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NOTATION

Thefollowing isalist of acronyms and abbreviations (including units of measure) used in
this document.

GENERAL ACRONYMSAND ABBREVIATIONS

ACEC Areaof Critical Environmental Concern
BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best management practice

CEC Commission for Environmental Cooperation
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CWA Clean Water Act

CX Categorical Exclusion

DoD U.S. Department of Defense

EA environmental assessment

EIS environmental impact statement

EMF electric and magnetic fields

EMI electromagnetic interference

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency
ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
GIS geographic information system

IBB individual-based models

JEDI Jobs and Economic Development

MBTA Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918

MCA Montana Code Annotated

MPDS maximum potential development scenario
NCA National Conservation Area

NDOW Nevada Department of Wildlife

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act of 1969

NHPA National Historic Preservation Act



NLCS National Landscape Conservation System

NREL National Renewable Energy Laboratory
NRHP National Register of Historic Places

OHV off-highway vehicle

PCB polychlorinated biphenyl

PEIS programmatic environmental impact statement
PILT Paymentsin Lieu of Taxes

POD Plan of Devel opment

PTC Production Tax Credit

RMP Resource Management Plan

ROD Record of Decision

ROW right-of -way

RSA rotor-swept area

SIP State Implementation Plan

USsC United States Code

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

WDFW Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife
WinDS Wind Deployment System

WIWET Western Interconnection Wind Evaluation Team
WRA wind resource area

UNITS OF MEASURE

dB(A) A-weighted decibel(s) L liter(s)

ft foot (feet) m meter(s)
MW megawatt(s)

ga galon(s)

ha hectare(s)
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ENGLISH/METRIC AND METRIC/ENGLISH EQUIVALENTS

The following table lists the appropriate equivalents for English and metric units.

Multiply By To Obtain

English/Metric Equivalents

acres 0.4047 hectares (ha)

cubic feet (ft3) 0.02832 cubic meters (m3)
cubic yards (yd3) 0.7646 cubic meters (m3)
degrees Fahrenheit (°F) —32 0.5555 degrees Celsius (°C)
feet (ft) 0.3048 meters (m)

galons (gal) 3.785 liters (L)

galons (gal) 0.003785 cubic meters (m3)
inches (in.) 2.540 centimeters (cm)
miles (mi) 1.609 kilometers (km)
pounds (Ib) 0.4536 kilograms (kg)

short tons (tons) 907.2 kilograms (kg)
short tons (tons) 0.9072 metric tons (t)
square feet (ft2) 0.09290 square meters (m2)
square yards (yd2) 0.8361 square meters (m?)
square miles (mi2) 2.590 square kilometers (km?)
yards (yd) 0.9144 meters (m)

Metric/English Equivalents

centimeters (cm) 0.3937 inches (in.)

cubic meters (m3) 35.31 cubic feet (ft3)
cubic meters (m3) 1.308 cubic yards (yd3)
cubic meters (m3) 264.2 gallons (gal)
degrees Celsius (°C) +17.78 1.8 degrees Fahrenheit (°F)
hectares (ha) 2471 acres

kilograms (kg) 2.205 pounds (Ib)
kilograms (kg) 0.001102 short tons (tons)
kilometers (km) 0.6214 miles (mi)

liters (L) 0.2642 galons (gal)
meters (m) 3.281 feet (ft)

meters (m) 1.094 yards (yd)

metric tons (t) 1.102 short tons (tons)
square kilometers (km?) 0.3861 square miles (mi2)
square meters (m?2) 10.76 square feet (ft2)

square meters (m?) 1.196 square yards (yd2)
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1 INTRODUCTION

This volume of the Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) on Wind
Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States contains public
comments on the Draft PEIS and the Bureau of Land Management’s (BLM’s) responses to those
comments. The BLM prepared the Draft PEIS in accordance with the Council on Environmental
Quality (CEQ) regulations for implementing the procedural provisions of the National
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) (Code of Federal Regulations, Title 40, Parts 1500-1508
[40 CFR Parts 1500-1508]) and the requirements of the Federal Land Policy and Management
Act of 1976 (FLPMA) (United States Code, Title 43, Section 1701 [43 USC 1701]). These
procedures and requirements provide for a period of public comment on a Draft PEIS prior to
publication of aFina PEIS.

The Notice of Availability (NOA) of the Draft PEIS was published in Volume 69,
page 175, of the Federal Register on September 10, 2004 (69 FR 175). This began a 90-day
public comment period, which lasted from September 10 to December 10, 2004. More than
120 people and organizations participated in the public comment process by providing Internet-
based comments or postal |etters. Approximately 718 individual comments were received.

The comment documents are presented in this volume in numerical order by assigned
document number. Comment documents received by postal mail were assigned sequential 5-digit
numbers starting with number 00001. Documents received via the electronic comment form on
the project Web site were assigned sequential 5-digit numbers starting with 80001. The
numbering system is not continuous (e.g., the system jumps from document 80012 to 80014);
however, all public comments that were received have been included in the system and were
considered in preparing the Final PEIS.

Each document is immediately followed by the responses to the individual comments
identified within the document. To view a specific comment document and the associated
responses, the reader should consult the following indices to determine the document number.
Two indices are provided: (1) the Individuals Index contains al of the comment documents
received, and (2) the Agencies, Organizations, and Tribal Governments Index contains a subset
of the Individuals Index identifying documents received from these types of organizations.






INDEX: INDVIDUALS

Document  Page Document  Page
Name ID No. Name ID No.
Abegglen, Jim 00020 101 Groene, Scott 80079 527
Anderson, |leene 80082 563 Hacskaylo, Michael 80096 661
Baldrica, Alice M. 00025 149 Harper, Phillip 80022 263
Ballard, Tim 80062 388 Haslem, David J. 00020 101
Baney, Robert 00009 37 Heiken, Doug 80083 567
Battaglia, Charles 80051 357 Heinrich, Leland G. 00002 13
Benas, Rick C. 80003 207 Holmgren, Jeanne 00017 83
Bolden, Sherry A. 80097 671 Hunt, Doug 00012 44
Broscheid, Bob 00019 89 Jodziewicz, Laurie 80073 465
Brown, Erik S. 80032 294 Johnson, Roger 80098 673
Bush, Jack C. 80070 436 Jolley, Dustin G. 80057 371
Caetano, Paul J. 80012 229 Jones, Sandra A. 80060 384
Cannella, ChiaraM. 80042 323 Kenedy, Michael F. 80028 284
Carlson, Tim 80029 286 Kirkpatrick, Lisa 80045 327
Carr, Thomas A. 80067 410 Knox, Peter 80037 312
Carroll, Clint 80047 336 Kreutzer, Lee A. 80026 272
Catino, Thomas F. 80036 309 Larson, Douglas 80067 410
Chatburn, John 80085 578 Lassen, Chuck W. 80017 243
Childress, Don 80074 487 Little Coyote, Eugene 80059 380
Chiropolos, Mike 80079 527 Little Coyote, Sr., JoeD. 80059 380
Clayson, Tom 00016 80 Malone, Gillian 80079 527
Connor, Michag! J. 80090 609 Malone, Marty 80010 227
Crane, Ken 80085 578 McCullough, Warren D. 00022 127
Culver, Nada 80079 527 McDiarmid, Michael D. 80075 501
Curtis, John 80058 378 McKee, Michael J. 00020 101
Danielson, Judi 00010 40 Miller, Anne Norton 00014 71
Darin, Tom 80079 527 Miller, Dustin T. 80072 461
Davis, Paula 80025 270 Miller, Jeff K. 80076 507
Denny, MikeE. 80063 394 Miller, Jeff K. 80077 511
Dorin, Melinda 80098 673 Morefield, James D. 00026 151
Downey, Richard L. 00027 158 Mosher, James A. 80080 546
DuBois, Kristi L. 80086 588 Myers, Amy C. 80033 303
Duggan, J. Edward 80091 621 Name Withheld 80015 238
Dupree, Gale G. 80052 359 Name Withheld 80016 241
Efroymson, Rebecca A. 80049 340 Name Withheld 80021 252
Everett, William H. 00005 26 Name Withheld 80023 265
Fikel, Michele 80065 403 Name Withheld 80027 277
France, John W. 00003 17 Name Withheld 80043 325
France, Thomas 80088 593 Nelan, Jodi P. 00011 42
Freeman, David W. 80005 213 Newmark, Jennifer 00026 151
Gagliano, Troy 80093 639 Nickerson, Susan L. 00024 141
Gill, Mike 80064 401 Niemerski, Matthew 80079 527
Goddard, Steve 80066 405 Orahoske, Andrew J. 80069 425
Goodrich, Timothy G. 80007 217 Oviatt, Lorelei H. 00013 68
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Pacheco, LuisR. 80009 225 Taylor, Ken 80019 247
Painter, Michael J. 80079 527 Thayer, Robert L. 80046 334
Patton, Vicki L. 80014 236 Thurtle, Marilynn A. 80018 245
Perkins, Michagl D. 80056 366 Trent, Tracey 00004 19
Peters, Keith G. 80034 305 Ula, Sadrul 80071 457
Pezzolo, George and Diane 00007 33 Van Engel, Emily 80053 361
Powers, John S. 80031 292 Wachter, Corina 80099 679
Powers-Sindlinger, UrsulaK. 80030 290 Walsh, Gretchen B. 00006 30
Preiss, Mark 80079 527 Watson, Mark L. 80045 327
Priestley, Frank 80072 461 Weber, Ivan 80078 519
Radle, Autumn 80061 386 Weilmunster, Don K. 00023 136
Randolph, Dan 80079 527 Welch, David J. 80024 267
Robertson, Erin 80079 527 Welty, Edith and Thomas 80006 215
Robison, John M. 80081 554 Wichers, Bill 00001 9
Rosenkrantz, Stewart 80039 316 Williams, Lester E. 80035 307
Ryzak, David J. 00018 86 Williams, Steve 00028 161
Sachau, Barb 80004 211 Wilshire, Howard G. 00015 76
Salvo, Mark 80079 527 Winegrad, Gerald W. 80050 345
Schleede, Glenn R. 00021 105 Wischmann, Lesley 80054 363
Schleede, Glenn R. 80002 182 Wittke, Seth 80040 318
Sentz, Gene 80092 637 Y ochum, Merritt K. 80020 250
Sliwinski, Sue M. 80008 219 Y oumans, Heidi B. 80074 487
Smith, Michael D. 80089 602 Y oung, Dennis 80001 180
Sowles, Maeve E. 80094 659 Young, Tolford R. 80041 321
Spencer, Katie 00008 35
Stapleton, Lisa 80068 423
Stoffle, Richard W. 80038 314
Supsic, Charles 80048 338
Surdam, Ronald C. 80040 318
Swanson, David R. 80096 661



INDEX: AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS, AND TRIBAL GOVERNMENT &2

Document
Organization ID Page No.
Alliance for Historic Wyoming 80054 363
Alliance to Protect Nantucket Sound 00024 141
American Bird Conservancy 80050 345
American Wind Energy Association 80073 465
Anadarko Petroleum Corporation 00016 80
Arizona Game and Fish Department 00019 89
Blue Mountain Audubon 80063 394
California Energy Commission 80098 673
California Native Plant Society 80082 563
Californians for Western Wilderness 80079 527
Center for Biological Diversity 80076 507
Center for Biological Diversity 80077 511
Center for Native Ecosystems 80079 527
Custer County Board of County Commissioners 00027 158
Defenders of Wildlife 80079 527
Department of Energy, Office of Legacy Management 00009 37
Desert Tortoise Council 80090 609
Desert Tortoise Preserve Committee, Inc. 80090 609
eda & doe 80059 380
Idaho Conservation League 80081 554
Idaho Department of Fish and Game 00004 19
Idaho Farm Bureau Federation 80072 461
Idaho State Department of Agriculture 80085 578
Idaho Wildlife Federation 80066 405
Jackson Hole Conservation Alliance 80079 527
Kamalani Development Corporation 80060 384
Kern County Planning Department 00013 68
Klamath-Siskiyou Wildlands Center 80083 567
Lane County Audubon Society 80094 659
Montana Department of Environmental Quality 00022 127
Montana Department of Natural Resources and Conservation 00017 83
Montana Fish, Wildlife and Parks 80074 487
National Trails System, Salt Lake City Office of the National Park Service 80026 272
National Trust for Historic Preservation 80089 602
National Wildlife Federation 80088 593
Nevada Wildlife Federation 80052 359
NevadaWind, LLC 80029 286
New Mexico Department of Game and Fish 80045 327
New Mexico Energy, Minerals and Natural Resources Department 80075 501
North American Grouse Partnership 80080 546
Northern Cheyenne Tribe 80059 380
Northwest Power and Conservation Council 00010 40
Oak Creek Energy Systems, Inc. 80091 621
Oregon Natural Resources Council 80083 567



Document

Organization ID Page No.
Oregon-California Trails Association 80024 267
Powder River Basin Resource Council 80079 527
Renewable Northwest Project 80093 639
Resource Advisory Council to Bureau of Land Management, Boise District 00023 136
Sagebrush Sea Campaign 80079 527
San Juan Citizens Alliance 80079 527
Sardinia Preservation Group 80008 219
Southern Utah Wilderness Alliance 80079 527
State of Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Nevada
Natural Heritage Program 00026 151
State of Nevada Department of Conservation and Natural Resources, Nevada
Natural Heritage Program 00026 151
State of Nevada Department of Cultural Affairs, Nevada State Historic Preservation
Office 00025 149
State of Nevada, Department of Wildlife 00012 44
State of Wyoming, Office of the Governor 80071 457
Te-Moak Housing Authority 80030 290
The Saratoga Associates 80003 207
The Wilderness Society 80079 527
U.S. Department of the Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service 00028 161
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 00014 71
Uintah County Commission 00020 101
Umpgua Watersheds Inc. 80062 388
United States Air Force 80070 436
Valley County Board of County Commissioners 00002 13
Weber Sustainability Consulting 80078 519
Western Area Power Administration 80096 661
Western Interstate Energy Board 80067 410
Western Resource Advocates 80079 527
Wyoming Game and Fish Department 00001 9
Wyoming Outdoor Council 80079 527
Wyoming State Geological Survey 80040 318

& Thislisting of agencies, organizations, and Tribal governments was compiled on the basis of comment

documents submitted on official |etterheads.
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Document 00001

WYOMING
GAME AND FISH DEPARTMENT

% Terry Cleveland, Director

£} (7Y prensiias Danes .
ing Wildlife - Serving People

October 1, 2004

WER 10708

Bureau of Land Management

Washington D.C.

Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement

Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered
Lands in the Western United States

BLM Wind Energy

Programmatic EIS

Argonne National Laboratory EAD/900
9700 S. Cass Avenue

Argonne, IL 60439
Dear Sir or Madam:

The staff of the Wyoming Game and Fish Department has reviewed the Draft
Programmatic EIS on Wind Energy Development on BLM-administered lands in the Western
United States. We offer the following comments.

The document is very thorough and well written, and the information provided is
comprehensive and very helpful in understanding the scope of wind energy technology,
implementation, and issues/solutions.

We concur with the preferred alternative, and agree that implementation of the described
analyses, monitoring, mitigation, adaptive management, and best management practices will
result in an effective program with minimal impacts to other resources. To help assure that
result, we recommend that, in Chapter 2, Section 2.2.3.2. (proposed BMPs), the language be such
that the BMPs are more than suggestions. Though the BMPs “would be adopted as required
elements of project-specific PODs and/or as ROW grant stipulations™ (page 2-9), the specific
actions within the BMPs themselves do not appear to be required.

For example, under Section 2.2.3.2.2, examples of wording follow: “BLM and operators

G

should contact appropriate agencies...”, “projects should be planned to minimize or mitigation
impacts to wildlife habitat...”, “operators should evaluate avian and bat use of the project
area...”. We recommend the should be changed to shall in all BMPs, so that the requirement
cannot be challenged and the intent of the programmatic guidance is clear. Inserting the

imperative in the language would allow this programmatic document to adequately guide project

Headquarters: 5400 Bishop Boulevard, Cheyenne, WY 82006-0001
Fax: (307) 777-4610 Web Site: http:/gf.state.wy.us

11
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Mr. Sir and Madam
October 1, 2004
Page 2 - WER 10708

actions, and flexibility for specifically how to implement the requirement would still be available
at the project level. For instance, bird and bat use will obviously have to be a component of
every plan, but the extent of data requirements and reactions to that data would still be
determined on a case-by-case basis.

In Chapter 5, Section 5.9.5.2.2, (mitigating site/wildlife interactions during the
development preparation and project design phase), an additional specific measure should be
added to address the effects of noise on sage grouse. Sage grouse has been petitioned as an
endangered species, and recent science has indicated that noise can be an impact to sage grouse
during breeding. Since noise is not expected to be an issue other than immediately adjacent to
turbines or overhead power lines, we recommend adding that siting of turbines or overhead
power lines avoid sage grouse leks for an adequate distance to negate potential noise impacts.
Our Department’s standard stipulation for lek protection is No Surface Occupancy or disturbance
of sage grouse leks within % mile of the perimeter of the lek. Since this recommended distance
includes the distances where noise is expected to a potential issue, we recommend our stipulation
be added as a development/design requirement.

Much of the area of Wyoming with medium or high wind development potential is
located in the southern part of the state along the checkerboard area. The checkerboard is a huge
area across Wyoming where every second section (640 acres) was granted to the Union Pacific
Railroad over a century ago, and is private land. The majority of the remaining sections are
administered by BLM, and thus the BLM administers only about half of the development area.
Recent wind farm developments in this area, including actual developments and those currently
in planning, have avoided siting turbines on BLM lands. The practice has been for the turbines
and other facilities to be on private land, with only some necessary road access being on BLM
land. The wind farms are planned this way in order to avoid a full NEPA analysis. In at least
one instance (the Uinta County Wind Farm), BLM did not require a NEPA analysis of the entire
project, even though roads for the project were located on BLM land. Only a minor
Environmental Analysis was done for the roads, and to make matters worse, our Department was
not asked for input in that analysis, when we had significant wildlife resources in the project
area. Other wind farms in the checkerboard that are in the planning stage are also using this
approach, as indicated by our initial conversations with various wind developers.

We believe that if any part of the wind project is located on BLM land, a full project
NEPA analysis should be required, as addressed under both FLPMA and NEPA. The adjacent
development, supported by the roads on BLM land, obviously has a cumulative effect on
adjacent BLM-managed land and resources. Because the practice of avoiding NEPA has become
common in Wyoming, we recommend the appropriate NEPA requirements be addressed in this
document to provide adequate direction for future developers as well as for local BLM Field
Offices.

11
(cont.)

1-2

1-3
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Mr. Sir and Madam
October 1, 2004
Page 3 — WER 10708

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

£#/BILL WICHERS
DEPUTY DIRECTOR

BW:VS:as

cc: Mary Flanderka-Governor's Planning Office
USFWS
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Responses for Document 00001

The language on the Wind Energy Development Program proposed policies and
BMPs has been reworded in the Final PEIS to indicate that these policies and
BMPs are required, not suggested, elements of any wind energy development
activity on BLM-administered land.

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service has completed its status review of the
greater sage-grouse throughout its range and determined that the species does
not warrant protection under the Endangered Species Act at this time. However,
as stated in Section 2.2.3.1, Proposed Policies, in the 14th bullet, existing BLM
guidance on the management of sage-grouse and sage-grouse habitat will be
incorporated into the Plan of Development (POD) that is required for al wind
energy projects proposed for BLM-administered lands. As required by the Wind
Energy Development Program proposed policies and BMPs, species-specific
analyses will be conducted for any proposed project on BLM-administered
lands. The scope and approach of these species-specific analyses will be
determined on a project-by-project basis in conjunction with input from other
federal, state, and local agencies, and interested stakeholders. Through this
process, the BLM will develop project-specific siting, design, and operation
stipulations for incorporation into the POD. No text change has been made to
the document in response to your comment.

The BLM implements NEPA upon receipt of a completed right-of-way
application for use of BLM-administered lands by preparing either an EA or an
EIS to determine the probable environmental effects of the proposed federal
action to grant the right-of-way. The determination of whether to prepare an EA
or an EIS and the scope of that analysis are determined at the BLM Field Office
level. The proposed Wind Energy Development Program includes a policy
stating that NEPA analyses will be conducted on all wind energy development
projects (see Section 2.2.3.1, 9th bullet). This policy has been reworded to state
that the scope of the NEPA analyses is generally limited to the proposed action
on BLM-administered land. However, if access to a proposed development on
adjacent non-BLM-administered lands is entirely dependent on obtaining a
right-of-way across BLM-administered land, and there are no aternatives for
that access, the NEPA analysis for the proposed right-of-way may need to
assess the probable environmental effects from that proposed development. As
with future analyses of wind energy projects on BLM-administered lands, the
BLM's NEPA anayses of right-of-way access to projects on adjacent
non-BLM-administered lands may tier off of this PEIS to the extent that the
proposed project falls within the scope of the PEIS analyses.
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Document 00002

Valley County Board of County Commissioners

i TEL 208-382-7100
FAX 208-382-7107

P. 0. Box 1350 / 215 North Main Sireet

Cascade, Idaho 83611-1350

THOMAS W. KERR
Commissioner

TERRY F. GESTRIN
Chairman of the Board
tgestrin@co.valley.id.us tkerr@co.valley.id.us

F. PHILLIP DAVIS LELA’IDkG. HEINRICH
Commissioner Clerl
pdavis@co.valley.id.us Itheinrich@co.valley.id.us

October 13, 2004

Bureau of Land Management, Wind Energy Programmatic EIS,
Argonne National Laboratory

EAS/900, 9700 S. Cass Ave.

Argonne, IL 60439

RE: Wind Energy Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

Dear Reviewer:

The Valley County Board of County Commissioners (Board) support the federal
government's commitment to developing a Wind Energy Programmatic Environmental
impact Statement (PEIS) to guide future deveiopment of wind energy resources on iands
administered by the Bureau of Land Management. In the materials released with the
announcement of intent to prepare a PEIS, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has

done a good job of identifying the major issues.

It is of great importance to Valley County in all rule-making and decision-making
processes that the Board’s of County Commissioners be invited by BLM to participate as
equal partners with the BLM as is mandated in the National Environmental Policy Act
(NEPA). This mandate is in addition to the BLM (s) work on a government-to-
government basis with Native American Tribes, as a part of the government's Treaty and
Trust responsibilities. The government-to-government relationship was formally
recognized by the federal govemment on November 6, 2000, with Executive Order
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13175. At the very least, the National Association of Counties and the Idaho Association
of Counties and its counter| d

A it

cooperating agencies.

The Board encourages BLM to undertake a comprehensive PEIS for natural gas, oil and
coal exploration and development on federally administered lands in the Rocky Mountain
States. The impacts from fossil fuel development and power plants are perceived to be
greater than those associated with wind, making a compelling case for a broader PEIS.
The National Energy Plan's emphasis on natural gas production in the Rockies
establishes an urgent need for a PEIS analyzing which combination of energy sources
makes the most sense for the West and the nation.

Specific resources and impacts that should be considered for individual wind power projects
include:

1. Wildlife and wildlife habitat

2. Plants and plant habitat

3. Avian species (especially migratory birds, raptors and bats) and important
flyways and raptor concentration areas. Projects should be sited to avoid key
migration routes. Design of turbines and supports should avoid creating
perching opportunities for birds—columns are generally better than lattice
towers in this respect.

4. Visual environment, including scenic view-sheds.

5. Avoiding the creation of noise nuisance. Decibel levels should be limited to
acceptable standards and citing should be an acceptable distance from the
nearest residences or recreational use areas.

Importantly, the decision must provide certainty that other public land uses, such as
public-rights-of-ways that cross the public lands which are under local government
jurisdiction must remain open; mining, that holds a special place in this Nation’s statutory
history, must remain open; and all other traditional uses of public lands including but not
limited to: grazing, hunting, fishing, recreation, and timber must continue to be protected.

The proposed action would present the best approach for managing wind energy
development on BLM-administered lands. The proposed Wind Energy Development
Program is likely to result in the greatest amount of wind energy development over the

(cont.)

2-2

2-4
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next 20 years, at the lowest potential cost to industry. Simultaneously, the proposed
action would provide the most comprehensive approach for ensuring that potential
adverse impacts are minimized to the greatest extent possible. And, finally, the proposed
action is likely to provide the greatest economic benefits to local communities and the
region as a whole. As a result, the proposed action appears to best meet the objectives
of the National Energy Policy recommendations to increase renewable energy
production on federally administered lands. Additionally, it would be good for Idaho to

have this project completed at Argonne West in Idaho Falls Idaho.

Respectfully submitted,

- r the Vzifey Coun'tﬁ/ Commissioners,
eland einrich

Cdunty Clerk

(cont.)
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Responses for Document 00002

The BLM’s proposed policy for consultation with federal, state, and local
agencies, described at Section 2.2.3.1, Proposed Policies, 3rd bullet, provides
the opportunity for site-specific consultations between BLM Field Offices and
county governments. The subject of cooperating agency status should be
discussed on a case-by-case basis at this level.

Your comment addresses issues that are beyond the scope of the PEIS, the
mission and responsibilities of the BLM, and/or the defined programmatic
scope of the proposed Wind Energy Development Program.

Proposed BMPs presented in Section 2.2.3.2 address each of these potential
impact areas. The BMPs have been reworded in the Final PEIS to indicate that
they are required, not suggested, elements of any wind energy development
activity on BLM-administered land.

Thank you for your comment. We appreciate your input and participation in the
public review process.
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Document 00003

//v"vr( o4 - 174
P.O. Box 656
Rawlins, WY 82301
1-307-324-4377

October 16, 2004

BLM Wind Energy Programatic EIS,
Argonne National Laboratory
EAD/906

9700 Cass Ave.,

Argonne, IL 60439

Gentlemen,

I read with great interest about the wind energy projects as written up in the
Casper(Wyo) Star Tribune recently and would like to add my comments.

I have been a strong supporter of wind energy for many years and it is very
gratifying to see the wind finally being used for something. It blows here a lot and the
energy should certainly be used for a constructive purpose.

[ am very famaliar with the project at Arlington Wyoming which has over two
hundred wind turbines, they operate quietly, do not create pollution, are not unsightly,
and their source of energy is free . I definitely feel you cannot beat this for a source of
electricity.

Sincerely

31
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Response for Document 00003

00003-001: Thank you for your comment. We appreciate your input and participation in the
public review process.
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Document 00004

IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF FISH AND GAME mus s
600 S Walnut / PO Box 25 Dirk Kempthorne / Governor

Boise, Idaho 83707-0025 Steven M. Huffaker / Director

October 26, 2004

BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS
Argonne National Laboratory EAD/900
9700 S. Cass Avenue,

Argonne, IL 60439

To Whom it May Concern,

The Idaho Department of Fish and Game has reviewed the BLM programmatic wind power
DPEIS.

The DPEIS has three alternatives, no action, limited wind energy development that would entail
only the proposed Cotteral project in Idaho, and implement a comprehensive wind energy
development that might include numerous wind energy projects in Idaho and other western
states.

The latter proposes to implement a comprehensive program to develop wind energy including
establishing policies, minimum mitigation measures, programmatic policies, BMPs, wind
development exclusion areas, and amendment of land use plans to address wind energy
development. Those land use plans proposed for amendment by the DPEIS in Idaho include the
Cascade, Challis, Jarbidge, Kuna, Lemhi, Owyhee, and Twin Falls plans. The wind energy
development alternative proposes policies which would identify lands on which wind energy
would not be allowed, establish consultation and involvement requirements for public and
agencies, incorporate adaptive management strategies, and BMPs that would establish
environmentally sound and economically feasible mechanisms to protect and enhance natural
and cultural resources. Potential impacts to wildlife would be reduced under this alternative
through use of programmatic BMPs and by requirement of site and species specific concerns
being addressed at the project level.

The Department recognizes the development of wind energy as a viable alternative to other,
more environmentally deleterious, forms of power. However, wind generation is not benign,
particularly to wildlife. We strive to reduce the impacts of all forms of power generation to fish
and wildlife. To do this, it is most important that analysis and decisions regarding wind energy
development and its potential impacts should be made and determined at the local level. It is our
experience that some of the ideas of the programmatic wind power EIS such as defining site and
species specific concerns have always been best addressed at the local and site-specific level.
Minimum mitigation measures, BMP, and exclusion areas should be included in the
programmatic EIS so long as they provide meaningful direction to local decisions.
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The Department is also interested in not only using wind power to diversify power generation
but in also using wind energy to defray, replace, or mitigate power generated by methods that
inhibit or harm fish and wildlife resources. For example, wind power project development might
help ameliorate the regulation and management of the Columbia River hydropower system in the
Pacific Northwest to aid in the recovery of federally listed salmon and steelhead. We would
recommend that the BLM's final EIS require wind power generated by projects developed and
implemented on BLM lands be used, to the greatest extent possible, to relieve and aid federally
listed species whose recovery may be limited or affected by other federal power production
facilitates, projects, or operations.

We would also like to provide the following comments on the DPEIS.

We recommend that development of transmission lines in relation to any wind power production
project on BLM lands be viewed as a connected action of any wind generation project and that

the associated development and impacts of these transmission lines require the same analysis of
effects, limits, and mitigation as any and all wind production projects covered under this DPEIS.

We recommend all the Idaho Land Use plans amended by the DPEIS show wind energy
development will be restricted from wildlife habitat where adverse effects cannot be mitigated
and that all programmatic policies and BMPs within the final EIS be adopted as minimum
policies and BMPs for these Land Use plans.

We recommend that the policy stating wind projects “will be developed in a manner that will not
prevent other land uses....” be restated as “wind energy development will be addressed relative
to its singular and cumulative effects and wind energy projects will be gauged and modified as
necessary to fully mitigate, minimize, or eliminate the environmental and cumulative effects
without regard to maintaining existing or traditional land uses except to provide either no change
or an overall net benefit to the resources affected by wind power development.”

We recommend that the DPEIS policy be restated to direct BLM to consult with appropriate
agencies as early as possible rather than wind power entities or project proponents consulting
with appropriate agencies. This is based on the presumption that a BLM plan amendment has
only authority over BLM and its actions and it cannot direct an outside entity by its policy or
plan. This same policy should also add “mitigation” to the list of issues and concerns to be
identified and addressed.

We recommend the DPEIS policy stating, “The BLM will incorporate management goals and
objectives specific to habitat conservation for sage grouse....” be restated to direct BLM to
“implement strategies to achieve management goals and objectives specific to habitat
conservation for sage grouse....”. This policy needs to imply that the BLM will initiate and be
responsible for actions through wind power projects to achieve management goals and objectives
for sage grouse and other shrub steppe obligate species.

Keeping Idaho’s Wildlife Heritage
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We recommend the policy stating “The BLM’s proposed Wind Energy Development program
would incorporate adaptive management strategies to ensure that potential adverse impacts of
wind energy.....” be restated to require BLM to incorporate adaptive management strategies
ensuring potential adverse and cumulative impacts of wind energy development and BLM land
use are monitored and mitigated at the appropriate scale and that impacts are minimized
throughout the term of the project. This statement should also require that monitoring and
mitigation be done at the appropriate ecological scale of effect or impact and that BLM will
coordinate monitoring, programmatic policies, and project-specific standards, procedures, and
stipulations across local, state, and national levels and agencies to identify environmental
baselines and improve BMPs, mitigation, operating procedures, and stipulations based on
monitoring and adaptive management throughout the terms of all BLM wind projects.

As currently stated in the DPEIS, many of the proposed BMPs are passive and imply little, if
any, action will be taken by BLM. We recommend that the language in most, if not all, the
statements be changed to clearly demonstrate BLM's responsibility for applying these BMPs.
One change would be to replace the word “should” found in many of the BMPs with the term
“shall." If this language is not changed, then the BMPs in the DPEIS should be identified as
guidelines rather than BMPs. If this is the case, the Department finds these guidelines inadequate
for the conservation of fish and wildlife in relation to wind power development and the
programmatic EIS insufficient.

Under “Wildlife and Ecological Resources” BMPs: these are stated in terms of the “operators™
rather than the BLM. It is not clear to us if BMPs adopted by the BLM within a final EIS can
direct and hold accountable outside entities to the decision of the EIS. Wind power projects are
not licensed or regulated under FERC and, therefore, have no development or operational
specifications requirements other than those specified by a BLM management decision.
Therefore we suggest that the BMPs within the final EIS are the BLM’s responsibility and as
such, should direct the BLM to be responsible for ensuring they are implemented and that they
are effective. We recommend “operators” be changed to “BLM” or that these be stated neutrally
without identifying how or who will do them.

We recommend the addition of other BMPs within the final EIS. They include:

“Cumulative effects and impacts will be evaluated for each project with consideration of scale of
effects, ongoing land use, adjacent non-BLM land use, and associated or connected actions such
as transmission line development.”

“Off-site, adjacent, and on-site mitigation will be implemented where necessary to minimize or
eliminate the site specific, surrounding, regional, and/or ecological effects of wind development
projects.”

Both these new BMPs are important because the effects of a wind power development project
will not only be site specific but may impact wildlife at varying ecological scales. This might
include abandonment of important habitats near wind projects, metapopulation fragmentation,

Keeping Idaho’s Wildlife Heritage
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and effects to migrating species at regional and larger ecological scales. Many of these effects
will be unknown at the time of the project but appropriate monitoring will help determine to
what extent these effects manifest themselves as well as whether or not wildlife habituate to the
initial project impacts. In either case, implementation of these BMPs will allow design of
appropriate and adaptable mitigation of project effects or benefits as informed by monitoring,

We recommend that the terms “to the extent feasible” or “to the extent practicable” be deleted
wherever they appear throughout the document. They are vague and their implementation will

vary with individual viewpoints. As such they do not belong in the DPEIS or in BMP statements.

We recommend there be a section of “Public Recreation” BMPs. This section should address
how public recreation and access will be handled relative to wind power development.

Similarly, we recommend there be BMP sections on “Noxious Weeds” and “Fire Management
relative to wind power development.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

NV

Tracey Trent

Chief

Natural Resources Policy Bureau
Idaho Department of Fish and Game

Keeping Idaho’s Wildlife Heritage
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Responses for Document 00004

We agree with the comment in the first paragraph. Site-specific analyses are
required by the Wind Energy Development Program proposed policies and
BMPs (Section 2.2.3.1, Proposed Policies, and Section 2.2.3.2, Proposed
BMPs). In addition to the BMPs, Chapter 5, Potential Impacts of Wind Energy
Development and Analysis of Mitigation Measures, includes measures that
could be implemented to minimize or mitigate environmental impacts. The
proposed policy in the first bullet in Section 2.2.3.1, Proposed Policies,
identifies lands excluded from wind energy devel opment.

The BLM has no authority to dictate where power generated by wind energy
development is used, as suggested in the second paragraph.

Section 6.4.3 acknowledges that wind energy development on
BLM-administered lands may require the construction of new transmission
lines. Such construction is considered to be a separate but related activity and
will require interagency cooperation and multidisciplinary environmental
reviews. The designation of new transmission corridors on BLM-administered
lands will occur as a result of interagency consultations, not as a result of a
unilateral decision by the BLM. Any such designations would be evaluated
through either regional or local land use planning efforts, with opportunities for
full public involvement. The potential impacts of transmission system
interconnects or expansions that would be required by an individual wind
energy project on BLM-administered lands will be assessed as part of the
site-specific analyses, with input from other federa, state, and local agencies,
and interested stakeholders.

As shown in Appendix C, Proposed Land Use Plan Amendments under the
Wind Energy Development Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement,
Table C-1, Proposed Changes and Rationales for Land Use Plan Amendments,
the proposed amendments for the Idaho land use plans will incorporate the
programmatic policies and BMPs. The policies and BMPs have been reworded
in the Final PEIS to indicate that these policies and BMPs are required, not
suggested, elements of any wind energy development activity on
BLM-administered land. Regarding restricting development where adverse
impacts to wildlife habitat could not be mitigated, the 1st bullet under
Section 2.2.3.1, Proposed Policies, provides for that restriction.

No text change has been made to the document in response to your comment.
The referenced policy is specifically intended to ensure that wind energy
development on BLM-administered land will not prevent other land uses. Other
proposed policies and BMPs address the additional issues raised in this
comment regarding cumulative effects, monitoring programs, and adaptive
management.
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The BLM isresponsible for establishing policy requiring consultation; however,
it is appropriate for the applicant to initiate discussions with appropriate
agencies prior to submitting an application for wind energy development to the
BLM.

As written, the policy establishes a requirement to incorporate management
goals and objectives specific to habitat conservation for species of concern,
including sage-grouse and other shrub steppe obligate species. Other proposed
policies and BMPs establish requirements ensuring that site-specific and
species-specific analyses will be conducted for any proposed project on
BLM-administered lands in conjunction with input from other federal, state, and
local agencies, and interested stakeholders. Through this process, the BLM will
develop project- specific stipulations for incorporation into the POD, including
stipulations specific to sage-grouse and other species of concern. Species-
specific analyses are beyond the scope of the PEIS. No text change has been
made to the document in response to your comment.

The concerns addressed in the suggested revision are addressed in other
proposed policies and BMPs in a fashion that reflects the commentor's
concerns. No text change has been made to the document in response to your
comment.

The language on the Wind Energy Development Program proposed policies and
BMPs has been reworded in the Final PEIS to indicate that these policies and
BMPs are required, not suggested, elements of any wind energy development
activity on BLM-administered land.

The BLM is responsible for setting policy. The operator, not the BLM, is
responsible for the application process and for developing the Plan of
Development (POD). The operator’s application to the BLM must adequately
reflect the BLM’'s proposed policies and the BMPs (see Section 2.2.3.1,
Proposed Policies, and Section 2.2.3.2, Proposed BMPs) for the development
process to move forward. No text change has been made to the document in
response to your comment.

First recommendation. A new BMP has been inserted in Section 2.2.3.1,
Proposed Policies, to ensure that site- specific NEPA analyses will identify and
assess any cumulative impacts that are beyond the scope of the cumulative
impacts addressed in the PEIS.

Second recommendation. As required by the Wind Energy Development
Program proposed policies and BMPs, site-specific analyses, including the
incorporation of adaptive management strategies and monitoring programs
(see Section 2.2.3.1, Proposed Policies, last bullet, and Section 2.2.3.2.2, Plan of
Development Preparation, General, 7th bullet) will be conducted for any
proposed project on BLM-administered lands. The application of adaptive
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management strategies will ensure that programmatic policies and BMPs will be
revised as new data regarding the impacts of wind power projects become
available. The source for a significant portion of the new datais likely to be the
required site-specific monitoring programs that will evaluate environmental
conditions at a site through all phases of development. A key requirement for
the site-specific monitoring programs is the requirement that monitoring
observations and additional identified mitigation measures be incorporated into
standard operating procedures and project-specific BMPs.

Where appropriate, the text has been modified.

As stated in Section 5.10.5, wind energy projects should be planned to mitigate
or minimize impacts to other land uses. This would include recreation. The
scope and approach for site-specific analyses for handling public recreation and
access will be determined on a project-by-project basis in conjunction with
input from other federal, state, and local agencies, and stakehol ders.

The Wind Energy Development Program includes BMPs specific to noxious
weeds and fire management (see Section 2.2.3.2.2, Plan of Development
Preparation, Noxious Weeds and Pesticides and Human Health and Safety,
respectively). All wind energy projects proposed for BLM-administered lands
will be required to develop a noxious weed and invasive species control plan,
and to develop a fire management strategy to minimize the potential for a
human-caused fire. These plans will be applicable to the construction,
operation, and decommissioning phases of the proposed project. The specific
nature of these plans and strategies will be determined on a project-by-project
basis in conjunction with input from other federal, state, and local agencies, and
interested stakeholders. Through this process, the BLM will develop project-
specific stipulations for incorporation into the POD. No text change has been
made to the document in response to your comment.
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Document 00005

TO: BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS

FROM: William H. Everett

5420 South Oak Street
Casper, Wyoming 82601-6432

SUBJECT: Draft Environmental Impact Statement on Wind Energy
Development

DATE: November 11, 2004
Gentlemen:

I have never before submitted any comments on any subject to
the Bureau of Land Management, other than documents submitted by
me on behalf of clients when I was still actively practicing law.
I am, however, very concerned with the potential adverse impacts
of using windmills for power generation.

When I first moved to Casper, Wyoming, in 1940, my father
was in the habit of taking his family on Sunday excursions to
view this state. I can recall being particularly struck by the
Salt Creek oil field, which, at that time, covered thousands of
acres in northern Natrona County. The field had been drilled on
what we now call “40-acre spacing”. Each well had its own wooden
derrick, which included a large walking beam to raise and lower
the rods which pumped fluid from the reservoir. Everything in
sight was black from spilled oil. There was not a sage bush,
blade of grass, antelope, deer or rabbit in sight anywhere.

There was no grazing livestock. The wells were powered by
horizontal surface rods emanating from many central pump houses
which were powered by engines fueled with casinghead gas; the
engines could be heard for 8-10 miles in every direction. It was
all very much like pictures we see today of the (in)famous East

Texas 0il Field.

Today there are no derricks. There are no casinghead gas
engines or surface pumping rods. The only way you can tell you
are in an oil field is by the movement of pump arms over
producing wells; those pumps, and most of the production
equipment, are painted in “camo” colors to match the landscape.
The ground is covered with sagebrush, grass and cactus and is
indistinguishable from all the surrounding undisturbed prairie.
There are antelope, mule deer and rabbits in great abundance.
From two miles away the area appears like it had never been
touched by human development.

When I first began my law practice in Casper in the late
1960's, the hunt for uranium in Wyoming was in full swing. There
were several large open pit mines opened which produced for many

5-1
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years. There were huge mounds of overburden deposited next to
those mines. Today, there is limited (if any; I am not
conversant with this industry) production of uranium here. If
you tour the areas which were once mined, it is impossible to
tell that there was ever a single shovel dug into the ground.
All the overburden has been replaced, the ground sculpted to
match the surrounding undisturbed prairie, and grass seeded on
the entirety. There are run-off reservoirs which appear to be
entirely natural (not “gully plugs”). Once the sagebrush
repopulates all of these areas, it will be impossible to tell
there were ever any open pits.

Much the same can be said about the open pit coal mines
here, although most of them are still producing, but the mine
owners are aware of their responsibility to reclaim and are doing
so as portions of their pits are completed.

The transformation I have described is the result of many
years of cooperative improvement among the producers, the Wyoming
0il and Gas Conservation Commission and the BLM. The stringent
requirements laid down by the federal Environmental Protection
Agency and the state Department of Environmental Quality have
been met at great expense to both the producers involved (through
their shareholders, partners, etc.), and the State of Wyoming and
its affected counties (through their taxpayers).

When I say “stringent requirements”, that is really an
understatement. I am mindful of the attempts by a Casper energy
precducer to open a trona mine in Sweetwater County. The
environmental compliance consultant for that effort is a friend
of mine. He told me in detail what the requirements were,
including a “view easement” compliance, road impact compliance,
and other visibility and emission requirements which would not
only have been very difficult to meet, but also very expensive.
The mine was never opened, even though the producer had the
required leases.

I used to fly around the state in my own airplane. From the
air, it was difficult, if not impossible, to see even small
towns, entire oil fields and mine heads. Irrigated acreage was
easy to spot, as were coal-fired power plants and large antenna
arrays (all of which can be seen at great distances on the
ground). I can remember one day when I flew over Seminoe
Reservoir and turned east toward Laramie Peak. I could see the
stack emission from the power plant northeast of Wheatland and,
to my great surprise and consternation, 30 or 40 wind turbines
which I had never seen before and had to have been at least 50
miles east of my position.

The irrigated acreage is small in Wyoming and is a landowner

(cont.)
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right which is time-honored and necessary in the state’s
agriculture business. I assume that the coal-fired power plants
are grandfathered so far as everything except emission controls
are concerned, as they have been here for many years. Antenna
arrays are dangerous and unsightly, but are also probably

grandfathered. Wind farms, however, are new to this state.

I have driven through other parts of the U.S. where wind
power is more developed and, quite frankly, large concentrations
of windmills are the ugliest, most unearthly sight I can imagine.
When we choke off local investment, such as the trona mine I
outlined above, through insistence on “view easements” and other
minutia, I do not understand the necessity for permitting large
wind farms which have no such requirements imposed upon them, and
which can never be made to blend into the general view. They
make a mockery of all the efforts expended over the years to
minimize environmental impact in this State.

If I thought wind-generated electricity held out any hope of
contributing substantially to the total amount of electrical
power we need to generate, I might have a more tolerant attitude.
My understanding, however, is that the most that wind-generated
electricity can contribute to our overall energy consumption in
the next 50 years is, at most, 3%, which strikes me as totally
insignificant when you consider the blight of huge wind farms. I
am not by nature an environmentalist, but I object strongly to
the introduction and use of wind farms in Wyoming, particularly,
or wherever they may be located. If we are going to allow them,
then we must relax the stringent standards on our other
electrical generating technologies in order to create a level
playing field. 1In particular, whatever happened to nuclear power
generation? Where are all the solar panels? Who is going to
bear the costs of delivering this power to other parts of the

Incidentally, one of the largest complaints voiced by both
landowners and environmentalists when it comes to the production
of coalbed methane gas in the Powder River Basin is the many
surface lease roads required to service the wells. Having flown
over both (a) large areas of methane gas development and (b) wind
farms, I can tell you that the surface road damage from wind
farming is far greater than that associated with coalbed methane.

My message is: Please do not permit further development of
wind farms in this part of the country. Try the areas off Long
Island and Cape Cod which are ideally suited to this form of

energy production. Ke ii(figzzéijb__‘_NNN

William H. Everett

5-1
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Response for Document 00005

00005-001: Thank you for your comment. We appreciate your input and participation in the
public review process.
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Document 00006

Gretchen B. Walsh
1374 Lupo Lane
Gardnerville, NV 89410

BLM Wind Energy Programmatic EIS
Argonne National Laboratory, EAD/900
9700 S. Cass Avenue

Argonne, IL 60439

October 28, 2004

Dear Manager:
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I wish to contribute to the puum., review of the pProposea u.-:aauly O DLvi 1ainasS O
private companies for generation of wind energy. In principle, | encourage such
a productive use of our public lands. And | recognize the need for the production
of electricity just as | see the need for oil refineries and steel mills. However, the
location of such installations requires extreme care because the visual pollution
of wind farms can be just as environmentally degrading as airborne or
waterborne toxins. We in Nevada know only too well that there is a price to be
paid for what was once considered “clean” nuclear energy generation.

Each wind energy site proposed will have its own individual issues and
considerations. Some communities will welcome the economic development
brought by energy companies. Some communities will see little if any conflict
with current land uses such as grazing or open land. And some areas, such as
those near fossil fuel or geothermal installations, will already have much of the
required infrastructure in place.

Other communities now dependent on tourism will consider wind installations a
blight on their scenic treasures. And others will have concerns over threatened
wildlife. Viewsheds near populated areas must be protected to maintain
community desirability and property values. And in most cases, BLM

lands at urban interfaces are currently being heavily used for recreational
purposes (hiking, biking, horseback riding, shooting, camping, OHV use, etc.).
Such existing BLM land uses must take priority before assigning any new leases.
It is the local citizens who must be given the final say on any industrial
installations (and wind farms are an industrial 