires presence/absences surveys to be 
conducted in suitable habitat prior to construction. 
Following the guidance provided in BLM 2009f 
potential impacts to Wyoming pocket gophers 
would be reduced or avoided.  
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Primary Comment 
Category 

Comment 
Number Paraphrased Comment Response 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0075 In addition, the proposed wind farms, especially the Sierra Madre unit, are within 
potential habitat for the Wyoming pocket gopher, a BLM Sensitive Species on the 
verge of ESA listing. One of the only known Wyoming pocket gopher localities is in 
the neighborhood of Bridger Pass, within the project area. As a BLM Sensitive 
Species, the BLM should refrain from approving or conducting any activity that could 
harm Wyoming pocket gophers or their habitat. Stipulations and mitigation measures 
cannot guarantee adequate protection for the species, as so little data has been 
collected to establish its breeding patterns and habitat continuity, among other 
variables. There exists no NEPA analysis for impacts to Wyoming pocket gophers at 
the programmatic level; no analysis has been done at the RMP level. Wyoming 
pocket gophers are one of the rarest mammals in North America, if not the rarest. This 
naturally uncommon species is extremely vulnerable to habitat loss due to mining and 
energy development and associated roads, and to habitat fragmentation due to roads 
and well fields. Oil and gas development poses perhaps the greatest threat to 
Wyoming pocket gopher viability, but wind farms could also have a negative effect. 
Both breeding and foraging activities of Wyoming pocket gopher populations are 
impacted by above and below ground disturbances associated with turbine 
construction and road emplacement. Impacts of wind energy development to the 
Wyoming pocket gopher would be expected to include (1) direct habitat loss from new 
construction, (2) increased human activity and vehicle traffic causing generally known 
and unknown behavioral changes, and (3) direct mortality associated with crushing 
due to vehicular movements and construction activities. These impacts have not been 
thoroughly evaluated with full NEPA analysis. 

Comment noted. The analysis conducted in the 
DEIS for Wyoming pocket gopher considers direct 
habitat loss, indirect loss of habitat, and fatalities 
from increased traffic and human activity (see 
page 4.15-9 of DEIS).  

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0076 The Wyoming BLM assigned the Wyoming pocket gopher to its sensitive species list. 
The BLM developed the list to "ensure that any actions on public lands consider the 
overall welfare of these sensitive species and do not contribute to their decline". In 
addition, the Wyoming Game and Fish Department includes the Wyoming pocket 
gopher on a long list of species of concern under Wyoming's Comprehensive Wildlife 
Conservation Strategy. The BLM's sensitive species management includes 
"developing conservation strategies" and "prioritizing what conservation work is 
needed." Approval of these wind farms would not indicate the agency is adhering to 
its own management standards. 

Comment noted. 
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Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0077 To date, there are no management plans or conservation strategies pertaining 
explicitly to the Wyoming pocket gopher, although one status assessment has been 
drafted ·with support of the Wyoming BLM State Office and the Wyoming Natural 
Diversity Database. There appear to be insufficiently described mechanisms by which 
conservation of Wyoming pocket gophers could be achieved as industrial 
development occurs within their known and potential range. However, the primary 
concern stated by most studies of the species is the lack of information on its biology 
and ecology. Without gathering the needed information, conservation mechanisms' 
efficacy cannot be determined. BLM needs to undertake intensive, on-the-ground field 
surveys for Wyoming pocket gophers throughout the project area and place a 
moratorium on turbine sites and access roads within 1/4 mile of potential habitat 
associated with documented occurrences. 

See Response to Comment 0304-0074. 
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Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0078 Wyoming pocket gopher mitigation measures are essentially non-existent due to their 
extremely limited range and a paucity of scientific knowledge concerning its ability or 
inability to adapt to changing habitat conditions. BLM has failed to provide any 
analysis, whether field experiments or literature reviews, that describes if and how 
disturbance to T. clusius habitat would be "avoided." There is substantial new 
information in recent studies to warrant supplemental NEPA analysis of the impacts of 
wind farm development to Wyoming pocket gopher. It is incumbent upon BLM to 
consider the most recent scientific evidence regarding the status of this species and to 
develop mitigation measures, if possible, which will ensure the species is not moved 
toward listing under the Endangered Species Act. It is clear from the scientific 
evidence and a total absence of meaningful BLM (state and federal levels), Wyoming 
Game and Fish, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service conservation measures for the 
Wyoming pocket gopher that current protections are non-existent, thereby allowing if 
not encouraging habitat degradation and destruction. New and continuing Wyoming 
pocket gopher survey information constitutes significant new information that requires 
amendment of the Resource Management Plans before additional industrial projects 
can move forward. We object to approval of wind turbines, roads, and associated 
infrastructure in areas which contain known and potential Wyoming pocket gopher 
habitat, and lack an underpinning of NEPA analysis. We request that project facilities 
within potential habitat not be approved until these lands can be surveyed and 
determined to be free of Wyoming pocket gophers. BLM's failure to do so will permit 
wind power development activities which will directly and indirectly negatively impact 
Wyoming pocket gopher populations and habitat and increase the potential for listing 
by USFWS as a Threatened or Endangered species, in violation of BLM's duty to take 
all actions necessary to prevent listing. The BLM should take into account the 
Wyoming pocket gopher survey data collected in 2008 by consulting firm, Hayden-
Wing Associates, LLC. 

See Response to Comment 0304-0074. 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0079 The Draft EIS should also disclose the cumulative impacts of nearby oil, gas and coal 
bed methane drilling and production activities on the pocket gopher. 

As stated in Section 4.15.6 of the DEIS, 
site-specific surveys will be completed for 
Wyoming pocket gopher with the intent of 
avoiding currently occupied habitat. The loss of 
habitat and extent of the potential fragmentation 
cannot be quantified without site-specific surveys. 
The Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan 
addresses the site-specific surveys for Wyoming 
pocket gopher. 
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Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0080 We hold that, in the case of the Wyoming pocket gopher, relevant stipulations do not 
exist. Further, we hold that a total absence of stipulations serves to drive the Wyoming 
pocket gopher toward ESA listing in violation of BLM Sensitive Species policy, is 
arbitrary and capricious, and an abuse of discretion under the Administrative 
Procedure Act. 

A BLM standard stipulation for Wyoming pocket 
gophers is presented in the EIS in Section 4.15. In 
addition, a Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan 
has been included as Appendix J to the EIS. 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0081 While wind turbine arrays are not known to cause declines in small mammal 
populations, the pygmy rabbit is particularly susceptible to habitat fragmentation of the 
type that will come with the road network for the project, due to their unwillingness to 
emerge from heavy cover. As such, roadways can become barriers to dispersal for 
pygmy rabbits, which is a concern. Should the project be relocated to a more suitable 
site east of the Laramie Range, there would be no concerns regarding pygmy rabbits. 

The commenter is correct in that a site east of the 
Laramie Range would eliminate concerns 
regarding pygmy rabbits; however that location 
was not one of the alternatives considered.  

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0304-0082 For prairie dogs, we are less concerned about the impacts of turbine and road 
construction than the increase in unauthorized motorized access to active prairie dog 
colonies, which may allow prairie dog shooters access to colonies heretofore 
inaccessible. Please consider road closures (except for administrative use) in 
checkerboard areas that have active prairie dog towns. 

Current public access will be maintained and no 
additional access within the TOTCO ranch portion 
of the Application Area will be developed. In other 
words, access will remain the same as it is now. 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0313-0062 Distribution models indicate a high probability of occurrence for the Wyoming pocket 
gopher throughout the Application Area (CCSM DEIS at 3.15-10 and 4.15-9). Wind 
energy development that poses a threat to this species easily could be the catalyst 
that precipitates another petition to have the species listed. Because of the species' 
limited dispersal abilities and small population size, habitat destruction and 
fragmentation may have a disproportionately severe impact on the species' 
persistence. Turbine pads, roads, and associated infrastructure are likely to eliminate, 
reduce, or fragment potential or occupied habitat. Soil compaction is likely to be of 
particular concern for the Wyoming pocket gopher, given the species' fossorial habits, 
and may reduce both foraging opportunities and dispersal abilities. The increased 
road densities associated with wind energy development may act as movement 
barriers, given the limited dispersal capabilities of pocket gophers (Vaughan 1963), 
further fragmenting the species' range. The extent to which land uses not related to 
mineral extraction and wind energy development (such as grazing and off-highway 
vehicle use) have an additive adverse impact on the species' persistence is not 
known. However, such pressures, in combination with environmental stressors such 
as climate change and drought, could lead to unsustainable population declines or the 
isolation of remnant Wyoming pocket gopher populations. Such isolation could lead to 
inbreeding and concomitant local extinctions. 

Comment noted. 
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Comment 
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Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0313-0064 The CCSM wind project is likely to pose an additive threat to the species. Even the 
alternative with the lowest initial (6,803 acres) and long-term (1,551 acres) direct 
impact to areas identified as having some probability of Wyoming pocket gopher 
occurrence based on the most recent descriptions of the species' habitat would 
destroy significant amounts of potential pocket gopher habitat. Most of this loss 
(5,206 acres) would occur in areas that are classified as having a high probability of 
occurrence based on WYNDD's predictive models (CCSM at 4.15-10). This is a 
significant concern given that the Wyoming pocket gopher occurs nowhere else on 
earth. In light of its rarity and unique distribution, we are disappointed that the BLM will 
require that proposed surface disturbing activities need avoid active pocket gopher 
mounds by only 75 meters. CCSM DEIS at 4.15-36. Considering that we have no 
information about how Wyoming pocket gophers disperse (above ground or below 
ground?), what distances they might disperse, and whether or not roads and other 
soil-impacted areas might serve as a barrier to dispersal, we think the protective 75 m 
distance is insufficiently conservative to ensure protection of this beleaguered 
species. The whole Application Area should be surveyed for pocket gopher mounds 
and trapping surveys should be distributed throughout a subsample of appropriate 
habitat throughout the proposed project area to better evaluate the potential 
occurrence of this species and the potential threat posed to it by this project prior to 
construction. Trapping surveys should not occur only "if the proponent does not wish 
to avoid [ ...] active pocket gopher mounds by 75 m." CCSM DEIS at 4.15-36. Waiting 
until the project is under construction and significantly built-out before surveying for 
Wyoming pocket gophers places the species at significant risk. It also places all 
energy development in this part of Wyoming at risk should the species once again be 
petitioned for listing and should the USFWS decide to reconsider its "listing not 
warranted" decision. Ideally, potential adverse impacts to the Wyoming pocket gopher 
will be reduced by the BLM's permitting a more limited project with fewer turbines and 
associated infrastructure in Wyoming pocket gopher habitat. 

The mitigation measure in the EIS has been 
approved for use in southern Wyoming within the 
range of the Wyoming pocket gopher. In addition, 
a Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan has 
been developed and has been included as 
Appendix J to the EIS. Additional details on 
Wyoming pocket gopher monitoring and mitigation 
have been included in this plan. 
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Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0313-0065 Given recent findings that the pygmy rabbit's range extends significantly farther east 
than was previously believed and given that the species has now been documented 
using low sagebrush habitats as well as tall, dense stands of big sagebrush, we 
believe that pygmy rabbit surveys should be conducted in the Application Area so that 
potential threats posed to the rabbit from the proposed CCSM project can be 
evaluated. Based on distribution models by WYNDD (2008) as represented in the 
CCSM DEIS (at 3.15-9), pygmy rabbits have a moderate and high probability of 
occurring in parts of both the CC and the SM portions of the project area. This species 
was recently a candidate species for listing under the ESA and considerable concern 
over its population status remains. As a result, BLM should require pygmy rabbit 
surveys throughout suitable habitat in the project area as a condition for issuing any 
ROW permits for the CCSM wind farm (i.e., this should be an ACM as opposed to 
merely a BLM-proposed mitigation measure, with which PCW may or may not 
comply). CCSM DEIS Appendix C at C-16. 

The DEIS already includes a mitigation measure 
to conduct presence/absence surveys within 1/4 
mile of the proposed disturbances in areas that 
show characteristics of pygmy rabbit habitat 
(Section 4.15.6; SSS-1). 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0474-00118 Because mountain plover habitat within the Application Area is of limited extent, the 
statement in the middle of page 4.15-17 that site-specific surveys will be conducted 
prior to any surface disturbance should be clarified to indicate that surveys for 
mountain plover will occur only in potential habitat. 

The referenced sentence was redundant with a 
preceding paragraph. The sentence has been 
removed and the following paragraph remains: 
"To protect potential mountain plover habitat, prior 
to any surface disturbance, a presence/absence 
survey for active mountain plover nests will be 
conducted in all potential habitat within the area 
proposed for surface disturbance. Surveys are to 
be performed by a wildlife biologist familiar with 
mountain plover and their associated habitat. If 
evidence of mountain plovers is found during the 
preconstruction survey, then additional 
stipulations may apply (BLM 2009a)." 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0474-00120 We recognize that the northern leopard frog is on the BLM Special Status Species 
List. Still, we recommend that the FEIS note that the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
has determined that listing of the Northern Leopard Frog is not warranted. 76 Fed. 
Reg. 61896 (October 5, 2011). 

Text has been added to Section 3.15.2.4 to state 
that recently the FWS determined listing was not 
warranted. 
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Comment 
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Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0474-00121 The DEIS at page 3.15-2 states that, "There is no physical evidence to suggest that 
prairie dog colonies within the non block-cleared areas of the Application Area ever 
supported anything but small, perhaps ephemeral, scattered pockets of prairie dogs 
and would be of poor quality for black-footed ferrets." Therefore, the analyses 
presented on page 4.15-5 should indicate that impacts to black-footed ferrets are 
unlikely as there is little chance that the species occurs in the Application Area or 
surrounding areas. Indicating that "some vehicle collision fatalities" and canine 
distemper in the Application Area will impact black-footed ferrets is somewhat 
misleading as it indicates that the species is expected to occur in the Application Area. 
These sections should be clarified to indicate that those impacts would only occur in 
the unlikely event that a ferret is located in the Application Area. 

The following text has been added to 
Section 4.15.2.1: "As discussed in Section 3.15-2, 
the non-block cleared areas of the Application 
Area contain no physical evidence of prairie dog 
colonies; thus the area is considered to be poor 
quality for black-footed ferrets. In the unlikely 
event that black footed would occur within the 
Application Area potential impacts to black-footed 
ferret from this alternative include:..." 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0474-00123 In addition, as mentioned above for wildlife, mitigation measure GEN-1 will have more 
than a limited effect on reducing potential impacts for special status species. 

Comment noted. 

Wildlife - Special 
Status Species 

0474-0035 The discussion of mountain plover on page 3.15-16 of the DEIS states that the bird 
has recently been reinstated as a "proposed" federally threatened species. However, 
on May 12, 2011, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service announced its decision to 
withdraw the proposed listing of the mountain plover as a threatened species. 76 Fed. 
Reg. 27756. The Service has concluded that the species is not endangered or 
threatened throughout all or a significant portion of its range. The current status of this 
species should be reflected in the FEIS. 

Text in Section 3.15.2.3 has been modified to 
identify that the mountain plover was recently 
considered for federal listing under the 
Endangered Species Act; however as of 
May 12, 2011 the proposed listing was withdrawn. 
It has been noted that this species is still 
considered a BLM sensitive species. 

Noise 0304-0043 The noise analysis (DEIS v .2 at 4.16-1) does not disclose whether noise from either 
transformer stations a mile or more away from the Overland Trail or wind turbines, 
which could be sited as close as 1/4 mile for the Sierra Madre unit, would create 
enough noise to be audible from the Historic Trail. Given the level of analysis provided 
to date, it seems apparent that BLM is able to provide this information using the same 
formulae that it has used for the rest of the noise analysis. Failure to perform this 
necessary task erodes the underpinning of the NEPA hard look at impacts to the 
setting of the historic trail in question. 

Potential noise impacts to the Overland Trail from 
transformer and turbine noise are discussed in 
Section 4.16.2. 

Noise 0528-002 The one area that I did not find in the DEIS was any mention of wind noise. A recent 
review of NREL wind data shows winds in excess of 20m/s (about 45 mph) in the 
Rawlins area. 

Text has been modified in Sections 3.16 and 4.16 
to incorporate background noise information from 
NREL wind data. 



Chokecherry and Sierra Madre Preliminary Final EIS Appendix M M.3-200 

Volume II June 2012 

Appendix Table M-3 Volume II Comment Responses 

Primary Comment 
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Noise/Health 0201-001 The Draft EIS did not consider human health impacts of the project. The impacts to 
human health, caused by wind turbines, have only recently begun to surface with 
more wind turbine projects being constructed in the U.S. During the development of 
the Preliminary Draft EIS for this Project human health impacts were not discussed. 
With the increasing number of people whose health is impacted by industrial sized 
turbines we feel that the human health impacts of wind turbines is significant enough 
to be addressed in this and all future EISs. Some of the symptoms documented 
include sleep disturbance, headache, tinnitus, ear pressure, dizziness, vertigo, 
nausea, visual blurring, tachycardia, irritability, problems with concentration and 
memory, and panic episodes (Wind Turbine Syndrome: A Report on a Natural 
Experiment, Nina Pierpont, MD, PhD, Dec, 2009) There are other documented 
impacts to humans that are also significant. 

Text has been modified in Section 4.16.2 to 
highlight the multiple studies providing input both 
for and against potential negative health effects 
from wind turbines. Additionally, text has been 
augmented to highlight for each alternative, the 
distance from the nearest residence to a turbine. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0303-004 Conduct a more comprehensive analysis of the cumulative impacts of the CCSM 
project together with other energy development projects in the surrounding area prior 
to authorizing any additional development. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the 
Response to Comment 0474-00126. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0310-001 Another affiliate of Anschutz's, TransWest Express is planning a 765 mile-long direct 
current transmission line originating in south-central Wyoming to carry wind power to 
Arizona, Nevada and Southern California in support of the CCSM project. This project 
should be factored into the assessment of impact. 

All known reasonably foreseeable future projects, 
including the proposed TransWest Express 
transmission line and other proposed transmission 
projects near the project area, have been 
considered in the cumulative impact analysis in 
Volume II, Chapter 5. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0310-002 We believe it is essential that the cumulative impacts of the CCSM project be 
considered in the context of all the current and proposed development in 
South-central Wyoming. 

Thank you for your comment. Please see the 
Response to Comment 0474-00126. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0313-0043 Given the declining national and regional population trends of sagebrush obligate 
passerines, with Brewer's sparrow populations in particular showing declines of over 
50 percent during the last 25 years based on the Breeding Bird Survey (Holmes and 
Johnson 2005), the adverse impact that the proposed CCSM project may have on 
passerine productivity merits more serious consideration than it has been given, 
particularly since the sage thrasher, sage sparrow, and Brewer's sparrow are 
considered BLM-sensitive species and are vulnerable to many of the same pressures 
as are greater sage-grouse. Energy development across the Intermountain West has 
occurred primarily within sagebrush-dominated landscapes (Knick et al 2003). As a 
result, the BLM must view the potential impacts of the proposed project within the 
context of region-wide energy development when evaluating cumulative impacts on 
the area's sagebrush habitats and their attendant species. 

Additional discussion of impacts to sagebrush 
obligate species and potential for cumulative 
impacts has been added to the EIS 
(Section 5.14.3.6). 
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Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0313-0063 The BLM must evaluate threats to the Wyoming pocket gopher posed by the 
proposed CCSM project in the context of other energy development projects that are 
occurring throughout the pocket gopher's diminutive range. Authorized and pending 
oil and gas leases currently overlap much of the species' entire known range. The 
nearby Atlantic Rim Project, with 2,000 new natural gas wells and 1,000 miles of new 
access roads, includes modeled Wyoming pocket gopher habitat with a high 
probability and a moderate probability of occurrence. The Continental Divide-Creston 
Project, which encompasses known and predicted Wyoming pocket gopher habitat, 
will allow drilling and development of up to 8,950 wells. The Hiawatha Project also 
encompasses predicted Wyoming pocket gopher habitat and will develop up to 
4,208 wells. 

As stated in Section 4.15.6 of the DEIS, site-
specific surveys will be completed for the 
Wyoming pocket gopher with the intent of 
avoiding currently occupied habitat. The loss of 
habitat and extent of the potential fragmentation 
cannot be quantified without site-specific surveys. 
The Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan 
addresses the site-specific surveys for Wyoming 
pocket gopher. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0313-0087 Given the size of the projected CCSM development, we are particularly concerned 
that the large proposed Middlewood wind energy project would merely add to the 
footprint of the proposed CCSM project (being adjacent to it) and further compound 
the many adverse impacts the CCSM project is already likely to have on wildlife. This 
coupled with the already-extensive wind energy development, oil and gas-
development, and uranium development in the vicinity promise to seriously undermine 
protection and enhancement of wildlife, wildlife habitats, and cultural resources in 
southeastern and south-central Wyoming. The many sensitive resources in this area 
are unlikely to be compatible with the increasing industrialization that is occurring in 
this part of Wyoming. Any reductions in projected energy development footprints can 
only benefit wildlife, plants, and cultural resources. 

Chapter 5 of the DEIS considers the cumulative 
impacts associated with past, present and 
reasonably foreseeable actions, including 
Middlewood wind energy project. Figure 5.0-1 
depicts the specific projects considered in this 
evaluation. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0474-00124 Chapter 5 of the DEIS addresses cumulative impacts. The "CIA area" (cumulative 
impacts analysis area) is specified for most resources (see comment below), as is 
recommended by BLM's NEPA Handbook, Section 6.8.3.2. In addition, past, present 
and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the area which could affect resources 
which may be impacted by the Proposed Action or Alternative 1R are described on 
pages 5-1 to 5-3. However, the cumulative impacts analysis itself does not always 
explain, for each resource, the effects of those other actions that may, together with 
the Proposed Action or the alternatives, have a cumulative impact on particular 
resources. 

For some resources, the projects listed in 
Section 5.0 may not be specifically addressed 
because the cumulative impact analysis area 
does not encompass the project listed. However, 
all cumulative impact sections have been 
reviewed to either confirm or expand the 
cumulative impact analysis area as well as add 
additional detail for clarification as appropriate. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0474-00126 PCW also recognizes that the DEIS has been prepared on a broad scale and that 
there will be further analysis of site-specific impacts, including cumulative impacts, 
after the ROD has been signed and the specific locations of wind turbines can be 
identified. Consequently, the cumulative impacts analysis in this EIS will also be on a 
broad scale. Still, the cumulative impacts analysis in the FEIS should sufficiently 
analyze the incremental impacts of the Proposed Action and the alternatives, when 
combined with the impacts of the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future 
actions described in Table 5.0-1, so as to allow a reasoned choice among the 
alternatives. 

Thank you for your comment. We have reviewed 
all cumulative impact analysis sections and 
included a comparison of the cumulative effects 
for the four alternatives. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0474-00129 For some species (e.g., bats), the DEIS does not specify what the CIA area is. That 
omission should be clarified in the FEIS. 

Based on numerous existing data it is assumed 
that most bat mortality would involve migratory 
tree bat species, namely hoary and silver-haired 
bats, which migrate from other areas through the 
application area in the late summer and fall, and 
not resident bats. Therefore, the CIA would 
include a substantial area encompassing western 
North America north of the project. This has been 
clarified in the EIS in Section 5.14.3.5. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0474-00130 The cumulative impacts analysis should clarify that it includes within its consideration 
the WY 71 improvement project currently underway. 

The list of projects for cumulative analysis 
(Chapter 5) has been revised to include the 
Hwy 71 improvement project. 

Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0474-00131 As discussed in our comments above on Section 1.2, the DEIS states at p. 1-4 that 
each of the five proposed transmission line projects "are described and analyzed in 
the cumulative impacts analysis." While Table 5.0-1 includes the TransWest Express 
transmission line project on the list of current and planned projects, the discussion on 
page 5-10 should include reference to the TransWest Express transmission line 
project along with the Gateway West and Gateway South transmission line projects. 
In addition, while Table 5.0-1 lists the five transmission line projects, the cumulative 
impacts analysis does not include any detail about those projects in connection with 
several of the resources considered. PCW recommends that the final EIS include 
more detail about the proposed transmission line projects, including their approximate 
locations and anticipated construction timing, their impacts, and the potential for 
cumulative impacts on particular resources from those projects when combined with 
the impacts from the proposed wind energy project and the alternatives analyzed in 
this DEIS. 

Text has been added to Chapter 5 referring 
reader to appropriate documents for these 
projects. 
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Cumulative Impacts 
General 

0474-00134 In addition, we recommend that Chapter 5 incorporate the discussion from Section 
6.4.3 of the Final Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy Development on BLM 
Administered Lands in the Western United States with respect to related transmission 
line construction. 

We included a new sentence in Chapter 5.0 
clarifying BLM's intent to incorporate information 
from the Final Programmatic Wind EIS, with a 
specific reference to Section 6.4.3. 

Reclamation - 
General 

0310-005 Another major challenge will be the short- and long- term reclamation and restoration 
of the entire project area. It is important to take a look at what BLM and industry are 
working on in the short term and to consider landscape level goals. 

Short-term and long-term reclamation has been 
considered in the existing text. The Project 
reclamation plan must meet BLM requirements, 
which helps to meet landscape level goals.  

Reclamation - 
General 

0312-004 While we support the BLM requiring timing restrictions and stipulations under this 
Alternative, we would also ask the BLM require road reclamation plans that minimize 
sedimentation and erosion to watersheds to both private and public land resources. 

PCW has submitted a draft master reclamation 
plan that must be approved by BLM prior to 
project commencement. The BLM does not have 
jurisdiction over private lands and therefore 
cannot require implementation of road reclamation 
plans on private lands; however, PCW states in 
the master reclamation plan (POD Appendix E) 
that the preference is to use the procedures and 
standards in the plan on all lands, but that PCW 
will coordinate with private landowners as 
appropriate.  

Mitigation - General 0204-001 The EPA has five areas of concern which are discussed below: air quality, surface 
water quality, protection of wetlands, impacts to sage grouse, and analysis of 
connected actions. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Mitigation - General 0208-0014 Will the implementing of BLM's GEN-1 project phasing plan change water supply 
issues? Can BLM provide quantities identifying changes in water supply needed if the 
construction period is extended as proposed in BLM's GEN-1 mitigation measure? 

Mitigation measure GEN-1 has been incorporated 
into all alternatives, and the water use estimates 
reflect that change. 

Mitigation - General 0208-002 Question: Is there a chart and graph quantifying data comparing 1R workforce versus 
BLM's preferred GEN-1 mitigation measure? Question: Please describe how would 
the impact over 5 seasons be better than 4? 

The revised CCSM POD includes a 5-year 
construction schedule consistent with the overall 
schedule for GEN-1. General benefits of GEN-1 
are described in Volume II, Appendix A.3.1.1. 
Benefits of GEN-1 are described by applicable 
resources in respective sections of Chapter 4. 
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Mitigation - General 0303-0035 While mitigation is an essential element of adaptive management, the BLM, 
cooperating agencies, and PCW should emphasize avoidance over mitigation. 
Environmentally responsible wind development will limit environmental impacts by 
guiding projects away from the most environmentally sensitive sites and species. 
Where avoidance is impossible or impracticable, mitigation measures should 
generally lead to increasing or stable populations in the project area, as well as at the 
regional level (i.e. Rawlins RMP area and greater Red Desert area). For this reason, 
assessing the cumulative impacts of the CCSM project and other energy development 
projects in the Rawlins RMP area is essential to ensuring accurate data and 
appropriate mitigation. 

BLM follows existing policy to avoid impacts 
where practical and feasible, and then analyzes 
possible mitigation to reduce impacts (wind 
energy BMPs included in IM 2009-043). 
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Mitigation - General 0303-0037 We offer the following additional suggestions for your consideration to the extent that 
BLM seeks to rely on adaptive management as a portion of its impact mitigation 
efforts: 
• The stipulations intended to protect wildlife need to be strictly enforced. Wind 
turbines, turbine pads, and supporting facilities should be sited outside all critical 
wildlife habitats, wherever and whenever identified. 
• Incorporate the most current and relevant scientific data that analyzes wildlife and 
fisheries impacts related to development. 
• Follow WGFD Wind Recommendations. 
• Establish an action plan for the potential loss of existing big game migration 
corridors. 
• Provide an environmental compliance plan that clearly states how the BLM will 
enforce monitoring, environmental compliance and remediation on wildlife and 
fisheries affected by wind development in the project area. The environmental 
compliance plan should be developed on a landscape scale to determine 
management options for wildlife and aquatic species. 
• Big game monitoring is extremely important in this area. The final EIS should 
address monitoring in much greater detail. It should include monitoring juvenile 
survival and recruitment and adult survival rates for all big game species.  
• Vegetation monitoring should be part of the development and production phase. 
BLM must effectively protect habitats at risk from impacts associated with the 
proposed development. 
• A baseline water quality monitoring and analysis plan must be developed. It should 
include a schedule for baseline surveys and data gathering prior to construction, 
during and after. 
• Limiting human disturbance and activity during critical big game seasons will help 
mitigate impacts, but if and only if they are enforced and no exceptions are allowed. 
• All roads and project activities should be located as far from riparian and wetland 
communities as possible. 
• Identify road miles per sub-watershed as opposed to only mileage for each 
Alternative over the entire CCSM project area. With only total mileage listed per 
Alternative it is difficult to analyze what effect road construction and the resulting 
sedimentation would have on a particular watershed. 
• Provide a specific estimate of impacts the proposed action will have on hunting, 
fishing and wildlife associated recreation, with specific emphasis on local economies. 
• Reclaim vegetation sites by using re-seeding techniques that promote non-invasive 
vegetation production. 

Thank you for your comments. Please refer to the 
FEIS, specifically Appendix J: Wildlife Monitoring 
and Protection Plan, for additional language 
related to your recommendations. 
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Mitigation - General 0309-0011 Additional fence removal and markings. Text in the greater sage-grouse impact discussion 
(Section 4.15.2.2) has been revised to indicate 
potential mitigation measures being developed by 
PCW as a result of their ongoing research on 
greater sage-grouse within the Application Area. 
One of these measures was to mark barb wire 
fences in high greater sage-grouse use areas as 
well as remove fences completely when practical. 

Mitigation - General 0312-0012 According to the Applicant Committed Measures stream crossings will be minimized, 
located, and constructed so they do not decrease channel stability or increase water 
velocity. Specifically all perennial stream crossings should be constructed with a 
bottomless culvert with a width greater than the bankfull width of the stream. This will 
ensure that the crossing does not become a barrier to fish passage. 

The action that all stream crossings will simulate 
natural stream processes as outlined in the 
Rawlins RMP will be applied. Specific stream 
crossing types will be determined on a site 
specific basis and a variety of crossings may be 
used as long as the company can demonstrate 
that it is meeting the requirement and the BLM 
approves it. 

Mitigation - General 0312-0015 Conduct preconstruction and yearly onsite visits with BLM, State Agencies and the 
Operator to assess impacts. 

A monitoring plan will be implemented as part of 
any decision to construct a wind farm project. 
Results of monitoring will be made available to 
cooperating agencies. BLM will organize site visits 
requested by cooperating agencies. For wildlife, 
monitoring will be coordinated with the BLM, 
USFWS, and WGFD as described in Appendix J: 
Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan. 

Mitigation - General 0312-002 Due to the significant amount of habitat improvement projects within these areas, TU 
stresses that the BLM include above adequate mitigation measures to protect the 
resource investment. 

Comment noted. 

Mitigation - General 0312-0026 In the Upper Muddy Creek Watershed/Grizzly WHMA we recommend a 1/4 mile 
buffer for all surface disturbing activities near CRCT streams. 

See comment response 0309-002. 

Mitigation - General 0312-0030 The number of stream crossings will be minimized and located so that they do not 
decrease channel stability or increase water velocity. Even though stream crossings 
are estimated in the EIS, the final number will not be exact until the final layout is 
completed, we strongly encourage the number of stream crossings to be minimized 
as well as their locations carefully planned. 

Section 4.13.2 of the DEIS and Section A.3.3.3 of 
Appendix A include these qualifications. Also 
please see the response to Comment 0303-0020. 
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Mitigation - General 0313-0028 We urge the BLM to require that any power lines that are built in the project area are 
compliant with Avian Power Line Interaction Committee standards and guidelines (see 
APLIC 2006). The BLM does not appear to have listed this important mitigation 
measure in its proposed mitigation measures, nor has PCW appeared to commit to it 
in its Applicant Committed Measures (ACMs). Widely adopted by utility companies 
and a host of other entities, the APLIC guidelines help reduce raptor collisions with 
and electrocutions from power lines. Complying with APLIC guidelines is essential if 
energy companies are to remain in compliance with the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
(MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA). We urge the BLM to 
recommend that PCW use only wood poles for its distribution lines since metal poles 
are more likely to cause raptor electrocutions. The BLM also should urge PCW to 
commit to using raptor perch deterrents on any power poles constructed in sage-
grouse habitat. Preventing raptors from perching on power poles (or at least reducing 
the amount of time that raptors are likely to hunt from such poles) will help reduce 
raptor predation on sage-grouse. 

PCW has committed to constructing the 
transmission line to APLIC standards as identified 
in the revised POD and text has been added to 
the EIS in Section 4.14. Research conducted to 
date indicates that perch deterrents are not 
effective for reducing raptor perching opportunities 
so the utility of this mitigation measure is 
questionable.  

Mitigation - General 0313-0029 We also ask that PCW continue to use bird diverters on any temporary and 
permanent meteorological towers during and after construction as well as on power 
lines adjacent to riparian and wetland areas, and other areas that appear to bisect 
avian flight pathways to frequently used foraging and roost sites. 

Bird diverters will likely be used on all met tower 
guy wires. The need for and location of bird 
diverters on power lines will be determined in 
conjunction with the BLM, USFWS, and WGFD as 
part of the Avian Protection Plan (APP) being 
developed for the project (text has been added to 
Section 4.14.3.4). 

Mitigation - General 0313-0030 We ask the BLM to urge PCW to commit to siting turbines outside of prairie dog towns 
to help reduce avian collision fatalities. Aside from providing important breeding 
habitat for a number of birds (such as mountain plovers and burrowing owls) and 
other animals (such as the endangered black-footed ferret), these areas often attract 
foraging raptors, particularly ferruginous hawks and golden eagles-- both of which are 
species of significant concern-placing them at particular risk of colliding with turbines. 

As discussed in the EIS, very few white-tailed 
prairie dog colonies are found within the 
application area and therefore a mitigation 
measure to avoid prairie dog colonies is not 
needed. 

Mitigation - General 0313-0031 Finally, we believe that larger no-surface-occupancy protective buffers are warranted 
around raptor nests, particularly around ferruginous hawk nests and golden eagle 
nests. BLM's standard buffers were developed to protect raptors from disturbance to 
nesting birds from energy development and other intrusions. They were not designed 
to protect wide-ranging foraging raptors from collisions with wind turbines. As a result, 
these buffers should be increased significantly to protect raptors from colliding with 
turbine blades. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 
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Mitigation - General 0313-0032 To minimize the CCSM project's impact on raptors, mitigate the potential for raptor 
collisions with turbines, and help PCW remain in compliance with the MBTA and the 
BGEPA, all of the above best management practices (BMPs) should be included in 
the ACMs prior to the issuance of any ROW permits. 

Please see GCR-21 (Bat avian impacts). 

Mitigation - General 0313-0044 To lessen the project's impact on sagebrush obligate passerines, the minimum 
number of roads should be constructed and whenever possible large areas of intact 
sagebrush should be left undisturbed. Although these three species were among the 
most commonly observed passerines in the CCSM project area (CCSM DEIS at 
3.14-11), they are more likely to be adversely impacted by habitat fragmentation 
caused by roads and other infrastructure, and anthropogenic disturbances than they 
are to actual collisions with wind turbines. 

Please see GCR-12 (Range of Alternatives). 

Mitigation - General 0313-0086 The proposed transmission line for this project should parallel existing linear features 
(Hwy 71, roads, and pipelines) on the west site of the CC portion of the proposed 
project to minimize impact to sage-grouse and raptors, and to co-locate linear 
crossings of the historic Overland Trail. If the SM portion of this project is eliminated 
as we would prefer, this transmission disruption of the Overland Trail would be 
unnecessary. Co-locating the proposed transmission line on the western edge of CC 
will help reduce the likelihood of raptors perching in the middle of the CC portion of 
the project area. Transmission poles are likely to serve as raptor perches, even if 
perch time is significantly reduced by the use of raptor deterrents. Placing the 
transmission line in the middle of the CC portion of the project is likely to encourage 
raptors to perch in the middle of the wind farm, where they will be at greater risk of 
colliding with wind turbine blades no matter which direction they choose to forage. 
Increased use of a power line in this area by raptors also is likely to increase 
predation pressure on project-area grouse. Locating transmission on the west side will 
reduce impacts to raptors that use the transmission poles as perches since they will 
not be at risk of colliding with wind turbines if they forage to the west of Hwy 71. 

Please refer to GCR-17 (Haul Road) and GCR-13 
(No Sierra Madre). 

Mitigation - General 0313-0088 We urge the BLM to require continuous monitoring of wildlife, plants, and other 
resources as a condition to providing a ROW to PCW. Post-construction studies will 
be particularly important so that impacts to natural resources can be evaluated and 
mitigation measures instituted. Monitoring should also determine the efficacy of any 
ongoing mitigation efforts. All avian and bat mitigation measures should be included in 
an ABPP. Mitigation measures and pre- and post-construction data all should be 
available to the public, particularly since the resources that will be impacted occur on 
public lands. 

A Wildlife Monitoring and Protection Plan has 
been developed and has been included as 
Appendix J to the EIS. 
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Mitigation - General 1000-001 I encourage you to take the time to appropriately monitor and report on the ecosystem 
with the end of having a solid set of projected consequences on the project's 
ramifications, before action is taken. 

Thank you for your comment. 

Other 0315-001 The following set of comments is included based on the request in letter number 
0304. 

Thank you for your comments. 

Other 0215-003 Although state trust lands are not subject to BLM Visual Resource Management 
(VRM) assessments, we consider the VRM a de facto encumbrance to neighboring 
state trust parcels, and would request notification by the proponent of any project 
alterations stemming from this analysis. 

Please see the response to GCR-5 
(Checkerboard). 

Other 0474-00142 BLM Environmental Constraint ("EC") "Water-Wetlands" in Table C-1 states that there 
will be no disturbance of wetlands identified on the National Wetlands Inventory 
(''NWI'') or proper functioning condition. PCW would like to clarify that as additional 
site specific information becomes available as a result of the delineation effort 
contemplated by the applicant committed BMPs in Table C-3, such information may 
be used to refine wetland boundaries and conditions from those contained in the NWI. 
The "Wildlife-Fish" EC in Table C-1 requires that road crossings of water bodies that 
potentially support fish for a portion of the year be designed to simulate natural stream 
springs. PCW would like definition in the FEIS of which streams the BLM believes 
could "potentially support fish" or the criteria used to determine this. BLM EC "Wildlife 
- Greater Sage-Grouse" (Sage grouse measure 3 in Table C-1) states that high profile 
structures will be authorized on a case-by-case basis within 0.25 to 1 mile of an 
occupied sage-grouse lek. PCW believes that under Alternative 1R the correct 
distance is 0.25 mile, however, would like to request clarification in the FEIS. 

Comment noted. BLM has considered this 
information in development of the FEIS. BLM 
Environmental Constraints shown in Table C-1 
are derived from BLM's RMP. 

Other 0474-00144 The BMP in Table C-3 labeled "Geology-Seismic Considerations" is incorrect. PCW's 
statement that all structures would be built to Seismic Zone 4 standards is in error. In 
fact all structures will be built to the appropriate seismic zone standard for the local 
geology. This correction does not affect BLM's analysis. 

Table C-3 has been amended to incorporate 
PCW's requested language in the comment which 
is consistent with the language in Table A-3, 
Applicant Committed BMP's, item A-3-19, Plan of 
Development January 2012.  

Other 0474-00145 Table C-3 item "Lands and Realty - Foreign Lines, Monuments and Markers" PCW 
would like to clarify that PCW will be responsible for all repairs and loss of revenue if 
damages are incurred during construction only to the extent of our legal liability but 
that this commitment shall not be interpreted as a waiver of any legal rights, including 
the right to seek recourse against or reimbursement from appropriate parties. 

Comment noted. Appendix A has been updated to 
reflect information from PCW's revised POD. 
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Other 0474-00146 Regarding the item labeled "Public Health and Safety - Fire Management" PCW 
would like to note that the local fire departments have not been consulted regarding 
the specific measures stated in this BMP, therefore, PCW would prefer to state that 
the local fire departments would be notified of activities as requested pursuant to the 
Fire Safety Plan. 

Comment noted. Appendix A has been updated to 
reflect information from PCW's revised POD. 

Other 0474-00147 Item 3 page C-9 titled "Roads - General" and item 6 on page C-11 titled "Water - 
Road Design" state that PCW will avoid initiating erosion. The intent of this statement 
was that PCW would avoid initiating erosion where possible. It is clear that BLM's 
analysis took into account that some erosion may occur in keeping with the intent of 
this statement. 

Comment noted. Appendix A has been updated to 
reflect information from PCW's revised POD. 

Other 0474-00149 Regarding the 10th, 11th, and 12th Applicant Committed Mitigation Measures listed 
on page C-9, all under the Roads-General Design Resource Concern, PCW wishes to 
clarify that these align with the intention in the March 2009 POD that deliveries of 
project components would utilize public roads within Sinclair and Rawlins. Given the 
subsequent decision to use a haul road internal to the Application Area, most of these 
measures no longer apply. PCW will work with the Carbon County Road and Bridge 
Department and Wyoming Department of Transportation (as necessary) to address 
any issues of excessive wear due to workforce commuting traffic. 

Comment noted. The next to last bullet in the 
assumptions for the transportation assessment 
has been revised to reflect the expectation that 
the PCW would enter into Highway and Road use 
agreements with WYDOT, Carbon County and the 
BLM to contract for, or reimburse those parties to 
repair project-related damages. 

Other 0474-00149 Page C-II, item 10 "Water - Waterbodies and Wetlands". The BMP referenced is not 
stated in the same manner in which it was submitted to the BLM. The first portion of 
the reference should read "Waters of the U.S., including wetlands, will be avoided to 
the maximum extent practicable. Where these features cannot be completely avoided, 
impacts will be minimized through design modification, as necessary ... " 

Text in Appendix C has been modified per the 
comment and now reads “Waters of the U.S., 
including wetlands, will be avoided to the 
maximum extent practicable. Where these 
features cannot be completely avoided, impacts 
will be minimized through design modification, as 
necessary ... “ 

Other 0474-00150 Page C-Il, item 12 "Water - Waterbodies and Wetlands" also contains an incomplete 
reference. This statement came out of the March 2009 POD and referenced an 
appendix that contains specific BMPs from the Programmatic EIS and was not 
intended to include all of the BMPs in the Programmatic EIS as the statement now 
reflects. PCW requests that BLM clarify this reference in the FEIS. 

Text in Table C-3 has been revised to include the 
complete reference as noted. 
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Other 0474-004 TOTCO has nonetheless worked cooperatively with the BLM for several years to 
improve range quality on the public and private lands in the Application Area and 
PCW has committed to a number of measures (described as Applicant-Committed 
Measures or "ACMs" in Appendix C) for mitigation of impacts from the proposed 
CCSM wind energy project. Specific ACM's would apply to both public and private 
lands as specified in Appendix C Table C-2 thus voluntarily protecting additional 
resources in the Application Area. If an action alternative is approved in BLM's Record 
of Decision ("ROD"), those ACM's will be incorporated in the ROD as components of 
the project, enforceable by BLM. 

The information presented in this comment is 
correct. 

Other 0510-004 What is the expected life of these towers? Do you plan to dismantle the towers at the 
end of the life expectancy? 

Appendix A, Section A.4.2.1 describes routine 
maintenance of wind turbines. 

Other 0524-001 BCA has identified 4 million acres of lands with high wind potential and no wildlife 
conflicts. They have done your job for you and you need to implement all Smart from 
the Start recommendations for this and all future turbine projects. 

Thank you for your comment 

Other 0528-001 The first plan showed the actual turbine locations in each area while the current plan 
does not have the turbine locations shown. This lack of data adversely affects the full 
analysis of the DEIS. 

See Response to Comments 0214-003 and 0309-
006. 

Out of Scope 0310-007 Alliance for Historic Wyoming (AHW) is extremely concerned about the ongoing and 
imprecise classification of certain emigrant trail segments as "noncontributing" with 
the ensuing result that further degradation of these sections is adjudged not to 
constitute an adverse impact. We would like to suggest that a master map designating 
contributing vs. non-contributing segments be developed and distributed so that the 
historians who are most familiar with these historic trails will have a timely opportunity 
to evaluate the validity of these designations. 

Properties that encompass large areas can be 
deemed to have contributing and non-contributing 
portions. Contributing portions are seen to retain 
integrity of the values for which the property is 
considered eligible for the NRHP. Non-
contributing portions are identified portions of the 
property which are not deemed to retain the 
integrity of values which would render the property 
eligible for the NRHP. The historic properties 
within the CCSM area of potential effects (APE) 
have been evaluated by historians that are 
permitted by the BLM. The programmatic 
agreement regarding adverse effects to historic 
properties (PA) will stipulate how the BLM will 
identify adverse effects and avoid, minimize, 
and/or mitigate those effects appropriately. 
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Out of Scope 0510-001 Where does the money come from to finance this program? If government, at any 
level, is funding this project, where does the government get that money? Is this a 
loan; does the money have to be paid back? 

The CCSM project is a privately funded endeavor 
and no federal funds are involved in development 
of this project. ROW applicants are required to 
enter a cost recovery agreement for efforts 
associated with federal involvement in project 
permitting. Applicants are also required to fund 
contractor efforts associated with preparation of 
required environmental analyses and surveying. 
The BLM requires an unbiased environmental 
analysis be conducted by an independent third 
party contractor in accordance with NEPA. 

Out of Scope 0510-003 To your knowledge, does wind energy provide more than 5% of the energy used in 
America today? If not, when will it provide 5% of the energy used in America today? 

Wind produced 94.6 million MWh of electricity in 
2010. That represented about 2.3% of US 
electricity in 2010. The U.S. wind industry now 
totals 43,461 MW of cumulative wind capacity 
through the end of September 2011. 
Approximately 3,360 MW have been added in the 
first 3 quarters of 2011. 

 


