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FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR TilE 
KENETECHIPACIFICORP WINDPOWER PROJECT 

()Draft 

U.S. Department of the Interior 
Bureau of Land Management 

Abstract: 

. CARBON COUNTY, WYOMING 

(X) Final 

The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements (DEIS and FEIS) assess the environmental consequences of 
a proposed windpower energy development in the area between Arlington and Hanna, Carbon County, Wyoming. 
This abbreviated FEIS revises and supplements the DEIS for the KENETECH!PacifiCorp Windpower Project (DES-
95-2) and addresses comments and concerns expressed during the public comment period for the DEIS. The DEIS 
was made available to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the public on January 13. 1995, and 
a Notice of Availability was published in the Federal Register on January 27, 1995. Two public meetings were 
held, one in Rawlins, Wyoming on February 8, and one in Laramie, Wyoming. on February 9, 1995. CoQliDents 
on the DEIS were accepted until April 18, 1995. 

Public and agency comments on Chapters 1.0 through 4.0, 6.0 and 7.0 and Appendices A and B of the DEIS are 
in'corporated into this document as errata. Section 3.2 of the DEIS is reproduced in its entirety because an 
additional 3.5 months of field data, which were not available at the time the DEIS was prepared, were incorporated 
into the FEIS �because a substantial number of comments were received on this section. Chapter 5.0 was 
reorganized and expanded to define applicant-committed, project-wide, and resource-specific mitigation measures. 
All mitigations described in the DEIS and FEIS are recapitulated in Chapter 5.0 and summarized in Table 2.11 in 
the FEIS. Chapter 8.0 in the FEIS presents a summary of comments received at the public meetings and discusses 
12 major issues raised during the public comment period. All comments are reproduced in Chapter 8.0, and Bureau 
of Land Management (BLM) responses are presented. 

Revisions made to the DEIS, while extensive, do not warrant preparation of a supplemental DEIS because 
• the BLM did not make substantial changes to the proposed action that are relevant to environmental 

concerns, and 
• there are no significant new circumstances or information relevant to environmental concerns and bearing 

on the proposed action or its impacts (40 C.F.R. 1502.9). 

The proposed project entails the erection of approximately 1 ,390 wind turbine generators and associated facilities 
(e.g .•. roads, ·substations, distribution and communications lines) by KENETECH Windpower, Inc. A 230-kV 
transmission line would be built by PacifiCorp, Inc. to connect a proposed substation on Foote Creek Rim near 
Arlington to the Miner's substation near Hanna. The proposed project would use standard procedures as currently 
employed by other right-of-way projects, plus additional project-specific and site-specific mitigation measures to 
ensure that project impacts are minimized on all important resources. Impacts to most resources would be negligible 
to moderate during the life-of-project. Potentially significant impacts resulting from the project include avian 
mortality; declining avian populations; threatened, endangered, candidate, and/or state sensitive species mortality 
and/or habitat loss; disturbance to nearby residents due to noise; changes in visual resources; disturbance of 
important Native American traditional sites; changes in plant community species composition due to snow 
redistribution; displacement of big game due to windfarm operation; and loss of sage grouse nesting habitat. The 
proposed project could also have numerous beneficial impacts including increased revenues generated by taxes, 
increased employment, and benefits derived from using a nonpolluting resource for electric power generation. 

Final - August 1995 
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Comments on this EIS should be directed to: 

Walter George, Project Leader 
Rawlins District Office 
Bureau of l...an4 Maaapmeut 
1300 3rd Street North 
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301 

For further information contact Walter George at the Rawlins District Office, (307) 324-7171.  
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KENETECH Windpower Finat EIS 

United States Department of the Interior 

Dear Reviewer: 

BCREAC OF I.A'\D �l-\ .. \:AGHlE�T 
Wvoming Statf' Offict' 

P.O. Box 1828 
Ch�-enne. Wvommg 112003-1!!28 

1D R.ply.Refcr To: 

1793 
W,W-1303112 
lene�ecb Windpower 
(930JJobnaOD) 
PBOIIE 10: 307·775•6116" 
FAX NO: 307·775·6082 

This abbreviated Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEISI on the Kenetech/PacifiCorp Windpower Project, 
located in eastem Carbon County, Wyoming, is provided for your information and use. This FEIS is a 
supplement to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement CDEISI, published in January 1 995. The .FEIS 
incorporates by reference the material presented in the DEIS and identifies changes to the DEIS as a result of 
additional information and public comment subsequent to the publishing of the DEJS. It also contains 
comments received on the DEIS and responses to those comments. The DEIS was not reprinted as an 
economy measure.. Changes made to DEIS materials do not significantly alter the proposed action or outcome 
of the analysis. The DEIS must accompany this final document because ·Only the modification, corrections, 
and additions are provided. 

This FEIS is not a decision document. A Record of Decision (ROD! will be prepared and made available to 
the public, but not until at least 30 days after the Environmental Protection Agency IEPAI has published 
the FEIS Notice of Availability in the Federal Register. During the 30-day period, written commt!nts on 
the FE!S or concerns that should be considered in the decision process will be accepted by writing or 
faxing to: Walter E. George, Project Lader, Rawlins District Office, 1300 Third Street, Rawlins, WY $2301, 
lfaxl307-328-1474,1telephonel 307-324-7171. Comments received during this period will be considered in 
the decisionmaking process. The date by which comments must be received is October 2. 1 995. 

Please retain this volume of the EIS for future reference. A copy of the FEIS has been sent to affected 
Government agencies and to those persons who responded to scoping or otherwise indicated to BLM that 
they wished to receive a copy of the FEIS. Copies of the EIS are available for public inspection at 
the following locations: 

Bureau of Land Management 
Great Divide Resource Area Office 
812 E. Murray 
Rawlins, Wyoming 82301 

Bureau of Land Management 
Rawlins District Office 
1 300 Third N. Street 
Rawlins, Wyomtng 82301 

Bureau of Land Management 
Wyoming State Office 
251 5 Warren Avenue 
Cheyenne, Wyommg 82001 

The BLM would like to thank the individuals and organizations who provided suggest•ons and comments on 
the DEIS. Their help has been invaluable in preparing this FEIS.' 

Final - Augu.st 1995 

Sincerely, 
� 

�� 
:tl.lan R. Pierson · 
State Director 
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PREFACE 

The Praft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) 
for the KENETECH/PacifiCorp · Windpower 
project was released for public review on 
January 13, 1995. The Notice of Availability was 
published by the Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) in the Federal Register on the same date 
(60 FR 3256). A Notice of Availability was 
published in the Federal Register by the 
Environmental Protection Agency on January 27, 
1995 (60 FR 5388). A 6<klay comment period, 
closing on March 28, 1995, was provided. Two 
public meeting on the DEIS were held. The first 
was held in Rawlins, Wyoming at the Jeffrey 
Center on February 8, 1995. The second meeting 
was held in Laramie, Wyoming at the Albany 
County Library on February 9, 1995. Comments 
received through April 18,  1995 were considered 
in this FEIS . 

A total of 47 comment letters was received. 
Twenty-two (22) commeriters supported the 
project. Twelve (12) of the support comments 
represented units of county or local governments 
and the governor of Wyoming. Other support for 
the project came from one environmental group 
and individuals . Eight comments provided 
information an� did not state a position on the 
project. Three comments were concerned with a 
potential conflict with coal resources. One 
commenter expressed concern with the economic 
rationale for the project. One comment addressed 
compliance with cultural resource laws . Thirteen 
commenters expressed opposition to the project or 
wide concern about potential impacts and 
completeness of the environmental analysis . These 
comments were made by one state agency, one 
federal agency, one environmental group, and 
individuals. 

Over 460 individual comments on the DEIS were 
identified. Many comments address the same 
concern each time it appeared in the text of the 
DEIS. BLM categorized and consolidated the 
comments and identified 12  encompassing, broad 
issues, each of which is addressed in the 
introductory section of Chapter 8. 0 of. this FEIS . 

Finm -August 1995 vi 

Each comment received has been reproduced in 
Section 8.2. 13.  Each · comment letter has been 
assigned a letter or pair of letters and e8ch 
comment within a letter has been assigned a 
number. For example, the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Department comment letter is designated AE. 
There are 164 individual comments within this 
letter labeled AE-1 through AE-164. 

Where comments could be responded to in brief 
text, the response is printed beside the reproduced 
text of the letter. Comments that are addressed 
under the consolidated category responses are 
referenced to each consolidated category. As a 
cross reference, individual comments addressed 
under the consolidated category response are 
identified at.the beginning of each discussion. 

This abbreviated FEIS revises and supplements· the 
DEIS for this project. Public and agency 
comments on Chapters 1 .0 through 4.0, 6.0 and 
7 .0, and Appendices A and B in the DEIS are 
incorporated into this. document as errata. The 
DEIS will be required to accompany this FEIS 
because only the modifications, corrections, and 
additions are provided in the following material 
(with the exceptions of the Executive Summary, 
Section 3.2, part of Chapter 5.0, and Chapter 
8.0). Section 3.2 of the DEIS is reproduced in its 
entirety because an additional 3.5 months of field 
data, which were not available at the time cif the 
DEIS was prepared, were incorporated into the 
FEIS and because a substantial number of 
comments were received on this section. 
Chapter 5 .0  was reorganized to define applicant
committed, project-wide, and resource-$pecific 
mitigation measures. All mitigations described in 
the DEIS and FEIS are recapitulated in 
Chapter 5.0 and summarized in Table 2.11 in the 
FEIS. Chapter 8 .  0 in the FEIS presents a 
summary of comments received at public meetings · 
and discusses 12 major issues raised during the 
public comment period. All comments are 
reproduced in Chapter 8 .0, and BLM responses 
are presented. 
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Revisions made to the DEIS, while extensive, do 
not warrant preparation of a supplemental DEIS 
because 

• the BLM did not make substantial changes 
to the proposed action that are relevant to 
environmental concerns, and 

• there are no significant new circumstances 
or information relevant to environmental 
concerns and bearing on the proposed 
action or its impacts (40 C.F.R. 1502.9). 
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For ease of reference, modifications to the DEIS . 
are presented under the chapter numbers and 
headings by page number, column, paragraph, and 
line with information as to inserts, deletions, and 
other modifications as appropriate. � 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The Draft and Final Environmental Impact 
Statements were prepared in accordance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 
1969, as amended, to consider potential 
environmental consequences (both positive and 
negative) of a proposed 500-megawatt (MW) 
Windplant"' in the Foote Creek Rim - Si�pson 
Ridge area between the towns of Hanna and 
Arlington in southeastern Wyoming. The 
proposed KENETECH Wind power, Inc. 
(KENETECH)/P(lcifiCorp, Inc. (PacifiCorp) 
project area (KPPA) is defined as the Foote Creek 
Rim and Simpson Ridge project areas plus three 
alternate transmission l ine routes . Under the 
Proposed Action, the Bureau of Land Management '
(BLM) would issue a 30-year renewable 
right-of-way (ROW) grant to KENETECH for 
construction .of the full 500-MW Windplant and a 
ROW gn�.nt to PacifiCorp to construct a 
230-kilovolt (leV) transmission l ine along one of 
the three alternate routes. The Proposed Action is 
the BLM preferred alternative for the project. 
Alternative transmission line Route No. 3 is the 
BLM preferred alternate. The BLM is the lead 
agency for Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) 
preparation; the Bonneville Power Administration 
(BPA), which would buy a portion of the electric 
power, is a cooperating agency. Two alternatives 
(Alternative A and a No Action Alternative) were 
analyzed . Alternative A would involve 
construction of. a 300-MW Windplant plus the 
230-kV transmission line. Under the No Action 
Alternative, BLM would deny the ROW grant and 
BPA would not execute a power purchase 
agreement with PacifiCorp. The No Action 
Alternative is not expected to result in direct 
development of another energy source within the 
KPPA. the Great Divide Resource Area, or the 
area serviced by Bonneville Power Administration. 
PacifiCorp, Tri-State Generation and Transmission 
Company, Public Service Company of Colorado, 
or Eugene Water and Electric Board . A scoping 
statement was mailed to potentially interested 
panies and the media in January 1994. Issues and 
concerns identified by the public, BLM, and other 
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governmental organizations regarding the Proposed 
Action and analyzed in this EIS are as follows: 

Key issues 
• wind turbine effects on birds, 
• direct and indirect wildlife habitat loss, 
• big game winter range and migrations, 
• threatened, endangered, candidate, and 

state sensitive (fEC&S) and priority plants 
and animals and their habitats, 

• cultural resources and Native American 
spiritual values, and 

• reasonable access to public land. 

Other issues and concerns raised during public 
scoping 

• visual resources and aesthetics, 
• . benefits/disadvantages of wind energy vs. 

other energy sources, 
• noxious weed control, 
• highly erodible and unstable soils, 
• wetlands and riparian areas, 
• paleontological resources, 
• reclamation potential ,. 
• surface and groundwater, 
• conformance with current and future land 

uses, 
• compatibility with management plans and 

objectives, 
• noise impacts on residents and wildlife, 
• displacement· and reduced habitat 

effectiveness to wildlife from turbine noise 
and motion effects, 

• impacts to recreation (e.g . ,  hunting and 
access), 

• social and economic effects on local 
communities. 

• revenue generation and job availabil ity, 
• areawide transmission capabil ities, 
• impacts to existing pipel ines, 
• impacts to other potential wind developers , 
• compatibility with other energy industries, 
• increased traffic on roads and increased 

human activity, and 
. • public safety, law enforcement, and travel 

management. 
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All written and verbal comments received {)n the 
proposed project were considered in the 
preparation of the DEIS and FEIS . The proposed 
project, as planned, is in conformance with the 
BLM Great Divide Resource Area Resource 
Management Plan, BPA's Resource Supply 
Expansion Program, the State of Wyoming Land 
Use Plan, and the Carbon County Land Use Plan. 

The purposes of the Proposed Action, or project, 
are to provide wind-generated electricity from a 
site in Wyoming; test the abil ity of wind energy to 
provide· a reli ab le ,  economical,  and 
environmentally acceptable energy resource in the 
region; and develop a further market for 
Wyoming-sourced wind-generated electricity. 
Utilities providing electrical power to Rocky 
Mountain and southwestern states have forecast 
that greater than 9,000 MW of new generating 
capacity will be needed during the next 20 years to 
meet base load and peak load electricity demands . .  

The project, as proposed by KENETECH, is to 
construct and operate wind turbines and associated 
facil ities in phases on approximately 60,619 acres 
(ac) of federal (28 % ), state (10% ), and private 
(62%) lands within R78W-R82W, T19N-T22N, in 
Carbon County of southcentral Wyoming. 
Southern Wyoming has some of the most 
consistent high wind speeds in the conterminous 
United States [U .S .  wind speeds average 
10-17 miles per hour (mph) (4.5-7.8 meters per 
second [m/sJ)J .  The KPPA is located within a 
unique gap in the Rocky Mountains which 
accelerates winds to an annual average of 
2 1 .5 mph (9 .6 m/s). The Windplant (including 
turb ines and operations , maintenance, 
communications, and transmission facil ities) would 
be developed in phases, beginning with 
approximately 20 1 wind turbines to generate 
70.5 MW along the Foote Creek Rim area and a 
230-kV transmission line from Foote Creek Rim to 
the existing Miner's substation near Hanna. 
PacifiCorp would own the first phase of the 
WindpJant · and would construct the 230-kV 
transmission l ine. KENETECH proposes to use 
Model KVS-33 wind turbine generators supported 
by 80- 120 ft (24-37 m) tall tubular towers spaced 
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approximately 162-216  ft. (49-66 m) apart within 
rows and approximately 1 ,080- 1 ,620 ft · 
(329-494 m) between rows. Additional turbines 
and facilities would be erected in SO to 1 00-MW 
phases over the next 10-12 years as utilities in the 
western United States seek additional capacity to 
satisfY base load and peak electrical power 
demands. The complete Windplant would consist 
of approximately 1 ,390 turbines, with up to 575 
turbines (generating 200 MW) at the Foote Creek 
Rim area and 8 15  turbines (generating 300 MW) 
in the Simpson Ridge area. 

Considered in this EIS are the Proposed Action, an 
alternative representing a 40% reduction in the 
Proposed Action, and a No ' Action Alternative. 
Three alternate transmission line routes are also 
analyzed in this DEIS, as part of the Proposed 
Action and Alternative A. Four other alternatives 
to the Proposed Action (i.e. , selecting an alternate 
project location, expanding or reducing the project 
area size, constructing the project in one phase, 
and generating the 500 MW of power via other 
energy sources) were considered but rejected 
because they did not meet the purpose and need or 
were not reasonably feasible. 

The proposed project would initially disturb 3 19 ac 
for Phase I and 1 ,  787 ac for the 500-MW 
Windplant, including the Windplapt (136-
1 ,595 ac), substations (4- 13  ac), and the 230-kV 
transmission line route ( 148- 179 ac, depending on 
which of three alternate routes selected). Under 
Alternative A, 1 , 1 46 ac of initial disturbance 
would occur, including the Windplant (957 ac). 
substations ( 1 0  ac), and the 230-kV transmission 

· l ine ( 1 56-179 ac) .  Approximately 439 ac of 

ix 

existing disturbance from roads (166 ac), pipeline 
(241 ac), telephone cables (22 ac) and oil and gas 
wells (10 ac) is already present in the area. 
Nearly 70 % of initially disturbed lands will be in 
the predominantly sagebrush shrubland and mixed 
grass sagebrush shrubland vegetation types . 
Planned mitigation measures would reduce the 
life-of-project (LOP) disturbance area to 68 ac for 
Phase I and 7 15  ac for the 500-MW Windplant, or 
43 1 ac for Alternative A. 
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It is anticipated that 126 people per day would be 
required during construction of the first phase of 
development, with most construction work to be 
completed between April and September in a given 
year. Road construction may commence during 
the 1995-1996 winter. Additional phases would 
employ 86 to 172 people, depending on the size of · 

the phase being constructed. Operation and , 
maintenance (O&M) of the Windplant would 
require up to nine Windsmiths (specially trained 
O&M personnel) for the first phase of 
development and an additional 20 Windsmiths to 
operate and maintain the full 500-MW Windplant. 
During construction, the average number of daily 
vehicle trips to the site would range from 30-70, 
while the average number of vehicles actually 
working on.;site would be 15-40. During normal 
O&M, daily traffic to and on the site would 
include five 4-wheel drive pickups for the first 

· phase of development and 10 pickups for the full 
500-MW Windplant. 

The KPPA is located in an area characterized by 
steep and flat-topped ridges bounded on the south 
by the Medicine Bow Mountains; on the north by 
the Seminoe, Shirley, and Freezeout Mountains; 
and on the west and east by the Hanna and 
Laramie Basins, respectively. Climate in the area 
is classified as continental, semiarid, cold desert 
with an average annual precipitation of 10-14 
inches (25-35 em). Air quality is generally good 
with suspended particulates comprising the 
principal air quality pollutant. The area is cut by 
several perennial ' and numerous ephemeral 
streams. Groundwater and. surface water are 
variable in quality. Major land uses within and 
adjacent to the KPPA are agriculture (primarily 
cattle and sheep grazing); wildlife habitat; oil and 
gas exploration, development, and transportation; 
and dispersed outdoor recreation. No developed 
recreation resources exist ·within the KPPA; 
however, the Wick Brothers Wildlife Habitat 
Area, which .includes approximately 77% of the 
Foote Creek Rim- area, is managed by the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) for 
recreational purposes. 
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No coal or uranium development and only limited 
oil and gas development are presently occurring 
within the KPPA and the potential for development 
of these resources in the foreseeable future is 
moderate to low. Salable minerals are being 
excavated from local sources within the project 
area. There is one known fossil locality in the 
area, and local rock formations are known to 
contain important and abundant fossils , both 
locally and in other pans of Wyoming. 

A wide variety of soils occurs within the KPPA 
due to varying parent materials, topographic 
position, local. hydrology, vegetation, and other 
factors. · On top of Foote Creek Rim, soils are 
predominantly gravels and are well suited to the 
type of development proposed. In other parts of 
the KPPA, particularly in the Simpson Ridge area, 
soils exhibit sensitivity to disturbance from 
development activities, having moderate to high 
water erosion and severe wind erosion potentials. 
Vegetation is predominantly a mixed 
grassland/sagebrush sbrubland comprised of big 
sagebrush and other shrubby species and a variety 
of shortgrass and forb species. The density of the 
vegetation varies greatly from one location to 
another, and is controlled by extremes in soils, 
available nutrients, pH, and soil moisture. 
Livestock annual range productivity varies from 
near 0 lbs/ac (on extreme sites) to 3,500 lbs/ac on 
meadow/riparian areas in excellent condition 
during years with normal. precipitation. The latter 
type occupies < 1 % of the KPPA. Potential 
wetlands are sparsely scattered throughout the 
project area and are commonly associated with 
ephemeral drainages, impoundments, and major 
stream channels. 

Four big game mammal species commonly occur 
within or adjacent to the project area: pronghorn 
antelope, mule deer, elk, and white-tailed deer. 
Nearly all of the wildlife habitat on the Foote · 
Creek Rim area and two-thirds of the habitat on 
the Simpson Ridge area is considered 
winter/yearlong range for all but white-tailed deer, 
Seven percent of the · wildlife habitat in the 
Simpson Ridge area is considered crucial 
winter/yearlong range for pronghorn. The entire 
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KPPA is considered suitable habitat for raptor 
hunting, foraging, and perching, and these, along 
with other nonraptor bird species, are considered 
vulnerable to collisions with wind towers. Also of 
concern are 44 sage grouse breeding areas known 
to exist within the KPPA. A number of 
threatened, endangered, candidate, and sensitive 
plant and animal species are known to occur or 
could occur in the KPPA. Of primary concern 
among those known to occur are the bald eagle, · 
peregrine falcon,· moun� plover, and ferruginous 
hawk. The mountain plover, a candidate for 
threatened and endangered (T&E) listing, has been 
freq�ently observed in the Foote Creek Rim area. 
Approximately 35 % of the Simpson Ridge area is 
classified as a primary management zone (PMZ) 
for the reintroduction of black-footed ferrets 
(BFFs). 

The negative impacts on air quality, topography, 
mineral/ gas · and oil development, geologic 
hazards, paleontological resources, surface water 
and groundwater resources, odor, vegetation(with 
the possible exception of changes in plant 
community composition due to snow redistribution 
and potential unsuccessful reclamation), wetlands, 
socioeconomics, land use, and hazardous materials 
are expected to be negligible. Impacts could be 
negligible to beneficial for air quality (by replacing 
a proponion of the electrical generation and 
associated poliutaltts, which would otherwise come 
from the burning of fossil fuels), for 
socioeconomics (through increased federal, state, 
and local revenues),  and for land use (potential . 
increased tourism). Moderate negative impacts are 
expeCted in terms of increased soil erosion 
potentials ,  increased noise levels within important 
wildlife habitats during critical periods, and for 
land use (possible changes in recreational use of 
the KPPA) due to the construction and presence of 
facilities. Potentially significant impacts resulting 
from the proposed project include: 

• direct losses of big game crucial habitat; 
• indirect displacement and/or stress of big 

game due to noise, movement, or human 
activity associated with construction and/or 
operation of proposed facilities; 
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• raptor monality . due to collisions with 
wind towers or power lines ; 

• declining raptor populations; 
• loss of sage grouse nesting habitat; 
• monality or displacement of any listed or 

candidate T &E species or disrurbance of 
their critical habitat; 

• possible unsuccessful long-term (5-year) 
revegetation on some sites; 

• disrurbance of imponant Native American 
traditional sites; 

• increased noise levels near residences; and 
• modification of the basic elements (form, 

line, color, or texrure) of visual resources 
by presence of Windplant facilities. 

A number of other potential impacts to wildlife 
(e.g. ,  declines in common nonraptor species), 
culrural resources (e.g.,  disrurbance/destruction of 
imponant sites, loss of imponant culrural materials 
due to private collection or vandalism), and 
socioeconomics (e.g. ,  increase in population, 
increase in demand for local services) were 
considered, but.were estimated to be negligible. 

A number of project-wide mitigation measures are 
proposed to avoid, redu�. or eliminate project 
impacts. BeCause wildlife impacts of wind energy 
generation are not completely understood for this 
area at this time, an extensive monitoring program 
has been proposed as an . integral part of the . 
mitigation package. Data from early phases of this 
srudy program will be utilized by the BLM, 
KENETECH, and a technical advisory committee 
involving other cooperating agencies to adjust 
facility operations and to further reduce project 
impacts - in later phases of development. if 
necessary. The 22 project-wide mitigation 
measures to be implemented from the outset may 
be summarized as follows: 

1 )  Mitigation measures would be adhered to 
on federal and state lands, and on private 
lands, subject to landowner preferences. 

2) Windplant facilities (e.g. ,  turbine towers, 
ro.ads, power lines) would be placed to 
minimize or avoid disturbance in areas 
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with high value wildlife habitat (e.g. ,  
crucial winter range, wetlands, and 
riparian areas). 

3) Areas with high erosion potential and/or 
rugged topography (i.e., steep slopes, 
dunes, floodplains, unstable soils) would 
be avoided, where feasible. If disturbance 
in these areas is necessary, stringent 
erosion control and soil stabilization 
measures would be implemented 
immediately . 

4) Surface disturbance or occupancy would 
not occur on slopes in excess of 25 % ,  
where feasible, nor would construction 
occur when soils are wet or frozen, 
whenever feasible. 

5) Removal or disturbance of vegetation 
would be kept to a minimum through 
construction site management (e.g., 
utilizing previously disturbed areas, using 
existing ROWs, designating limited. 
equipment/materials storage yards and 
staging areas, scalping, etc.). 

6) Topsoil disturbance would be kept to a 
nummum through construction site 
management. Topsoil would be salvaged 
prior to construction to facilitate 
revegetation. After construction, all 
salvaged topsoil would be spread evenly 
over all surfaces to be revegetated and 
seeded. All seeding would use an 
approved mixture of native and/or 
introduced species. Because of ·the 
extended LOP, no topsoil would be 
stockpiled beyond completion of post
construction reclamation. 

7) Revegetation methods would include: 
a) deep ripping of compacted soil prior 

to reseeding, where necessary; 
b) broadcast or drill seeding, depending , 

on site conditions; 
c) fall seeding {September 15 to freeze

up), where feasible; 
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d) spring reseeding (after the ground 
thaws and prior to April 15) if fall 
seeding is not feasible; 

e) utilization of native cool season 
. grasses, forbs, and shrubs in a mixture 
specified by KENETECH and 
PacifiCorp and approved by the 
landowner or BLM; 

f) addition of BLM-approved introduced 
species (e.g., crested wheatgrass, 
Russian wildrye) to the seed mixture if 
attempts at revegetation with native 
species are unsuccessful; 

g) installation of waterbars on disturbed 
slopes with grades of 6% or greater to 
reduce erosion (waterbars may be 
installed on disturbed slopes with 
grades less than 6 %  in areas with 
unstable soils); and 

h) possible fencing of sensitive 
reclamation sites. 

8) Vegetation and soil removal would be 
accomplished in a manner that would 
minimize erosion and sedimentation. 

9) Construction would be avoided within 
500.0 ft (152.4 m) of surface water or 
wetland areas where feasible. Where 
wetlands, riparian areas, or ephemeral 
stream channels must be disturbed, the 
following measures would be employed: 
a) Wetland areas would be crossed 

during dry conditions (i .e., late 
summer, fall, or dry winters). 

b) Streambeds would be crossed 
perpendicular to flow, where feasible. 

c) Streams, wetlands, and riparian areas 
disturbed during project construction 
would be restored to pre,-project 
conditions . If impermeable soils 
contributed to wetland formation, soils 
would be compacted to restore 
impermeability. · 

d) Recontouring and appropriate/adapted 
species would be used to revegetate 
the banlcs to aid in soil stabilization. 
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e) Revegetation operations would begin 
on impacted· areas immediately after 
completion of project construction 
activities. 

1 0) Intermittent and ephemeral drainages 
would be protected from surface 
disturbance within 75.0 ft (22.9 m) of 
the channel or the inner gorge, 
whichever is closer, where feasible. 

1 1) Temporary erosion control measures 
such as mulch, jute netting, sediment 
traps, or other appropriate methods 
would be used on unstable soils, steep _ 
slopes, and wetland areas to prevent 

· erosion and sedimentation until 
vegetation becomes established. 

12) 230-kV transmission line structures 
would be located · at least 40.0 ft 
(12.2 m) from pipelines where 
feasible, and conductors would be at 
least 30.0 ft (9. 1  m) above ground 
level at all pipeline and road 
crossings. Structures ·would be 
located at least 1 00.0 ft (30.5 m) from 
all streams where feasible. Stream 
crossings would be avoided during 
materials-hauling and structure 
assembly and erection by using 
existing roads to access the ROW, 
where feasible. Where conductors 
must be strung across perennial 
streams , ropes would be used to haul 
the conductors across the stream. 
Intermittent or ephemeral channels 
would be crossed during periods of no 
flow. 

1 3) Surface disturbance within 0.75 mi 
(1 .2 km) of active raptor nest sites 
(i .e., used within the last three years) 
would be avoided during the nesting 
season (February 1 through July 3 1 ) .  
If the area must be impacted, project 
activities would occur . outside the 
nesting season. Extensive raptor 
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nesting studies are being completed as 
part of the baseline avifauna studies 
and would continue as part of the 
monitoring program for the project. 

1 4) Windplantfacilities would be designed. 
or equipped to prevent raptor perching 
(e.g., using tubular rather than lattice 
towers, equipping power poles within 
the Windj>lant with raptor antiperching 
devices). 

15) ·All poles for collection and 
· transmiSSion lines located within 
0.25 mi (0 .4 km) of sage grouse leks 
would be equipped with raptor 
antiperching devices to minimize the 
opportunities for raptors to prey on 
sage. grouse. All poles located near 
prairie dog colonies within the BFF . 
PMZ also would be equipped with 
raptor antiperching , devices · to 
minimize the take of prairie dogs or 
the potential take of BFFs by birds of 
prey. 

16) To protect important.big game winter 
habitat, construction activities would 
not be allowed from November 15 to 
April 30 within certain areas 
encompassed by the ROW grant. The 
same criterion would apply to defined 
big game birthing areas from May 1 
to June 30. 

1 7) Known active sage grouse leks and 
adjacent areas [2 .0 mi (3 .2 km) radius 
from lek centers] would be avoided 
during the breeding and nesting 
seasons from March 1 through June 
30. No construction activities would 
be conducted on public lands within 
0.25 mi (0.4 km) of known lek sites; 
and project activities, other than those 
required for O&M along existing 
roads within 0.25 mi (0.4 km) would 
be curtailed during the period from 

I 
I 
I 
I 
·I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.I 
I 
·t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

KENETECH Windpower Fil'llll EIS 

18) 

19) 

1 hr before daylight to 9:00 a.m. from 
March 1 through April 30. 

All substations and other areas that 
would be hazardous to wildlife would 
be fenced as directed by the BLM. 

Paleontological _and archaeological 
surveys would be completed prior to 
disturbance, with monitoring as 
necessary during disturbance of 
impacted areas with high resource 
potential . Paleontological or cultural 
resource sites would be avoided or 
mitigated, as necessary, prior to 
disturbance. Any cultural or 
paleontological resource discovered by 
the operator or any person working on 
his or her behalf would be 
immediately reported to the BLM: 
All construction operations within 
50.0 ft ( 15.2 m) of such a discovery 
would be suspended as- required by 
BLM regulations until written 
authorization to proceed is issued by 
the Authorized Officer (AO). An 
evaluation of the discovery would be 
made by the AO to determine 

Final - August 1 995  

20) 

21)  

22) 

xiv 

appropriate actions to prevent the loss 
of significant cultural or scientific 
values. 

Approval from the BLM AO in 
consultation with other agency 
personnel [e.g. ,  WGFD, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Service (USFWS)] would 
be required prior to construction in 
areas (e.g. ,  crucial winter ranges, near 
raptor nests) where federal regulations 
are applied to protect sensitive · 
resources (e.g. ,  wildlife) . This action 
would allow project activities to 
proceed in ·restricted areas and/or 
during periods of restriction (e.g. ,  
mild winters, abandoned raptor nest 
sites, etc.), if deemed appropriate. 

KENETECH would continue to work 
with BLM and Native American tribes 
on mitigative measures for cultural 
resources through each phase of the 
project. 

All livestock control fences would 
conform to BLM Manual Handbook 
H-1741-1 for the passage of wildlife. 
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GENERAL NOTES 

1 .  Since the DEIS was issued, KENETECH has 
changed the turbine model number from 
"33M-VS" to "KVS-33" .  
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2. On August 11, 1995, the bald eagle was 
downlisted from endangered to threatened in 
Wyoming. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Page 1 - 1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 21 . 
Replace "PacificCorp" with "PacifiCorp" .  

Page 1 - 1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 15.  
Replace "will " with "would" .  

Page 1-4, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 12.  After 
"phases . "  insen "In response to comments 
received on the DEIS , BLM would also complete 
a formal NEPA analysis for each subsequent phase 
(see Section 8.2.,6 in the FEIS). Therefore, this 
EIS is programmatic for the entire project, and 

. includes site-specific environmental analyses for 
Phase I of the development. "  

Page 1-4, column 2, paragraph 2, line 1 .  Delete 
"BPA and" .  

Page 1 -5, column 1 .  Replace paragraph 3 with the 
following paragraph: 

1.1 ·PURPOSE AND NEED 

The primary purpose of the Proposed Action is to 
provide wind-generated electricity from a site ·in 
Wyoming and to develop a further market for 
Wyoming-sourced wind-generated electricity. 
BP A's purposes of the Proposed Action are: 

• to test the ability of wind energy to 
provide a reliable, economical, and 
environmentally acceptable energy 
resource; 

• to assure consistency with BPA's statutory 
responsibilities, including the Pacific 
Northwest Electric Power Planning and 
Conservation Act, the Northwest Po\Yer 
Planning Council's Conservation and 
Electric Power Plan, and its Fish and 
Wild! ife Program (Section 1 .2 . 1) ;  and 

• to assure consistency with BPA' s Resource 
Programs. The acquisition of a wind 
resource is consistent with BPA's 
Resource Programs EIS (BPA 1993a), and 
the EIS for the proposed windpower 
project is tiered to the Resource Programs 
EIS . (Tiering is a way to incorporate by 
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reference a discussion of.issues that have 
been covered in a previous EIS). 

BPA will decide whether to execute a power 
purchase agreement with PacifiCorp and other 
utilities participating in the project. 

Page 1 -5, column 2, paragraph 3, l ine 3 .  Insen 
"of some utilities" after "facilities" .  

Page 1 -5, column 2 ,  paragraph 3 ,  l ine 4 .  Delete 
"BPA 1993a; " .  

Page 1-6, column 1 .  Replace paragraph 2 with the 
following paragraph: "In the Pacific Northwest, 
additional non-power requirements aimed at 
improving sal1;110n survival in the Columbia River · 
Basin (primarily spill and flow requirements) have 
reduced the generating capacity of the federal 
hydrosystem. The closure of the Trojan Nuclear 
Power Plant in early 1993 contribqted to further 
losses of generating capacity. BPA presently has 
a surplus of generating capacity, but developing 
small-scale wind demonstration projects will test 
the ability of wind resources to meet future needs. 

1.1.2 The Wyoming Wind Besource 

Page 1-6, column 2, paragraph 3, line 10.  Add 
"The annual capacity factor for the entire 
Windplant is expected to. average 25-35 % . " after 
"capacity) . "  

Page 1 -7 .  Add the following footnote to Table 
1.2: "Note: Estimated costs (cents/kWh) reflect 
costs to the utilities , not to consumers . 

Page 1-8, column 1, paragraph .1. line 3. Replace 
"Resource Management Plan (RMP)" with 
"Resource Management

-
Plan/EIS (RMP/ElS)'' 

Page 1 -8, column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 11. 

Replace last sentence of paragraph ("Every two . 
. .  ") with "This EIS is also tiered to BPA's 1993 
Resource Programs Environmental Impact 
Statement (BPA 1993a) . "  



KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

, , 1.3 AUTHORIZING ACTIONS 

Page 1 -8, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 13 .  Insert 
the following paragraph as a new paragraph prior 
to •eommon stipulations . . .  " .  

The ROW Grant for this project would authorize 
KENETECH to use public lands for wind 
generation, for the collection and transmission of 
electric power, and for related activities. If the 
project is approved, BLM is committed to 
governing Windplant development, operation, and 
maintenance in a manner that would minimize 
impacts to the human environment on public land 
and on private land subject to landowner consent. 

· Stipulations necessary for minimizing impacts, 
many of which would be taken directly from the 
EIS, would be included in the ROW grant. Other 
stipulations may be developed. during preparation 
of the ROD for the project and also included in 
the ROW grant. 

. 

Page 1 -9, Table 1 .3.  Under the U.S.  Bureau of 
Land Management, list the following Action: 
"Hazardous Materials Summary" and Authority: 
"BLM Instruction Memoranda Nos. WY-93-344 
and WY -94-059. "  

Page 1 -9,  Table 1 .3 .  Under the U.S .  Fish and 
Wildlife Service, add to Action column: "Issue 
take permits and/or other approvals under MBT A, 
BEPA, and ESA. "  

Page 1 -9, Table 1 .3 .  Under Wyoming 
Department of Environmental Quality-Water 
Quality D ivision, l ist the following Action: 
"Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan" and 
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Authority: ."Clean Water Act of 1977, amended 
1987 (33 U.S.C. Sections 1251-1376); Wyoming 
Water Quality Rules and Regulations Chapter 
XVIII. "  

Page 1 -9, Table 1 .3 ,  third column, l ine 10. 
Replace "Conversation" with "Conservation" 

�age 1 -9, Table 1 .3 ,  column 3, lines 22 and 24. 
Change "U.S.E . "  to "U.S.C. " .  

Page 1 -10, column 1 .  Insert the following two 
paragraphs after " • visual resources. "  

BLM has the authority to terminate the ROW 
grant if a material default in the performance of 
KENETECH's · obligations under the ROW 
agreement occurs and remainS in default. If 
KENETECH fails to adhere to any stipulation 
promulgated in the ROW grant, BLM �ould notify 
KENETECH in writing of the default, and specify 
the means to correct the default and a deadline for 
implementing the correction and regaining 
compliance with the ROW grant. For example, if 
the ROW grant stipulates that KENETECH will 
relocate individual towers associated with high 
collision-related monality, BLM has the authority 
to require relocation or terminate the ROW grant 
if the specified tower(s) are not moved within a 
cenain time period. 

Upon termination of the ROW grant, KENETECH 
would remove all aboveground · wind power 
facilities from public land and reclaim all disturbed 
areas.as specified in the reclamation plans included 
in the PODs. 
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2.0 PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

· 2.1.1 Overyjew 

Page 2-2, Table 2 . 1 (a), caption. Insen "Surface" 
after "Proposed" .  Insen the following before 
"Assumptions . . . " in footnote 1 :  "At this time 
the BLM is unable to quantify displacement effects 
or loss of habitat function from project activities. 
Monitoring studies are designed to detect gross 
changes of habitat use around windplant facilities. 
The need for mitigation tied to displacement will 
be addressed in environmental analysis for 
subsequent phases . "  

Page 2-4, Table 2. 1(c), caption. lnsen "Surface" 
. after "Comparison of" . 

2.1,2 Plan or Develcmment 

:Page 2-5, column 1 ,  paragraph 3, line 8 .  After 
"Whereas the" insen "programmatic" .  

Page 2-5, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 3 .  Replace 
"the BLM has included provisions in the EIS for 
agency consultation and public involvement during 
POD development and monitoring (Figure 2:1 ) .  
The process of POD development, agency 
consultation, construction, and monitonng 
illustrated in Figure 2 . 1  would be a binding 
provision of the NEPA document (i .e. , a 
programmatic project-wide mitigation measure) . "  
with "the BLM would also complete a formal 
NEPA analysis of each subsequent phase, 
including agency consultation and public 
involvement (Figure 2 . 1 )(see Section 8 .2 .6 in the 
FEIS). The POD for each phase would include 
information from the site-specific environmental 
analysis completed for the NEPA document plus 
site-specific engineering information. Mitigations 
developed during the NEPA analysis and · 
prescribed in the POD would become a binding 
pan of the ROW grant. " 

Page 2-5, column 2, paragraph 3 .  Replace the 
entire paragraph with "A description of the 
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ex1stmg environment in each proposed 
deVelopment area would be included in the POD 
using information from the programmatic EIS and 
subsequent NEPA documents. Commensurate 
with the NEPA documents, potential impacts 
would be described and appropriate site-specific 
mitigation measures would be defined. Sufficient 
data would be collected during preparation of 
subsequent NEPA documents and PODs to address 
BLM's, other agencies' ,  and the public's resource 
concerns. Cumulative impacts on wildlife from 
previous phases would be documented and 
assessed. 

Page 2-6. Replace Map 2. 1 in the DEIS with 
Map 2. 1 in the FEIS . 

Page 2-7, Figure 2. 1 .  Replace Figure 2. 1 in the 
DEIS with Figure 2 . 1  in the FEIS . 

2.1.3 The WindJplant 

Page 2-8, column 2, paragraph 3, line 5. After 
" environmental analysis in the "  insert 
"programmatic" . Line 6, after "future" insen 
"NEPA documents and" .  

Page 2�8, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 10. 
Replace "(Section 4.6)" with "(Appendix F)" .  

Page 2-8, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 1 6. 
Replace "Funher environmental analysis may ·be 
required for the PODs for subsequent phases in the 
Simpson Ridge area. " with "Funher environmental 
analysis would be conducted for the NEP A 
documentS and PODs for subsequent phases in the 
Simpson Ridge area. " 

Page 2-9. Replace Figure 2.2 in the DEIS with 
Figure 2.2 in the FEIS . 

Page 2- 10. Replace Figure 2.3 in the DEIS with 
Figure 2.3 in the FEIS . 

Page 2- 12. Replace Figure 2.4 in the DEIS with 
Figure 2.4 in the FEIS� 
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Prepare Programmatic EIS1 
• Identify sensitive resources 
• Define restrictions/limitations 
• Develop project-wide mitigation measures 
• Consult with agencies an initiate public involvement 

as required by NEPA . 

I 

Prepare NEPA Document 
(excepting Phase 1)1 and POD for 

Phase X ()(:  :J,ll,Ill, ... ) ' 

• Identify site-specific sensitive resources 
• Define restrictions. limitations, and site-specific 

mitigation measures 
• Consult with agencies through the technical committee 

and initiate public involvement as required by EIS 

Construct Phase X 

Monitor Phase X 
(and All Previous Phases) 

• Implement site-specific mitigation measures 
• Target site-specific sensitive resources 
• Conduct appropriate st&.Jdies 
• Evaluate potential restrictions, limitations. and 

site-specific mitigation measures and revise 
mitigations and monitoring for future phases, 
if necessa� 

• Consult wit · agencies through the technical committee. 
and initiate public involvement as required by EIS 

.Are monitoring protocols and mitigation measures effective? 
No 

• Temporary or permanent prohibition of further 
development 

• Consider modifications of the monitoring protocols 
and/or Wind�lant operating regime 

• Reevaluate EPA documents 

Programmatic EIS includes environmental analysis for Phase I .  
!07!.01\POWERPOI\EJS PPT 

Figure 2 . 1 Flow Chan Showing Environmental Review Process and Agency and Public Consultation. 
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l ( 1  
CATILEGUARD AND/ 
ACCESS GATE 

: z  1 0  I N  , ..... 

TRENCH AND/OR OVERHEAD POLE 
LINE I'OR COWWUNICATIONS CABLE 

\ 

\. 
PROJECT AREA BOUNDARY 

_ ..- - - - - TURBINE STRING LOCATION 

APPROXIWATE WINDPL.ANT ACCESS 
ROAD LOCA liONS 

• APPROXIWATE SUBSTATION LOCATION 

- APPROXIWATE 06tlol BUILDING LOCATION 

10?1\FOOTECRK\PH.\S£-Irl 

Map 2. 1 Proposed Locations of Turbine Strings and Access Roads for the First Phase of Windplant 
Development on Foote Creek Rim. 
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KVS-33 TURBINE 
PRODUCES ELECTRICAL 
POWER AI LOW VOLTAGE. 

PADMOUNTfD IRANSFORIIER '- - TRANSfORMER fOR OTHER 
COioi�INES THE POWER fROII TURBINE GROUPS 
2- J TURBINES AND STEPS 
UP THE VOLTAGE TO 3(.5KV. 

TURBINE CONTROl SVSTEiol 
CONTROlS AND loiO�ITORS All TURBIN£ FUNCTIONS, 

OPTIMIZf 5 [N[ RGY PRODUCTION, AND 
STORfS SHORT l l RM DATA. 

Figure 2 . 2  Components of a Typical KVS-33 Windplant. 
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/ ' / ' 

TYPICAL UPWIND ELEVATION 

T O  SUBSTATION 

1 2' SECONDARY ACCESS ROAD _ 
• 1 t 

· (WAY CONTAIN CURVES/BENDS) """\ 
· I .i- :  . : . . . 4 , • • . • • • • • • • • • •  • • • • • • •  X . . .: ' � 

r-��-r---@L�]i·�g;�;�;;.�:·r�;!E::--========-===®��· ... 1 
TRANSFORWER 

. 
TO BE DETERWINED 

BY KENETECH WINDPOWER 
. 

TYPICAL SITE PLAN 

1071\01\MI-fCS, ... 

Figure 2.3 Typical Site Plan of Turbine String Corridors and Roads. 
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KVS-33  TURBI NE  

� 
HOUSES GEARBOX, 
GENERATOR, AND 
CONTROL EQUIPMENT 

_APPROXIMATE WEICHT 

ROTOR BLADES 

- 20,200 LBS 

MATERIAL - FIBERGLASS 
LENGTH - 52 F1' 
DIAMETER - 1 D8 rT 
APPRO X. WEICHT- 2,50D LBS EA. 

� 
MATERIAL - PAINTED 
STRUCTURAL STEEL 
APPROX. W EICHT - 38,000 LBS 
HEIGHT - 80, 1 00, or 1 20 FT 

DOWNTOWER ENCLOSURE , 
HOUSES POWER 
ELECTRONIC CONVERTER 
AND CONTRO� EQUIPMENT 
APPROXIMATE WEICHT - 3,800 LBS � 

COMMUNICATION LINE --Jn•--- COMMUNICATION LINE 
TO ADJAC E NT TURBINE TO ADJACENT TURBINE 

PARALLE � POWER CABLES 
TO STE� UQ TRANSrORMER 

HUB 

FigUre 2 .4 Diagram of a Typical Tubular Tower-supported KVS-33 Wind Turbine Generator. 

Final • August 1995 2-6 



I .  
I 
I 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

KENETECH "-indpower Final EIS 

2. 1 .3.4 Access 

Page 2-14, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, l ine 4.  
Replace "will "  with "would" .  

2.1.4 Construction 

Page 2-15,  column 2, paragraph 1 ,  l ine 10. lnsen 
a line between the last bullet sentence and the 
sentence beginning "Table 2.2 presents . . .  " . 

2. 1 .4. 1 Road and Pad Construction 

Page 2-1 8 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 3 .  Delete 
"as possible" and insen "as feasible" after "road 
construction. " .  

2. 1 .4.2 Foundations and Tower Erection 

Page 2-1 8, column 1 .  Replace paragraph 5 with 
the following paragraph: "Foundations would 
consist of footings and slabs which would vary in 
configuration depending on soil characteristics . 
Foundations would consist of steel reinforcements 
and poured. concrete. Anchor bolts would be 
embedded in concrete and used to secure the 
tower. Foundations would be allowed to cure 
prior to tower erection. " 

2. 1 .4.4 Overhead Electric Power and 
Communications Construction 

Page 2-19 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 1 1 .  After 
" 1 75-ft (53 .3-m)" add "to 250-ft (76.2-m)" and 
add " (in accordance with NESC loading criteria)" 
after "substation" . 

Page 2- 1 9, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 12 .  
Delete "Temporary disturbance width would 
average 20.0-ft (6 . 1 -m), and" .  Line 1 3 .  
Capitalize "All " .  

Page 2-19, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 15.  
Delete "Approximately 1 75 structUres and 5 .0 mi 
(8.0 km) of overhead collection lines would be 
erected for the first phase of the project. The 

. 
200-MW /Foote Creek Rim ponion of the 
Wind plant would require 1 1 .0 mi (17.  7 km) of 
overhead collection lines and 492 structures. The. 
500-MW would require an estimated 55.0 mi 
(88.5 km) of overhead collection liQes and 2,550 
structures. "  

2.1.5 Public A"ess and Safety 

Page 2-22, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  l ine 1 3 .  Add 
the following to the end of the paragraph: "The 
KVS-33 machine proposed for this project is not 
likely to cause wildfires. In older machines, the 
yaw system could not be controlled and after 
several revolutions, electrical cables running down 
the towers would become twisted and break, 
causing sparks and sometimes fires . The yaw 
system on the KVS-33 is programmed to shut 

· down the turbine and unwind after three 
revolutions, thereby preventing cables from 
twisting and breaking."  

2.1.6 Operations and Maintenance 

Page 2-23, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  l ine 18.  
Replace "(i .e.,  without using a crane to remove 
the turbine from the tower) . "  with · "(i.e. , 
Windsmiths would climb the tower to service the 
turbine so that a crane usually would not be 
necessary to remove the turbine) . "  

2.1.9 Haprdous Materials 

Page 2-27, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 8 .  
Replace "the possibility for accidental leakage is 
minimal" with "accidental leakage is highly 
unlikely" .  

Page 2-27, column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 17 .  
Replace "All vehicular maintenance would be 
performed off-site at an appropriate facility. '' with 

. "Whenever feasible, vehicular maintenance would 
be performed off-site at an appropriate facil�ty. 
When equipment breakdowns necessitate on-site 
repairs, proper procedures would be utilized to , 
prevent fluid spil ls . "  
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l.i .10 Reclamation and Abandonment 

Page 2-28, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 3.  
Change "(BLM 1 990a)" to "(BLM 1 990b)" .  
Line 5.  Replace "possible" with " it is feasible" . 

2.1�11 Project-wide Mitigation Measures 

Page 2-29, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 8 .  Insert 
"collision-related" before "avian monality" .  

Page 2-29, column 1 ,  bullet item 2 ,  line 9 .  
Replace " as  much as possible" with " if feasible" . 

Page 2-29, column 2, bullet item 1 ,  line 4. Insert 
"collision-related" before "monality" .  

Page 2-29, column 2,  paragraph 3,  line 1 .  Insert 
"Collision-related" before "Mortality" and drop 
"Monality" to lower case. Line 10. Add "NEPA 
document and" before "POD for" .  

Page 2-29, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 5 .  Insert 
"BLM would consult with state and , federal 
wildlife agencies as to the monitoring results and 
their application to future phases. "  after "upon 
request. " 

Page 2-29, column 2,  paragraph 4, line 3 .  
Replace "Retrofit of prior phases would not 
include replacement of capital itemS (e.g. ,  rotors, 
towers, nacelles), but could include removing the 
rotor from turbines associated w·ith high mortality 
rates, painting turbine rotors, or other measures 
not requiring capital expenditure. " with "Retrofit 
of prior phases could include but is not limited to 
relocating turbines, painting blades, and installing 
warning devices. Ifthe operations of the project 
causes an asserted violation of federal law (e.g . .  
MBTA, ESA, or BEPA), the USFWS (in 
conjunction with other federal agencies) can 
initiate legal proceedings to enforce the provisions 
of such law. These proceedings may lead to a .  
court order limiting or enjoining project operation 
until specified actions are taken or other conditions 
met. If project operations cause a violation of 
stipulations promulgated in the ROW grant,

'
BLM 
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.may require KENfTECii to take measures to 
correct the violation and may revoke the ROW 
grant for use of public land if KENETECH fails to 
correct the �iolation.  

Page 2-30, column 1 ,  item 6. line 1 .  Insert 
"Topsoil disturbance would be .kept to a minimum 
through construction site management. "  before 
"Topsoil would be salvaged . .  " 

Page 2-30, column 2, item 8, line 3 .  Replace the 
word "prevent" with "minimize" . 

Page 2-3 1 ,  column 2, item 15, lines 1 and 6.  
Insert ."All" at the beginning of the first two 
sentences of item 15.  

Page 2-3 1 ,  column 2, item 17, line 9.  Replace 
"nest" with "lek " .  

Page 2-32, column 1 �  item 1 8, line I .  Insert · 
"All " at the beginning of the sentence. 

Page 2-32, column 1 ,  item 2, line 6. Replace 
"water" with "winter" . 

2.2 ALTERNATIVE A 

Page 2-32, column 2, paragraph 3, line 8 .  After 
" .  . . power grid. " ,  insert "Because the wind 
regime on the Foote Creek Rim area is superior to 
that on the Simpson Ridge area, Windplant 
development on the Foote Creek Rim area would 
probably proceed to or near the full 200 MW, . 
unless restricted by the BLM due to environmental 
concerns. Under this scenario, by reducing the 
overall size of the Windplant to 300 MW. only 
about 100 . MW (275 turbines) would be 
constructed in the Simpson ·Ridge · area. 
Alternatively, if construction is prohibited on the 
Foote Creek Rim area due to environmental 
concerns (e.g. ,  loss of mountain plover habitat) , 
the 300-MW Windplant would be constructed 
entirely withiri the Simpson Ridge area. 

Page 2-32, column 2, paragraph 5. line 1 1 .  Insert 
"A NEPA document and" before "A POD " .  
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2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Page 2-33, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 16. 
Delete "BPA or" . 

Page 2-33, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 17. Add 
the following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
"If BPA does not purchase �e energy output 
associated with this project, then BPA would 
forego the opponunity to address regional barriers 
to cost-effective wind development and gain hands
on experience with the operation and integration of 
commercial windfarms. "  

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT 
REJECTED 

Page 2-33, column 1 ,  paragraph 3, line 3 .  Add the 
following sentence after "feasible. " :  "A 
conservation alternative was analyzed by BPA 
(BPA 1993a), and this EIS is tiered tO the BPA 
EIS . "  

Page 2-33, column 1 ,  paragraph 4 ,  l ine 8 .  Insen 
" [See Section 1 . 1] "  before the closing parenthesis. 

Page 2-33, column 2. Replace paragraph 2 with 
the following paragraph: With appropriate 
meteorological data, power output can be 
estimated and used to compare generating potential 
among different sites . Expected power output data 
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(Table 2.9) show that Foote Creek Rim would 
have a net output of 1 ,300 MWh per turbine per 
year. Turbines in the Simpson Ridge area are 
predicted to produce 1 ,  175 MWh per turbine per 
year. Expected output from other locations in 
southern Wyoming range from 945 to 460 MWh 
per turbine per year (i.e. , other locations would 
have 35 % to 65 % less output per turbine than 
Foote Creek Rim). As power output decreases, 
the cost to utilities (computed over a 25-year 
period) increases. For example, at the next best 
site outside of the proposed project area (Medicine 
Bow), costs would be 126% of expected costs for 
power from Foote Creek Rim. At other sites. the 
additional costs borne by the utilities would range 
from 132% to 276% higher than costs from Foote 
Creek Rim. Section 8 .2. 1 in the FEIS presents 
the results of an independent evaluation of this 
analysis. 

Page 2-34, Table 2.9. Replace Table 2.9 in the 
DEIS with Table 2.9 in the· FEIS. 

Page 2-35, column 2, paragraph 3, line 8 .  
Replace "(BPA 1993)" with "(BPA 1993a)" . 

2.S SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
IMPACTS 

Pages 2-38 through 2-45. Replace Table 2. 1 1  in 
the DEIS with 2. 1 1  in the FEIS . 
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Table 2.9 Estimated Power) Output and Cost for Alternative Sites.' 

Annual Per Estimated Output as % Real Levelized COst as % 
Turbine Net of Output from Foote of Real Levelized COst 

Area Output (MWh)2 Creek Rim from Foote Creek Rim3 

Foote Creek Rim 1 ,300 100% 100% 

Simpson Ridge 1 , 175 90% 104% 

Chugwater 850 65 % 141 % 

Kemmerer 870 67% 138 % 

Medicine Bow 945 73 % 126% 

Rock River South 900 69% 133 % 

Rock Springs 460 35 % 250% 

Rawlins 830 64 %  143 %  

COyote Springs 800 62% 148 %  

Bridger Butte 675 52% 1 73 %  

Rock River North 880 68% 135 % 

Medicine Bow SW · 880 68% 137% 

Medicine Bow SE . 850 65 % 1 39 %  

Wheatland Reservoir 1 850 65 % 1 39 %  

Fish Hatchery 840 65% 1 32% 

Medicine Bow Airport 790 61 % 149 %  

Wheatland ReServoir 2 770 59 % 154 %  

Casper 650 50% 1 79 %  

Laramie 580 45 % 202 % 

Cheyenne 530 4 1 % 220 % 

Ferris 575 44% 205 % 

Buzzard Ranch 575 44% 208 % 

Red Desert 460 35 % 276 % 

Source: KENETECH Wincipower, Inc. All costs for each site include cost of transmission line construction which was 
estimated to be $170.000 per mile. 
Estimated output uses current wind data collected through December 1994. Confidence is 90-95 % .  
Real Levelized Cost "" real levelized cost of delivered energy to th e  purchasing utility over 25 years of project operation, 
calculated using Pacifi.Corp's financial analysis of the project. Assumes 201 KENETECH Wincipower, lnc. Model KVS-33 
variable speed wind 

.
turbines. 

· 
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::!! §_ Table 2. 1 1  Summary of Impact Analysis for the Proposed Action, Alternative A,  and No Action . 

• i .._ 
� 

N I 

lnlp ... t by 

to:n•lronmental RHDIII'C'e 

Snow rediotribution and ouboequent 
impact• on wildlife, vegetAtion, ooilo, 
hydrology, and geologic ha.1.ardo 

Airborne particulate• and emi•oiono will 

increMe hut remain within state and 
federal otandard. 

No additional pollutant emiooiono due to 

foMil  fuel hurnin� for electricity 
�eneration 

C'uto and fill• alon� turhine corridoro, 
roadA, RuhRtalioRR, tranRmiRRion line 
ROWe 

Alteration of ourface draina�e• 

Locali1.ed temporary lnos of acceoo to oil 

and gaa reoen·eo 

L.ocali7.e.! temporary looo of acce•• to 
mineral �RenoeR 

Pro•IM•....t A .. don 

NegliJ!ihle to moderate . facilitiea 
could cau•e local chan�ea in enow 
depooition patterno 

Ne�li�ihle . omall increBRea in duot 
and emiooiona adjacent to turhine 
location•. roado, and ancillary 
facilitiea; LOP 

8enefi,·ial' (national or global 
ocale ); LOP and heyond 

Ne�li(!ihle · no major landocape 
aherationo; oite-opecific; LOP 

Ne�li�ihle . no lon�-terrn 

n1<xlificatinno to draina�ea; LOP 

Ncj!ligihle-wind, oil , and gaa 
development may he compatible 

Lo\\' In moderate ·impa�lfl to coal i( 
rt1i ninp: 1-le..:-omes e('onomical during 
the LOP; negligible impacto lo 
uranium 

Potl(-midcadon lmpaC'ta 

Altemad•e A 

CLIMATE AND AIR QUAJ..ITY 

Negligible lo moderate; may be 
aome reduction in impacia compared 
with Propoeed Action, depending on 
facililiea 

Negligible and reduced by 
approdmalely 40" from Propoecd 
Action 

-Beneficial (national or global acale); 
adverse and beneficial elrecte 
reduced by llf'Prodmately 40" from 
Propot!Cd Action 

. TOPOGRAPHY /PHYSIOGRAPHY 

Negligible and reduced by 
approdmately 40" from Proposed 
Action 

Negligible and reduced by 
approdmalely 40" from Propot!Cd 
Action 

MINERALS/GAS AND OIL 

Negligible and reduced 40" from 
Propoaed Action 

Low lo moderate impacte lo coal if 
mining becomea economical during 
the LOP and reduced appro�imately 
40" from the Prop011ed Action; 
negligible impaciA lo uranium 

. No AC'don 

No impact 

No impact 

Electric rower may he 
�:enerated by a 
rolluting reaource; 
negligible; LOP 

No impact 

No impact 

PoMible negative 
impacte on oil and gu 
reaervea 

POR&ible negative 
impact on coal 
reserve�� 

.. - - -

Mldcadon(e) 

Avoid fencing facilitiea where fCIIIIible; place 
downtower bo�ea ...,ithin modified tubular lowers 
where feuible; avoid snow accumulation areu. 

Regularly maintain roado and equipment. 

None. 

Avoid significant features. 

Avoid drainages where fCMible; reeatablioh and 
reclaim drainagea; use appropriate road and culvert 
deaign; acquire 404 Permite aa appropriate. 

Avoid rotenlial future J!:M and oil development 
areaa, if ro•oible. 

Avoid gravel quarriea and potential ruture coal and 
uranium mine oifea, where feaoible. 

.. 

� 
i;1 g 
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Table 2. 1 1  (Continued) 

lmw-t by 
F-n•lro-ental RM>urre 

Aood damage to facilities 

lncre����ed landalide potential due to anow 
accumulation 

Reactivation of dunes due to ground 
cover removal 

Earthquake damage to facilities 

Landalides and •lumping at conotruction 
eitea 

Subeidence during or after conotruction 

Subeidence, ga&, and lirea uaociated 
with abaadoned coal minea 

Di&turhance/destructionof important 
f011il1 

u,;,. of important foooil material• due to 
private collection or vandaliom 

Diecovery of previouoly unltnown fooailo 

- - - -

Fropn,.... Ardon 

Negligihle; LOP 

Negligihle; LOP 

Negligihle - no dunea and only a 
few windhlown depoeill in the 
KPPA; LOP 

Negligihle - very low earthquake 
potential; LOP 

Negligihle; LOP 

Negligihle; LOP 

Negligihle; eite-apecilic; LOP 

Negligihle during conotruction and 
LOP 

. 

Negligihle during co111truction and 
LOP 

Beneficial during conotruction 

- - -

POI!t-mlda.idoa �m.-.. 

Altenadn A 

GEOWGIC HAZARDS 

Net;lit;ible aad reduced. by 
approximately 40" from Propoacd 
Action 

Nqlit;ible; LOP 

Neglit;ible; LOP 

Net;lit;ible aad reduced by 
approllimately 40" from Propoacd 
Action 

Net;lit;ible and reduced by 
approllimately 40" from Propoaed 
Action 

Net;lit;ible aad reduced by 
approximately 40" from Propoaed 
Action 

Net;lit;ible .00 reduced by 
approximately 40" l'rom the 
Propoacd Action 

PALI!Otn'OLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Nqlit;ible .00 reduced by 
approximately 40" from Propoeed 
Action 

Nqlit;ible aad reduced by 
approldmately 40" from Propoaed 
Action 

Same • Propoaed Action but 
reduced by approximately 40" from 
Propoacd Action 

- - -

No Atdon 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact· 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

Neglit;ihle 7 no new 
f088il diecovery 

- -

Mlda•doa(a) 

Avoid Ooodplaina aad nooct proae IU'CIIII, where 
feaaible. 

Locate facilities to avoid anow depoeition on 
landslide prone areaa, where fcaible. 

Avoid wiadblown depoeill where feaaible; 
implement llf'PI'OPriale .00 timely �lamation, 
eroaion control, aad reveBdA'ioa. 

Conatruct turbinea aad power li- to withatand 
moderate earthquakes. 

Avoid unatable area where feaaible; implement 
appropriate aad timely reclamation .00 eroaion 
control. 

Avoid mined out area, where feaaible. 

Avoid abaadoacd mine -· 

Aqoid, recover, and/or monitor • determined 
durint: precoaotruction BLM paleontolot;ical 
aurveye; educate employee.. 

Avoid, recover, aad/or monitor • determined 
durint; preconatruction BLM palcontolot;ical 
aurveye; educate employee.. 

None. 

... - - -

� 
� 
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I 
� I: Poet111itfcadon bnpata � lmpll<'l by 
.._ En .. lronmmtal R ... Ufte PropotW<I Adion Altemadn A No At'don Mltfc•don(o) 

� SOILS 

Dioturbance and erooional lo011 of soils Moderate durin« construction and Same • Propoeed Action ...t No impact Avoid erooion-prone areas where fcuible; 
negligible for the LOP; I ,  787 IIC reduced to 1 , 1 46 IIC initial implement IIJ'Propriate 1nd timely uae of erooion 
initial dioturbance and 715 ac new diiiiUrbance and 431 ac or new and· oedimentation control tcchniquca/devicea; 
dioturhance for LOP di.h.rb1nce for LOP adhere to NEPA documenta and PODe. 

lncrcucd aoil moiilture due to anow Beneficial - incrcucd product ivity; BenefiCial; reduced from Propoeed No impact None. 
accumulation LOP Action; LOP 

lncrcaaed erosion potential due to Moderate on llleeper olopeo; LOP Moderate on atecpcr olopeo, reduced No impact Avoid lllecp elopeo and erooion-pronc eoile, where � eaturated eoile in onow accumulation �pprollimately 40" from Propoeed fcuible; implement awropriatc and timely uee of 
arcaa Action; LOP er<Mion and eediment control tccbniqueo/deviceo; 

adhere to NEPA documenta and PODe. � Soil compaction and decre����ed Moderate during conotruction; Reduced by �pproximately 40" No impact Uae a(lpropriate reclamation tcchniqueo; relllrict 
productivity negligible for the LOP from Propoeccl Action off-road vehicle travel. � �I Contamination due to accidental Negligible; LOP Ne«li«ible •nd reduced by No impact Adhere to hll7.anloue materials management and � hazanloue material spill• B(lproximately 40" from Proposed epill prevention and control countenneuure plans. 

Actioa Q 
� 

SURFACE WATER RESOURCES 
., 
� 

lncrcucd tumidity, ealinity, and Negligible; LOP Ne«li«ible 1nd reduced by No impact Uec IIJ'Propriate erooion and sedimentation control � 
ecdimentation of eurface watera due to B(lprollimately 40" from Propoeccl techaiquea/devicea; adhere to NEPA documenta 

-

runoff from dioturhcd areu Actioa and PODo .. � t,; 
Contamination of ourface watero from Negli�le; LOP Negli«ible and reduced by No impact Adhere to hazanloue material• mana«ement •nd 
accidental h117.anlouo material opillo �pproximately 40" from Propoeed ·epiiJ prevention and control countermeuure plans. 

Action 

Alteration of ourface water runoff Negligible; LOP Ne«li«ible and reduced from No impact Avoid enow accumulation 1reaa, where feuii>Je. 
patterns due to onow redietribution Propoeed Action, depcndin« on 

facilitiea placement 

GROUNDWATER RESOURCES 

Contamination of groundweter from Negligihle; LOP Negligible and reduced by No impact Adhere to hazanloue material• nUinagement and 
accidental hnzanloue material Rpillo ai'P!'Ollimately 40" from Proposed epill prevention and �ontrol countermeuure plano. 

Action 



[ I  Table 2. 1 1  (Continued) 

. 
:... "' POIIl.-daadoa -.-.. � lmpwt by 
.... Euvlronmmtlol R-.urce Propollfd A�don �e A No Ardon MJdaadoa(a) 

� NOISE 

lncreued noioe level• near reaidencea Moderate during conotruction; Modente duri1111 colllllructioti; No impact Avoid reeidencea; no colllllructioa activitiea within 
and within crucial wildlife habitats ne(!ligible for Pbue I; pouibly ne£liBiblc for the lim pbaee; crucial wildlife habitats duri011 critical perioda; uae 
durin11 critical periodl aignificant for the Foote Creek Rim pouibly aipilicant for the Foote equipment mumen; etiiUI'C replar maintenance or 

200-MW pbue; probably Creek Rim 100-MW pbaee; WTGe; avoid cruci1l and/or brcediOII lind oeetin11 
nettligihle for fUture phuea probably DCIIIiBible for fUture habitlts where feaaible; deai11u 10M uae 

phaaea; incidencea reduced by epeciliclliooa to keep tnffic to 1 minimum. 
approldmllely 40" from Propoecd 
ActiOD I I ODOR I 

Preaence of offeoaive odon proximal to Nettlittible; LOP Ne111i11ible and incidencea reduced No impact Eoaure regulu equipment maintenaoce. 
facilitiea and rood• by �ppro•imllely 40" from 

Propoecd Action . 

*I ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FlEWS I Advcne human health effects Nettlittiblc; LOP Same • Propoecd Action No impact None neceaury. 

Televioion (TV) or radio interference Nettligible; LOP Same • Propoecd ActiOD No impact Fibel:'lll- rnton on wind turbl-. � 
VEGETATION [ 

Removal of vettetation Ne�littible - I ,  787 ac initial Ne111illible ud reduced to 1 ,146 ac No impact Minimize number ud aize of diltulbance areu; I � dioturhance and 71 !I ac ·for LOP new initial ditturbance ud 43 I ilc implement appropri81e and timely reclamation, 
new diaturbance for LOP eroaion control, and revC£dllioa; adhere to NEPA 

documents and PODa. 

Changea in velletation divenity Nettligihle - I ,  787 ac initial NeBii�Jiblund reduced to 1 , 146 ac No impact . Uae appropriate weed control; re81rict off-road 
following reclamation (i.e., ohrubland to diaturhance and 7 IS ac for LOP new initial diaturbance ud 431 ac vehicle tnvel; reve11et1te with native/approved 
l!:rMIIIand) and potential weed infeatation new dinlbaace for LOP epeciea. 

Diotulbance of wetlands Negligible - no net losa of Ne11liaible ud reduced by No impact Avoid wetland• where feaaihle; limit development 
wetland•; LOP appro•imately 40'15 from Propoecd of croain� to dry perioda; obtain Army Corpa of 

Action En11iaeen (COE) 404 Permits • nec:euary; adhere 
to NEPA documeots and POO.. 

Reclamation uoaucceuful after five Nettlil!:ible to aignilicant; LOP and NeBiiBible to aignif�eant and reduced No impact Implement fUrther BLM-approved reclamation 
yean beyond by approJdft!llely 40" from efforts until aucceufill reveget81ion achieved. 

Propoled Action 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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I 
),.. 
� 
·� 
.... 

� 

N I ...... VI 

Impart by 

Earirn�m�mtal R_,.....,e 

Otangee in plant community 
compoooition due to enow rediotribution 

Wetland lou 

Riparian area diaturhance 

Lou or big game crucial habitat 

Big game dioplacement and/or atreao 

Overall wildlife.(i.e., omall mammal•, 
ampbibiana, and reptilee) habitat 
degradation 

lncreued nonavian wildlife mortality 
from activitiea or man 

Potential violation or federal and otale 
lawe protecting avifauna due to 
collision-related mortality 

Declining raptor populationa 

- -

Prorw-cJ Ardon 

Negligible to potentially 
oignilicant; LOP 

Negligible; LOP 

Negligible; LOP 

-

Moderate; initial dioturhance of 
I 40 ac pronghorn crucial range and 
42 ac mule deer crucial range 

Negligible (white-tailed deer) to 
potentially aignificant (elk); 
variahle ..,;,ponaea noted in 
literature; LOP 

Negligible . 1 ,787 ac initial 
diaturhance and 7 1 S  ac for LOP 

Negligible� LOP 

Significant; LOP 

Potentially oignilicant; LOP 

- - - -

POIIl.ftlla•doa ...... u 

Alterud•e A 

VEGETATION (Contiaued) 

Negligible to potentially eignificaDI, 
reduced �nding on facilitiee 
piiiCetlleDI; LOP 

Negli,ibl�; LOP 

Negligible; LOP 

WILDLIFE 

Modente; initilll diaturbaaee of 
106 ac pronpom crucilll ruge and 
42 ac mule deer crucial ruge 

Same • Propoaed Action 

Negligible and reduced to 1 , 146 ac 
new inililll diaturbance and 431 ac 
new dilfurbance for LOP 

Negligible and reduced by 
_,rollimately 40" from Propoaed 
Action 

Significant; LOP 

Poeeibly aignilicant; reduced from 
Propoeed Action depending on 
facilitiee placement 

No Ardon 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

- - - - -

MJdalllloa(e) 

Avoid anow accumulation areu; uae proper enow 
removal tecbniquee. 

Avoid wetland•, where feaeible; mitigate all 
wetland dilfurhance. 

Avoid riparian areu, where feaeible; uae beet 
11111nagement practicee during coalfruction adjacent 
to riparian areu. 

Minimize project activitiee in theee areu; 
implement appropriate reclamatioa with ehrub 
apeciee. 

Avoid conatruction and minimize other activiliea 
within crucial babitate during cruci•l perioda; 
during winter, provide eecape opcninp along 
acceaa ronda; properly muffie 111,1 equipment; fence 
WindplaDI eubelalioaa to preveat big game acceaa. 

\ 
Uee _,.ropriate eroaion control and reclamation 
tecbniquee; _,.ropriate monitoring, containment, 
and di ....... l or bazanloue material • .  
Uee appropriate road deeign; adhere to J1011ted 
epeed limite; educate employees; appropriately 
contain and diapoae of bazanloua material; avoid 
enow accumulatioa areaa. 

Comply with etipulationa upon which i�&uance of 
permilll or other agreemenlll are contingent . 

Design and place Windplent facilitiea to minimize 
avian mortality; uee monitoring to improve deeigna 
to rurther mitigate impaclll and to determine 
population trende; avoid conatruction within a 
0.7S-rili radiuo of active raptor neelll. 

-

�· � 
!: i () 
· �  .... 
;:, [ 
� 

-
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N I .... 
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hnw-t by 
ERYiromnmtal R_,llft., 

Potential deatruction or big gaiJ!C 
movement patterM and reduction or 
habit.! efTeclivenc:M 

LoM or aage gtouoe nealing habitat 

Declining nonraptor populationo 

Degradation or aurtace water& reaulting 
in fiob population reductiono 

Mort.lity or diaturbance or any liated or 
candidate_ T &I! apeciea or diaturhance or 
critical habit.! ror liated and candidate 
T &I! opeciea 

Reduction in alate oeMitive opeciea due 
to mort.lity or habitat removal 

Dcatruction or TEC&.s plant apecico or 
their habitat 

- - - -

Propo....d Artinn 

Moderate ror pronghorn and mule
deer; rotentially aigniflcanl lor elk 

Potentially aignificanl; initial 
dioturbance or 1 , 185 ac probable 
neating hahit.t 

Potentially aignificant ror mount.in 
plover and homed lart; probably 
negligible ror other nonraptor 
apecia; LOP 

Negligihle; LOP 

P08l111idcMID• lmw-tl 

Attem.dve A 

WllDUFE (Coatiaued) 

Moderate lor proapom and mule 
.deer; poteatially llipificaal lor elk 

Poteatially llipifieaal; reduced to 
7�4 ac aew diaturbaace rrom 
Propoecd Actioa 

Poteatially aipificanl ror mouataia 
plover and lloraed lad.; probably 
aecligible ror other aonraptor 
apeciea; LOP 

Negligible; LOP 

No Ardon 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPI!CIBS/STATB SBNSITIVI! SPECIES 

Significant· bald eagle, peregrine 
ralcon, and rerruginoua haWk 
known to uae the area, mount.in 
plover known to neat on Foote 
Creek Rimi acgligible- no 
confirmed hlact-rooted rerrct or 
a_wil\ rox aigbtinga; no aurtace 
water withdrawal; LOP 

�egligihle; LOP 

Negligihle; LOP 

- - -

Sigairtcant; WP No impact 

Negligible; LOP No impact 

Negligible; LOP No impact 

- - - - -

Mltfaatlon(a) 

Miaimize diaturbaace, uae ��ppropriate eroaioa 
coatrol and reciiiiiUIIioa tecllaiquea; tnia 08<M 
peraonnel to minimize diaturbaace to wildlile. 

Miaimi7.e project activities ia theae areu, 
eapecially during breeding BCMOn oo let eilea; 
implemeat appropriate reciiiiiUIIiOa with ehrub 
apeciea; equip power liaea within 0.15 mi or aage 
grouae leu with raptor aatiperclllqdevicea. 

Deaip and place Windplaat lacilitiea to miaimize 
aviaa mort.lity; uae moaitori111 to Improve deaig• 
to rurther mitigate impactl and to determine 
population trenda. 

Avoid riparian areae and implemelll proper eroaion 
cootrol techaiquea. 

Deaiga aad place Windplant racilitiea to minimize 
.viaa mort.lity; uae monitoriac to improve deaig• 
to liarther mitigate impacll; miaimize llahit.t 
diaturbance; avoid prairie dot: coloaiea where 
lcallible; implemeat blacltclooled ferret aurvcy1 • 
required; equip power polea - pnirie dot: 
coloaiea with raptor aatiperclliaa devlcea; 
implement ��ppropriate aad timely reclatn��tioa aad 
revegetation. 

Avoid habit.�� or potential OCCUI'RIICC, where 
lcaaible. 

Pre-iliaturbancu urvcya lor TI!C&.s; avoidaace or 
individuals or habit.!, where rcaailile. 

- - - -

! g 
$ � () � 
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Table 2. 1 1  (Continued) 

lm....-t by  
Emironmmtal RetOOurn 

Diaturbance/dcatruction of important 
aitca 

l.ollll or important cultural lllllterialo due 
to private collection or vandalism 

Dioturbance of important Native 
American religioua or culturally 
aignificant aitca 

lncreaoe in population 

lncreue in demand for temporary 
houoing 

lncreue in demand for local government 
facilitica or oervicca 

lncreue in demand for school oervicca 

Diaruption or change of character of 
communitica 

lncreaae in tax revenue and royaltica and 
1timulation of local economy 

lncreued employment 

Reduction of ani11111l unit month• 
(AUMo) for liveotodc. and fora11e for 
wildlife 

Lo... of forage and/or wildlife due to 
firca started l>y the Windplant 

- - -

Pn•po-' Ardon 

Negligible; LOP 

Negligible; LOP 

Poooibly oignificant for Phue I; 
unknown for future ph8Rca 

Negligible - adequate infraotructure 
e�iolll; LOP 

Negligible to beneficial - oumeroua 
vacancieo exiot; LOP 

Negli�ible . adequate infrutructure 
ex iota and increued revenuca will 
be available; LOP· 

Negligible · adequate clBRiroom 
apace available 

Negligible · towu developed 
during boom and buot cyclca; LOP 

Beneficial · increaaed federal, 
state, and local revenuca; LOP 

Beneficial; LOP 

Negligible - initinl reduction of 243 
AUMo and LOP looo of 93 AUMo 

Negli�ible; facilitieo monitored 
daily by o&M peraonnel and 
continually via communication� 
•y•tema; LOP 

- - - - -

Poat-ldcadoa lmPKta 

Altftudve A 

CULTURAL ReSOURCES 

Negligible ud reduced by 
approdmatcly 40" rrom Propoocd 
Actioa · 

Negligible ud reduced by 
approdmately 40" from l'ropolled 
Action 

Poaibly •igniRcant for Phaae 1; 
unk.oowa for future phMCS 

SOCIOECONOMICS 

Negligible; LOP 

Negligible; LOP 

Negli(llible; LOP 

Ne(llligible; LOP 

Negligible; LOP 

Beneficial; LOP 

Beneficial; LOP 

LAND USE 

Negligible - initial reduction of 40 
AUMa and LOP Joee of 8 AUM• 

Negligible and reduced by 
approximately 40" from Propooed 
Action 

No Ardon 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

No impact 

Moderate- no 
iacreued revenuca 

No impact 

No impact 

Negligible- no early 
warning 

� 
- - - -

Mldaadon(•) 

Complete cultural 1urvey1 and data recovery • 
required; avoid cultural •itca where feuible; avoid 
areu adjacent to perennial water ud aeolian 
depo�ita. 

Euure employee education; UIC dieciplinary action 
• appropriate. 

Continue couultatiou with Native American 
groupe to mitigate impacts. Complete Section I 06 
proccaa prior to ileuiag the ROD. 

Employ 8R 11111ny local penonnel aa pouible; 
diatribute impact uaiataoce funde. 

Employ aa many local penonncl aa pouihle; 
dietribute impact ... iatance funde. 

Employ • 11111ny local penonnel aa pouihle; 
dilllribute impact ... iatance fundi. 

Employ aa many local penonnel aa pouible. 

Employ as many local penonncl aa pouihle; 
dietribute impact MBietance funde. 

None. 

None. 

Implement appropriate and timely rccl111111tion; 
revegetate with polatable and productive opecica. 

Maintain WTGe ia proper worting condition at all 
timca; prohibit outdoor emoking during high fire 
hazard periode; rcatrict vehicular traffic to 
approved roade. 

-

� 
� 
� � 1:) � 
[ 
� t-s 

-
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lm,....t by 

.... Envlro .... ftlbol Re.tlfte Pn>poiWd Adion AlterMdYe A No Ardon Mldaation(a) 

� LAND USB (Coatinued) 

Temrorary loea of mineral development Low to moderate impacts to coal Low to moderate impacta to coal No impact Avoid quarriea and potential coal development 
opportunities and pooaihly to salable minerals if and poMibly to alable minerat. if area, where feuible. 

mining/quanyin� becomes miai�quanyi• beeomea 
economical during the LOP; ccoaomical durin� the LOP; 
negligible impacta to uranium ne�licible impacta to uraaium; 

reduced by approdnwtely 40_" from 
the Propoacd Action 

Temporary (OM or oil and � .. Negligible - wind, oil, and �u N�li�ible and reduced by No impact Avoid potential development areas, If poaaihle. ! development "M''rtunitiea may he compatible land uaea approximately 40" from Propoacd 
.Acti011 

Cbangea in character and recreational Moderate - no developed recreation Modente and reduced from No impact Maintain roads • appropriate; uae equipment 
uaea of the area due to COII!Itruction, areaa occur ou KPPA; LOP Propoacd Acti011 depeadin� on muMen; miaimize diaturbance areaa; implement 
pra�Cnce or facilities, noise, dual, odor, facilitia placement appropriate and timely reciUIIlion. g and increued human activities � �I Potential increued tourism opportunitiea Bcneficial to local buainaaea Beneficial but reduced No impact Minimize diaturbance area; implement appropriate 

approximately 40" from Propoacd and timely reclamation. � Action 0 
lnfrin�ment on prior righta Negligible; LOP Ncjlicible and reduced by No impact Avoid edatin� ROWa where f-lble; uae � ., 

approximately 40" from Propoacd appropriate conatructi011 at ROW -inp. :, Action l WUAL RBSOURCI!S � 
Modification in the buic elementa Significant; LOP Si�Dificant, but reduced by No impact Paint facilitiea with atandtud C��Yiroamental colon I:,; 
(form, - line, color, or texture) or vioual approximately 40" from l'ropO.cd and, where fe.ible, locate 1o blend with 
reaourcea by presence or racilitiea and Action, dependi• 011 facilities aurroundi. landacape; minimize cut.1 and filt. and 
equ_ipment plac-m other villible landacape aheratiotla; Implement 

appropriate and timely reciUIIlion and 
revqdlll.ion. 

-HAZARDOUS MATBIUALS 

Soil, ourface water, and groundwater Negligible; LOP N�li�ible and reduced by No impact Adhere to hazanloua material• �ement and 
contamination and wildlife exf>Ooure approximately 40" from Propoacd epill prevention and control countenneaaure pla1111; 

Actioa implement appropriate monitorin�, containment, 
and di��po���l or hazanlou• material. 

1 The term "beneficial" ia used to describe the favorable impact of uoing a nonpollutin� resource to �enerate electricity; it ia not intended to reOect proactive air quality· improvement (i.e., cleanup). 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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KENETECH Wzndpower Final EIS 

3.0 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Page 3-1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 5. After 
" 100-ft" insen "(30.5-m)" .  

Page 3-1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 1 .  Replace 
"(BLM 1988a)" with " (BLM 1988) " .  

3�1 PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

3.1.1 Climate and Air Quality 

Page 3-1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 4, line 2. Delete 
" Mean" and capitalize "Annual " .  

Page 3-2, column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  l ine 3 .  Insen 
"NEPA documents and" before "the PODs" .  

3.1.3 Geology . 

3 . 1 .3 . 1  Mineral Resources 

Page 3-5, column 2, paragraph 3, line 1 .  Insen 
"federal " before "coal" .  

Page 3-5, column 2 ,  paragraph 3, line 3 .  Add "In 
February 1995, the SE 114 of Section 16, T21N, 
R80W was leased for · coal by the State of 
Wyoming. "  after "( . . .  BLM, Rawlins)" .  

Page 3-5, column 2 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 4 .  Replace 
"The Simpson Ridge project area lies on the 
eastern side of the Hanna Coal Field" with "The 
Simpson Ridge project area lies to the east of the 
Hanna Basin Known Recoverable Coal Resource 
Area (KRCRA) and the southeastern ponion of the 
project area lies within .the boundaries of the 
Carbon Basin KRCRA. II 

Page 3-5 ,  column 2,  paragraph 3 ,  line 7. Replace 
II Although there are areas of known thick or 
abundant coal underlying ponions of the project 
area, only the northwestern ponion of the Simpson 
Ridge area has coal development potential (BLM 
1987: 1 20- 12 1 ) . "  with "Although the project area 
is underlain by numerous coal seams of various 
thicknesses, only the southeastern ponion of the 
Simpson Ridge area has coal development potential 

FiMl - August 1995 

(personal communication, April 1�95, with Brenda 
Vosika, Mining Engineer, BLM, Rawlins). "  

Page 3-5, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 12 .  
Replace "In-place coal reserves in the Hanna Coal 
Field are estimated at 3 .27 billion tons (2.97 
billion metric tons) (Wood and Bour 1988). As of 
1979, the estimated remaining strippable reserve 

· was 648.29 million tons (588. 12 million metric 
tons) (Glass and Roberts 1979), primarily from the 
Hanna, Ferris, Mesaverde, and Medicine Bow 
Formations (Glass and Jones 1991 ) . "  with 
·"Economically strippable reserves in the Hanna 
Basin are being depleted. The Seminoe No. 2 and 
Medicine Bow Mines will have exhausted their 
economically recoverable reserve base as of 1998 . 
Much of the remaining strippable reserves are 
lower in quality (low BTU, high sulfur) than most 
contracts now existing in the basin allow. Carbon 
Basin coal could help meet contracts requiring 
high BTU, low sulfur coal."  

· 

Page 3-5, column 2, paragraph 3, l ine 20. lnsen 
"recently" after "has" . 

Page 3-6, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 4. Replace 
"Hanna" with "Carbon" . 

Page 3-6, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 5. Replace 
"Hanna" with " Carbon" .  

Page 3-6, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 6 .  Replace 
"compared with coal in the Powder River Basin, 
and" with "and generally much thinner than the 

· thick coals mined in the Powder River Basin 
(personal communication, January 26, 1 995 , with 
Gary Glass, State Geologist, Wyoming State 
Geological Survey); " .  

. Page 3-6, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 8 .  Add the 
following sentence to the end of · the paragraph : 

3-1 

"However, Carbon Basin coal . could become 
attractive to developers contracting with util ities 
that require certain quality parameters that cannot 
be filled by Powder River Basin coals . "  



KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

Page 3-6, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 14. 
Replace "Harris" with "Ferris" .  

Page 3-6, column 2 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 6 .  Insert 
"Sever8J known gold placer deposits occur in 
gravels along Rock Creek, but none are currently 
being �ined (Hausel et al .  1992, 1994) " after 
"(BLM 1987 : 126) . " 

3. 1 .3.2 · Geologic Hazards 

Page 3-7, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 6. Replace 
"but no surface subsidence is known to have 
occurred within the KPPA" with "and extensive 
coal mine subsidence has occurred in Sections 26 
and 35, T22N R80W (personal communication, 
January 26, 1995, with Gary Glass, State 
Geologist, Wyoming Geological Survey). There 
was also a fire in the underground structures of a 
mine in this area." 

3 . 1 .3 .3 Paleontological Resources 

Page 3-7, column 2, paragraph 4. Replace "A 
Class I paleontological survey is currently being 
completed by a BLM -approved paleontologist (Dr. 
Gus Winterfeld) and will be included in the FEIS 
for this project, "  with "Results of a Oass I 
paleontological survey are included as Appendix G 
in the FEIS. "  

Page 3-7, column 2, paragraph 4 ,  line 6 .  Replace 
" 1992" with " 1993a" . 

3.1.5 Water Resources 

3 . 1 .5 .2  Groundwater 

Page 3-16,  column 2, paragraph 3,  line 4. 
Replace "only minimally" with "insignificantly" .  

3.1 .6 Noise and Odor 

Page 3- 1 8, column 2, paragraph 3, line 1 0. Insen 
" (courtship and breeding areas)" after " sage grouse 
leks " .  

Filllll - August 1995 

Page 3-1 8, column 2, paragraph 4, line 7.  
Replace " (55 dBA)" with " (60 dBA)" . 

3.1.7 Electric and Magnetic FjeiU 

Page 3-21 ,  column 2, paragraph 2, line · 1 .  
· Replace "Electric and magnetic fields" with 

"EMFs" .  

3-2 

Page 3-2 1 ,  column 2, paragraph 3, line 4. 
Replace "Zanfanella" with "Zaffanella" . 

Page 3-23, Table 3 .7, footnote 1 .  Replace 
" (n.d.)" with " (BPA n.d.) " .  

3.2.1 . v eget&tion 

Page 3-24, column · 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 15. 
Replace "Additional · vegetation mapping of the 
Simpson Ridge area and the selected transmission 
line route would be completed, if necessary, as 
part of a future POD prior to construction of · 
future phases. '.' with "Additional vegetation 
mapping of future development areas would be 
completed as part 'Of the NEP A analysis and POD 
for future phases. "  

Page 3-28, Table 3 .9, caption. After "Acreage" ,  
insert " 1 " . Add the following footnote to the 
bottom of the table: 1 Multiply acres by 0.4047 to 
compute number of hectares. "  

3�2.2 Wildlife and Fisheries and 
3.2 .3 Threatened and Endan&ered/State 

Sensitive Species 

Due to · the large number of changes made to 
incorporate additional data and respond to 
comments, Sections 3 .2.2 Wildlife and Fisheries 
and 3.2 .3  Threatened and Endangered/State 
Sensitive Species have been replaced in their 
entirety. 

3.2.2 Wildlife and Fisheries 

The topography, soils, water resources, and 
vegetation within .the KPPA provide habitats used 
by numerous wildlife_ species as discussed bel<i>w. 
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In general, wildlife field observation data for the 
KPPA included in this FEIS were collected 
between February 13 (Simpson Ridge) or February 
16 (Foote Creek Rim), 1994, and M.arch 17, 
1995. Appendix D in  the DEIS and corrections to 
Appendix D in the FEIS contain the common and 
scientific names of animal species known to occur 
or potentially occurring within or adjacent to the 
project area. Quantitative and qualitative wildlife 
observations were initiated within the KPPA in 
October 1 993. The types of data collected, 
methods used, and observation periods are 
presented for each species or group of species in 
t11e following sections and in · Appendix A of the 
DEfS. 

3.2.2. 1 Big Game 

. Four big game. mammal species occur within or 
adjacent to the KPPA: pronghorn, mule deer, 
white-tailed deer, and elk. Moose, although they 
may be rare visitors to drainages in the area (e.g.,  
Rock Creek, Medicine Bow River), do not 
regularly occur within the KPPA (written 
communication, March 1 994, .Pat Hnilicka, 
Wildlife Biologist, WGFD). Therefore, they will 
not be addressed further in this EIS. Specific 
information concerning big game hunting and 
harvest in the KPPA is described in Section 3 .5.4 
of the DEIS. 

The 10,344-ac Wick Wildlife Habitat Management 
Unit (Wick Unit) and Management Area covers 
approximately 6.4% (3 ,854.4 ac) of the KPPA and 
77. 1 % of the Foote Creek Rim area (Map 3.9). 
Originally established in 1964 to provide winter 
range for elk, the Unit and Area are "now 
managed to provide quality year-round habitat for 
all wildlife species which use the area and to 
provide public access for quality experience with 
wildl ife" (WGFD 1990). The Wick Unit and Area 
provide important winter and yearlong range for 
elk, deer, and pronghorn. Much of the Wick Unit 
south of 1-80 is designated as crucial range for 
mule deer and elk. Crucial range "describes that 
component which is the determining factor in a 
population's ability to maintain and reproduce 
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itself at population objectives over the · long term" 
(WGFD 1990). The Wick Unit and Area are a 
mixture of deeded WGFD land, leased s.tate land, 
federal land (i.e., BLM), and private land made 
available through a cooperative agreement between 

· WGFD and the Bear Creek Cattle Company 
(WGFD 1 990). A memorandum of understanding 
between the BLM and WGFD reserves grazing use 
on the 286 ac of BLM-managed land for wildlife 
on BLM-managed lands (BLM 1987:201) .  
Portions of the Wick Management Area that occur 
within the KPPA consist of recreational easements 
acquired from the Bear Creek Cattle Company. 

Pronghorn. Pronghorn in the KPPA are pan of 
the Medicine Bow Herd; the Centennial, Cooper 
Lake, and Elk Mountain Herd · Units. are 
immediately adjacent to the KPPA (Map 3 . 10) . 

. The Medicine Bow Herd Unit includes Hunt Areas 
41,  42, and 46 through 48, and occurs on the area 
north of 1-80 and west of Wyoming Highway 13 .  
The WGFD current population objective for this 
herd is 45,000 animals, and the estimated post
season ;population in 1993 was 25,761 ,  or 57.2% 
of the objective (WGFD 1994a) (Table 3 . 10). The 
five-year population average (1989-1993) was 
34,873 animals, or 77.5 % of objective. The 
Medicine Bow Herd was most recently at its 
highest population level (approximately 39,000 
animals) in 1990 and 1991 ,  and has since declined 
to 1993 levels. A combination of severe winter 
kill (i.e. , 30% mortality in win�r of 1992-93) and 
higher hunter harvest during the 1993 season 
contributed to the recent population decl ine 
(WGFD 1994a). The WGFD reduced the number 
of licenses for the 1994 season; and it is 
anticipated that the herd will increase to objective 
in four to seven years (WGFD 1994a). 

3-3 

The entire Foote Creek Rim area is considered 
winter/yearlong pronghorn range · (Table 3 . 10, 
Map 3 . 10) .  Winter/yearlong range is that range of 
which a ponion is used yearlong, but during 
winter has a substantial influx of animals from 
other seasonal ranges (WGFD n.d.) .  No crucial 
range for pronghorn occurs on or within 2 mi 
(3 krn) of the Foote Creek Rim area. 
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Table 3 . 10 Selected Big Game Herd Unit Attributes1• 

1993 Five-Year Population 
I 

1993 Population Population Average as I Population Post-season as ti of Average % of 
Species/Herd Unit Objective Population Objective (1989-1993) Objective 

Prongbom I 
Centennial Herd 6,000 1 1 ,362 · 1 89.4 14, 1 13 235.2 

Cooper Lake Herd 3,000 2,584 86. 1 5,048 168.3 I Elk Mountain Herd 5,000 5, 160 103.2 . 6,738 134.8 

Medicine Bow Herd 45,000 25,761 57.2 34,873 77.5 I Mule Deer 
Platte Valley Herd 20,000 16,289 8 1 .4 1 8,685 93.4 I · Sheep Mountain Herd 15,000 1 1 ,360 75.7 13,428 89.5 

Shirley Mountain Herd 10,000 7,091  70.9 9,202 92.0 I White-Tailed Deer 
Laramie River Herd 1 ,000 1 ,022 102.2 1 , 1 89 1 1 8.9 I Elk 
Snowy Range Herd 4,900 6,888 140.6 6 , 188 126.3 I 

I Information taken from WGFD (1994a) . I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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The majority of the Simpson Ridge area (61 .8 %) 
is pronghorn winter/yearlong range (Table 3 . 1 1 , 
Map 3 . 10). Pronghorn crucial winter/yearlong 
range occurs in the southeastern portion of the 
area and covers about 7.0 %  (3,841 ac) of the 
Simpson Ridge area. The remaining 3 1 .2% 
(17, 1 10 ac) of the Simpson Ridge area is 
pronghorn spring-summer-fall range, which is 
generally used between May 1 and November 30 
(WGFD n.d.) .  

The majority of pronghorn crucial winter/yearlong 
range within the KPPA occurs in the central area 
between the Foote Creek Rim and Simpson Ridge 
areas (Map 3 . 1 0) . All three alternate transmission 
line routes [i.e. , 100-ft (30.5-m) ROWs] pass 
through pronghorn crucial winter/yearlong range 
(Table 3 . 1 1 ) .  Alternate 1 crosses the least amount 
of pronghorn crucial range (42 ac); Alternate 3 
crosses the greatest amount of the three (107 ac). 
The majority of pronghorn range crossed by the 
three routes is winter/yearlong range. 

The 4,072 ac of pronghorn .crucial winter/yearlong 
range within the KPPA represents approximately 
1 .8 %  of the total crucial winter/yearlong range for 
the Medicine Bow Herd. Approximately 6.5 % 
(39,437 ac) of the winter/yearlong range for the 
Medicine Bow Herd is contained within the 
KPPA. The KPPA encompasses approximately 
6. 1 %  (17, 1 1 1  ac) of the spring-summer-fall range 
for the Medicine Bow Herd . 

Pronghorn have been observed throughout the 
Foote Creek Rim area during passerine and ·raptor 
surveys; 4,680 incidental pronghorn observations 
were recorded within 1 mi (l .6 km) of the Foote 
Creek Rim area between March 16, 1994 and 
March 1 7, 1995 (Mariah 1994a, 1995) .  The 
majority of these observations (62 .9%)  were made 
between July and September. Of the 2,489 
pronghorn observations on Foote Creek Rim 
between July 1 ,  1994 and March 17, 1995 for 
which sex and age was recorded; approximately 
57% were adults; 86.8 %  of these adults were 
females . 
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Most pronghorn observations in early/mid-spring 
(i.e., March and April) occurred in the northern 
portion of the Foote Creek Rim area. Pronghorn 
were observed most frequently along the top of the 
rim and associated ridges. By May and June, 
pronghorn occurred throughout the rim, both on 
top and along both slopes. Pronghorn were 
frequently observed in the hayfields east of Foote 
Creek Rim during these months. Pronghorn were 
observed more frequently along the base and sides 
of Foote Creek Rim during July . In August, most 
pronghorn were observed along Foote Creek and 
its tributaries on the western side of the rim, in the 
hayfields at the base of the rim on the eastern side. 
and on the northern and western slopes of 
Arlington Peak; it is l ikely that these areas were 
the last to contain green and/or palatable 
vegetation. From September through November, . 
pronghorn were again observed along the top of 
the rim and the western slope. During the hunting 
season (i.e. , late September to late. October), 
pronghorn moved into the less accessible areas at 
the northern end of the rim; some continued to 
frequent the top ·and western slope. Between 
December 1 ,  1994 and March 17, 1 995, only 1 77 
pronghorn were observed within 1 mi (1 .6 km) of 
the Foote Creek Rim area; 127 of these 
observations occurred during March . It is possible 
that the mild winter of 1994-1995 resulted in less 
rimtop use by pronghorn and other big game than 
was observed during 1994. 

Pronghorn have been observed throughout those 
portions of Simpson Ridge surveyed for passerines 
and raptors (Mariah 1994a, 1995) . Six hundred 
and eighteen pronghorn observations were 
recorded in the Simpson Ridge area between 
February 13 and November 30, 1 994 (i.e. , 
approximately 20 survey days) .  Of the 448 
observations for which age and sex information 
was recorded, 278 observations (62. 1 %) were 
adult females, 52 (1 1 .6 % )  were adult males, and 
1 1 8 (26.3 %)  were fawns.  Pronghorn were not 
observed · between December 1 , 1994 and 
March 12, 1 995 (i .e� , 9 survey days) along the 
passerine survey routes; however, access was 



[ I  Table 3 . 1 1  Acreage and Percentage of W ildlife Habitats Within the KPPA, 1 994. 
I 
;:... 
� Acreage or 

· �  Wildlire Acreage or Acreage of Acreage or Acreage of 
..... l lahitat Within Wildlire Wildlife Wildlire Wildlife '0 

the Foote l lahitat Within Habitat l lahitat Habitat � 
Creek Rim the Simpson Along Along Along 

Wildlire Resources Area o/c '  Ridge Area %' Alternate I %' Alternate 2 %' Alternate 3 %' 
PrnnRhnm Antelope 

Medicine Bow Herd 

Crucial winter /yearlong 0 0 3,841 7.0 42 13.5 82 27.7 107 30. 1 
range 

Spring-summer-ran 0 0 1 7, 1 10 . 31 .2 I I  3.5 22 7.4 0 0 � range 

Winter/yearlong range 5,000 11)().0 33,943 61.8 �7 82.9 1?2 65.Q 249 69.9 
1\fule Deer g Platte Valley l lerd 

i �I Winter/yearlong range --' -- 7,299 13.3 - - -- -- - - t Yearlong range -- -- 10,414 19.0 - - - - - --
Sheep Mountain l lerd � 

Crucial winter/yearlong () 0 0 0 1 1 2  36.1 66 22.3 R3 23.3 � 
range s -
Winter/yearlong range 5,1)(1() . 1 1)().0 37,179 67.7 195 62.9 227 76.7 270 75.8 � c,; Shirley Mountain l lerd 

Yearlong range -- -- - - 4 1 .3 4 1 .4 4 1 . 1  

White-tailed Deer 
l.aramie River.l lerd 

Winter/yearlong range J.1'} 3.11 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Yearlong range () I) 0 0 23 7.4 28 9.5 30 R.4 

Elk 
Snowy Range Herd 

Winter/yearlong range 5,1100 100.0 J(.,J47 65.8 308 99.4 293 99.0 354 99.4 

- - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



- - - - - - - - - - -

[ I  Table 3 . 1 1  (Cont inued) 
' 
:.. 1:: Acrc�ge of ()Q 
� Wildlife Arreage or Acreage of 
.._ l lahit�t Within Wildlife Wildlife 
'0 � the Foote l lahitat Within Habitat 

Creeli Rim the Simpson Alon& 
Wildlife Resources Area �·· Ridge Area %' Alternate I 

Rapt on 
Potential hahitat' 5.000 lflii.O 54,893 100.0 310 

Nesting huffers' 2.771 55 .4 36, 1 70 65.9 21 1 

SaRe (;rouse 
Prohahle nesting 'JR 2.0 41,549 86.6 182 
hahitat' 

Potential hreeding () () 3, 1 10 5.1 10 
hahitat• 

� 
"' 

1 o/r = Percentage of total specified area (i.e . .  Foote Creek Rim area, Simpson Ridge area, Alternates 1-3). 
1 -- = l le rd unit not present within specified portion of project area. 
' Assumes that the entire KI'I'A is suitahle raptor hahitat . 
' Areas within 11.75 mi ( 1 .2 km) of all known rapt or nests on or adjacent to the KPPi\. 
1 A reas "ithin 2.0 mi (3.2 km) nf known lek sites on or adjacent to the KPPA. 
6 A reas ...;thin-0.25 mi (!l.4 km) of known lek sites on or adjacent to the KPPA. 

- - -

Acreage of 
Wildlife 
l lahitat 
Along 

%' Alternate 2 %' 

100.0 2% 100.0 

68.1 1 77 59.8 

58.1 195 65.9 

3.2 5 1 .7 

- -

Acreage of 
Wildlife 
l labitat 
Along 

Alternate 3 

356 

229 

2 1 2  

9 

-

%' 

100.0 

M.3 

59.6 

2.5 

-

� 
� 
� � () 
� .., l -
� t,; 

-
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limited primarily to Highway 72 throughout most 
of this period. Approximately 200 pronghorn 
were observed on March 13 ,  1995, near the old 
Carbon townsite in an area not routinely surveyed. 

No specific seasonal · movement patterns for 
pronghorn within the KPPA have been delineated 
by the WGFD. The timing of seasonal movements 
and the .extent to which crucial winter/yearlong 
range is used are dependent on weather and snow 
depth (Yoakum 1 978, Guenzel 1986, Deblinger 
1 988). It is likely that pronghorn move to the 
crucial winter/yearlong range in the central KPPA 
during severe winters and during periods of severe 
weather within otherwise normal winters . Ryder 
and Irwin (1987) determined that winter habitat 
selection by pronghorn in southcentral Wyoming 
was dependent on the density and height of big 
sagebrush and black · greasewood in protected 
terrain. High pronghorn densities occurred 1 )  in 
habitats containing an average of 0.5 big sagebrush 
per 1 0  ff (1 m� on northwestern ridges and 
benches and 2) in those habitats containing black 
greasewood mixed with big sagebrush in stands 
averaging 0.4 shrubs per 10  ff (1 m� in draws 
and lowland flats. The sagebrush shrubland and 
greasewood vegetation types cover much of the 
western KPPA, including most of the Simpson 
Ridge area (fable 3.9), and likely provide areas of 
appropriate . winter habitat for pronghorn. 
Pronghorn may use habitats with less dense and 
lower sagebrush (e.g . ,  top and slopes of Foote 
Creek Rim) only when snow depths prevent 
foraging in more protected areas; however, 
prolonged use of these windblown sites may stress 
pronghorn (Ryder and Irwin 1987). Pronghorn 
collared as part of a seasqnal movement study for 
an earlier wind turbine project immediately north 
of the KPPA moved seasonally within the 
immediate area of the Medicine Bow River (Yeo 
et al. 1 984) . Some · pronghorn also moved east 
into the Foote Creek drainage during the winter 
months and returned again to the Medicine Bow 
River in spring. Pronghorn tended to make 
circular movements through the northern and 
central ponions of the KPPA, selecting habitats 
based on weather and vegetative structure (Yeo et 
al .  1984). 

The majority of roads within the KPPA are 
unimproved two-tracks that are only occasionally· 
used by landowners or, seasonally, by hunters . It 
is unlikely that these unimproved roads impede 
pronghorn movement within the .KPPA. Two 
improved roads, State Highway 72 (paved) and a 
county road (gravel), traverse the .KPPA from 
north to south; it is· possible that these roads 
occasionally limit pronghorn movement due to 
periods of heavy traffic or, during the winter, deep 
snow in adjacent ditches (Bruns 1977). 

Fences can impede pronghorn movement 
(Autenrieth 1983, Deblinger 1988) .  Deep snow 
and poor fence design (e.g. , low bottom wire, 
sheep mesh), in combination, have been reponed 
as significant sources of winter mortality (Yoakum 
1978, Deblinger 1988): The fenced ROW along 
State Highway 72, although passable for most of 
the year, may impede pronghorn during periods of 
heavy snowfall in the winter. Some fences within 
the .KPPA likely impede local and seasonal 
movements of pronghorn; however, no specific 
problem fences have been reported by the BLM or 
WGFD. 

Mule Peer. Mule deer in the KPPA are part of 
three herd units: the Platte Valley, Sheep 
Mountain, and Shirley Mountain Herds 
(Map 3 . 1 1 ) .  

The Sheep Mountain Herd occurs on a majority of 
the KPPA, including all of the Foote Creek Rim 
area, more than half of the Simpson Ridge area, 
and in the area between Foote Creek Rim and 
Simpson Ridge. This herd unit contains Hunt 
Areas 61 and 74 through 77 (WGFD 1 994a) . The 
WGFD population objective for the Sheep 
Mountain Herd . is 15.000 animals , and the 
estimated post-season population in 1 993 was 
1 1 ,360 animals, or 75. 7 %  of objective 
(Table 3 . 10) .  .The five-year population average 
{1989- 1 993) was 13 ,428 animals, or 89.5 % of 
objective. Population estimates for the Sheep 
Mountain Herd increased from 1 986 to 1992, then 
declined to the 1993 level (WGFD 1 994a) . 
Reasons for the decline included high mortality 

, during the winter of 1992-93 and the 1 993 harvest 
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level . A conserv:ative hunting season in 1994 is 
expected to result in a population increase of 
approximately 17% over the 1993 estimate 
(WGFD 1 994a). 

The Platte Valley Herd occurs on 29% (17, 714 ac) 
of the KPPA, exclusively in the western ponion of ' 
the ·simpson Ridge area (Map 3 . 1 1  ) . Hunt areas 
within the Platte Valley Herd are 78 through 8 1 ,  
83, and 161 . The WGFD population objective for 
the herd is 20,000 mule deer; the estimated 1 993 
post-season population for the herd was 8 1 .4% of 
objective, or 16,289 animals. The five-year 
population average (1989-1993) for the herd was 
1 8 ,685 deer, or 93 .4% of objective. The · 
population trend for the Platte Valley Herd 
between 1989 and 1993 was similar to that for the 
Sheep Mountain Herd; the 1994 population is 
anticipated to be slightly more' than 96 %  of 
objective (i .e . ,  19,242 deer) (WGFD 1994a) . 

The Shirley Mountain Herd is located immediately 
north of Highway 30 and covers the northernmost 
4.9 ac of the three transmission line routes near 
Hanna (Map 3 . 1 1) .  Population attributes of this 
herd are described in Table 3 . 10.  The Shirley 
Mountain Herd �ed in 199 1  at approximately 
1 1 ,000 animals, and declined in 1992 and 1 993 
(WGFD 1 994a). The WGFD anticipates that the 
population of this herd will increase to 
approximately 85 % of objective (i.e . ,  8 ,537 deer) 
in 1994. 

The Sheep Mountain Herd covers approximately 
7 1 % (42, 890 ac) of the KPPA. All of the Foote 
Creek Rim area (5,000 ac) and 68 % (37, 179 ac) 
of the Simpson Ridge area are winter/yearlong 
range for this herd (Map 3 . 1 1 ) .  The only mule 
deer crucial winter/yearlong range within the 
KPPA occurs between Foote Creek Rim and 
Simpson· Ridge in dissected terrain associated with 
the Medicine Bow River._ Oedekoven and Lindzey 
(1987) determined that mule deer in southwestern 
Wyoming tended to use sagebrush habitats at 
lower elevations in areas with the least snow depth 
and cover during winter. Mule deer generally 
avoid areas where snow depth is greater than 
1 8  inches (50 em) (Gilben et al . 1970). 

All three .transmission line routes cross crucial 
mule deer range, with acreage traversed ranging 
from 66 ac (Alternate 2) to 1 12 ac (Alternate 1 ) .  

The remainder of the Simpson Ridge area is within 
the Platte Valley Herd Unit, and is split between 
winter/yearlong range [7,299 ac ( 13%)] and 
yearlong range [10,414 ac (19% )] .  Yearlong 
range is that which a population or a substantial 
ponion of a population uses throughout the year 
(WGFD n.d.). 

The 260 ac of mule deer crucial winter/yearlong 
range crossed by the three transmission line routes 
. within the central portion of the KPPA represents 
approximately 0.2% of this range type for the 
Sheep Mountain Herd. About 6 %  of the 
winter/yearlong range for the Sheep Mountain 
Herd is located within the KPPA. The KPPA 
encompasses approximately 1 % of the mule deer 
winter/yearlong range and about 5 %  of the 
yearlong range for the Platte River Herd. 
Virtually none {i.e. , < 0. 1  %) of the yearlong 
range for the Shirley Mountain Herd is located 
within the KPP A. 

Two hundred and one observations of mule deer 
were incidentally. recorded during raptor and 
passerine surveys within 0.5 mi (0.8. km) of the 
Foote Creek Rim area between April 20, 1994 and 
March 17, 1995 (Mariah 1994a, 1995). Nearly all 
of the mule deer observed in the Foote Creek Rim 
area were along the eastern slope and were close 
to trees. In addition, · three bucks were 
consistently observed crossing back and · forth 
across the central ponion of the rim during the 
summer months. Excluding the cushion plant 
grassland community that covers most of the top 
of Foote Creek Rim (Map 3 . 7), mule deer likely 
use the majority of communities within and 
adjacent to Foote Creek Rim. Of 96 mule deer 
observations within the Foote Creek Rim area 

· between September 1 ,  1994 and March 17·, 1995, 
for which age and sex information was recorded, 
49 (5 1 .0 % )  were adult females, 14 (14.6% )  were 
adult males, and 33 (34.4% )  were fawns. 
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Eighty-five . mule deer observations were 
incidentally recorded during avian surveys within 
or immediately adjacent to the Simpson Ridge area 
between March 10, 1994 and March 13, 1995 
(Mariah 1 994a, 1995}. Mule deer were observed 
in several locations along the various survey 
.routes, but were invariably seen in areas of 
relatively dense sagebrush cover and/or steep 
terrain; many were also observed close to stands 
of trees (e.g. ,  aspen}. Of 65 observationS within 
the Simpson Ridge area between February 13,  
1 994 and March 13,  1995, 47 (72.3 % )  were adult 
females, 2 (3 . 1  %)  were adult males, and 16 
(24.6 %)  were fawns. 

Based on general movement patterns delineated by 
the WGFD, mule deer generally migrate onto 
crucial ranges within the KPPA · from the south 

. (i.e., across 1-80} (Map 3 . 1 1).  Crucial 
winter/yearlong range within the KPPA is 
associated with the riparian habitat along the 
Medicine Bow River. Although specific mule deer 
movement patterns within the KPPA are unknown, 
it is l ikely, especially during severe winters, that 
mule deer move out of the Simpson Ridge and 
Foote Creek Rim areas and into this range. 

As with pronghorn, existing roads within the 
KPPA probably do not interfere with mule deer 
migration routes. Easterly et al.  (n.d.) found that 
roads associated with oil and gas fields in mule 
deer crucial winter range (central Wyoming} did 
not interfere with mule deer use of the area. 
However, occasional heavy traffic (e.g.,  along 
State Highway 72} may preclude mule deer 
crossings for short periods of time. Although 
fences generally do not impede mule deer 
movement, deep snow and startling events (e.g . ,  
the rapid approach of a vehicle) can make fences 
a source of mortality . Fence kills accounted for 
13  % of 144 mule deer deaths caused by factors 
other than hunting and. wi!lterkill in the Ruby-Butte 
Deer Herd in Nevada--(Papez 1976) . It is likely 
that the only fences within or immediately adjacent 
to the KPP A that substantially impede mule deer 
movements are those south of the area along 1-80 
(these are 8 ft 2 in [2.5 m] high) . 

White-tailed Deer. White-tailed deer within the 
KPP A belong to the Laramie River Herd Unit, 
which consists of Hunt Areas 70 through 8 1 ,  83, 
and 161  (WGFD 1994a}. The WGFD population 
objective for this herd is 1 ,000 animals, and the 
1993 post-season population estimate was 1 .022 
white-tailed deer, or 102.2% of objective {Table 
3 . 10} .  The five-year population average ( 1989-
1993} was 1 18 .9% of objective, or 1 , 189 deer. 
The population of the Laramie River Herd peaked 
in 1992 at 1 ,484 deer; the dramatic decline in 
1993 was largely due to high mortality during the 
winter of 1992-93 (WGFD 1994a}. The WGFD 
anticipates. that the 1994 population for the herd 
will be slightly less than objective, or 983 animals .  

Dense deciduous riparian communities are the 
favored habitat cf white-tailed deer (Clark and 
Stromberg 1987).· In the areas within and adjacent 
to the KPPA, white-tailed deer habitat is restricted 
to the Medicine Bow River and Rock Creek 
drainages and adjacent floodplains (Map 3 . 1 2} .  
The southernmost portion of the Foote Creek Rim 
area (149 ac) is considered winter/yearlong range; 
the remainder is not considered white-tailed deer 
habitat (Table 3 .1 1) .  According to WGFD range 
maps, no white-tailed deer habitafoccurs within 
the Simpson Ridge area. All three transmission 
line routes cross white-tailed deer yearlong range 
associated with the Medicine Bow River; acreage 
traversed ranges from 23 ac (Alternate 1 }  to 30 ac 
(Alternate 3} . 

The 1 49 ac of white-tailed deer winter/yearlong 
range within the KPP A represents approxi111ately 
0. 1 % of this range type for the Laramie River 
Herd. Yearlong range traversed within the KPPA 
(8 1 ac) .represents less than 0. 1 %  of this habitat 
within the herd unit. 

Twelve observations of white-tailed deer occurred 
within 0.5 mi (0 .8 km) of the Foote Creek Rim 
area between April 20, 1994 and November 2, 
1994. All twelve observations were below the 
eastern slope of Foote Creek Rim in areas of 
aspen and other dense vegetation. No white-tailed 
deer were observed between November 3, 1994 
and March 17, 1995 (Mariah 1994a, 1995}. 
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White-tailed deer have not been observed within 
the Simpson Ridge area (Mariah 1994a, 1995) . 

White-tailed deer movement within and adjacent to 
the KPPA occurs along the Medicine Bow and 
Rock Creek drainages and adjacent floodplains and 
wet meadows. Seasonal movement is l imited in 
extent and likely consists of localized shifts [i.e., 
10 to 20 mi ( 16-32 km)] within the riparian . 
corridors (Halls 1978) . 

.Elk. Elk in the KPPA are part of the Snowy 
Range Herd, which includes Hunt Areas 8 through 
12, 1 10, and 1 14 (WGFD 1994a) (Map 3 . 13).  
The WGFD population objective for the Snowy 
Range Herd is 4,900 animals, and the estimated 
post-season population in 1993 was 6,888 elk, or 
140.6% of objective (Table 3 . 10). The five-year 
populat ion average ( 1 9 8 9 - 1 993)  was 
6, 1 88 animals, or 126.3 % of objective. The 
population of the Snowy Range Herd increased 
from 199 1 to 1993, at which point it was at its 
highest level since 1986 (WGFD 1994a). A 
l iberal hunting season in 1994 is expected to . 
reduce the population slightly, to approximately 
6,5 15 elk. 

Elk winter range is generally associated with 
foothills, rugged terrain, and washes located 
within sagebrush-grassland habitats (Lyon and 
Ward 1982). Winter range is that range used by 
a population or po.rtion of a population annually in 
substantial numbers only during · winter, and 
crucial winter range is defined as winter range 
which determines whether a population maintains 
and reproduces itself at or above the WGFD 
population objective over the long-term (WGFD 
n.d . ) .  

All of  the Foote Creek Rim area is  considered 
winter/yearlong habitat for the Snowy Range 
Herd, as are 36, 147 ac (65 .8%)  in the Simpson 
Ridge area (Table 3 . 1 1 ) .  The remainder of the 
S impson Ridge area is outside of any elk herd unit 
and is considered unimportant to elk. The central 
area between Foote Creek Rim and Simpson Ridge 
contains elk winter/yearlong range. Between 
207 ac (Alternate 2) and 269 ac (Alternate 3) of 

elk winter/yearlong range would be crossed by the 
proposed transmission l ine. Elk crucial winter and 
winter/yearlong range exists across I-80 
immediately south of Foote Creek Rim; parturition 
(birthing) areas are also located south of 1-80 and 
Foote Creek Rim. The 41 ,858 ac of elk 
winter/yearlong range within the KPPA represents 
approximately 19 % of this range type within the 
Snowy Range Elk Herd. 

· 

Between February 23, 1994 and March 17, 1995, 
245 obs�rvations of elk were recorded within 
0.5 mi (0.8 km) of the Foote Creek Rim area 
(Mariah 1994a, 1995). The majority of these_ 
observations (79 .2 %)  occurred during March, 
although elk have been observed in the Foote 
Creek Rim area every month of the observation 
period except September:-November 1994 and 
February 1995. A herd of 40 to 50 bull elk was 
observed on seyeral occasions during March 1994 
both on the top of Foote Creek Rim and the flats 
below the western slope of the rim. Also, 
approximately 25 cow elk and young were 
observed using the eastern slope · of the rim in 
March 1994 and March !'995. Although some of 
these elk may move south across 1-80 to access 
higher elevation summer range, it is likely that the 
majority remain in the Foote Creek Rim area year
round. Winter use of the rim is evidenced by the 
large amount of sign and tracks observed in the 
central and southern portions of the rim during 
February, March, and April .  Approximately 550 
elk were observed repeatedly between January 20 
and March 8, 1995, 1-2 mi (2-3 km) southwest of 
the Foote Creek Rim area. 

No elk have been incidentally observed within the 
Simpson Ridge area during raptor and passerine 
surveys (Mariah 1994a, 1995) . 

_ 3 .2.2.2 Other Mammals 

Based on field observations (Mariah 1994a, 1995) 
and range and habitat preference (Clark and 
Stromberg 1987, WGFD 1992) , 54 mammal 
species are known to occur or are likely to occur 
within the KPPA (Appendix D). 
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Predator species known to occur or potentially 
occurring in the area are coyote, red fox, swift 
fox, black bear, raccoon, ermine, long-tailed 
weasel, mink, badger, western spotted skunk, 
striped skunk, mountain lion, and · bobcat· (Clark 
and Stromberg 1 987, WGFD 1992, Mariah 1 994a, 
1 995). 

Lagomorph species include desert cottontail, 
mountain cottontail, and white-tailed jackrabbit 
(Clark and Stromberg 1987, WGFD 1992, Mariah 
1994a, 1995). 

Sciurids (i.e. , squirrels) known to occur or 
potentially occurring within the KPPA include 
least chipmunk, yellow-bellied marmot, Wyoming 
ground squirrel , thirteen-lined ground squirrel , 
golden-mantled ground squirrel, white-tailed 
prairie dog, and red squirrel (Clark and Stromberg 
1987, WGFD 1 992, Mariah l994a, 1 995). Other 
rodents in the area include northern pocket gopher, 
olive-backed pocket mouse, Ord's · kangaroo rat, 
beaver, deer mouse, western harvest mouse, 
white-footed mouse, northern grasshopper mouse, 
bushy-tailed woodrat, several species of voles 
(i .e. , heather, montane, long-tailed, prairie, and 
sagebrush), muskrat, western jumping mouse, and 
porcupine. Several species of shrews (i.e., 
masked, dusky, water, and Merriam's) and bats 
(i.e. , silver-haired, big brown, hoary, and little 
brown myotis) are also likely to occur on the 
KPPA. 

3 .2.2.3 Raptors 

All raptors and their nests are protected from take 
or disturbance under the Migratory Bird Treaty 
Act (MBTA) (16 U .S.C. 703-7 1 1) and Wyoming 
Statute (W.R.S .  23- 1 - 1 0 1 , 23-3-101 , and 23-3-108 
and Chapter LII, Section 4, of the WGFD. 
Regulations). Certain species are also afforded 
protection under the Bald Eagle Protection Act 
(BEPA) ( 16  U .S .C. 668-688d) and Endangered 
Species Act (ESA) ( 16  U.S .C. 15 13-1543). 
Section 4.2.3.3 contains a discussion of laws 
protecting birds inhabiting or using the KPPA. 

During weekly passerine surveys conducted in the 
Foote Creek Rim area between mid-February 1994 
and mid-March 1 995, the locations of all raptors 
observed were mapped. Quantitative raptor use 
data also were collected using a skyline watch 
technique (Mariah 1979). Raptor species 
composition in the Simpson Ridge area was 
determined through biweekly surveys; more 
quantitative surveys will be implemented in this 
area prior to Windplant development. See 
Appendix A in the DEIS for details regarding 
raptor sampling methodology. 

The entire KPPA is considered suitable habitat for 
raptor hunting, foraging , and perching 
(Table 3. 1 1) .  Raptor species observed within the 
KPPA and adjacent areas in 1994 are turkey 
vulture, osprey, bald eagle, northern harrier, 
sharp-shinned hawk, northern goshawk, broad.; 
winged hawk, Swainson's hawk, red-tailed hawk, 
ferruginous hawk, rough-legged hawk, golden 
eagle, Anierican kestrel, merlin, peregrine falcon, 
prairie falcon, great homed owl, short-eared owl ,  
and northern saw-whet owl (Mariah 1994a, 1995). 
Other raptor species observed within or adjacent to 
the KPPA in past years include Cooper's hawk, 
barn owl ,  eastern screech owl, and long-eared owl 
(WGFD 1994b). Most breeding species in the 
area migrate south during the winter; however, 
golden eagles, bald eagles, and great horned owls 
remain year-round. Rough-legged hawks move 
into the KPP A during the winter and move north 
during the breeding season. Peregrine falcons 
were observed hunting in the KPPA during all 
seasons except winter 1994-95 (Section 3 .23) . . 
The total number of raptor species observed 

. during passerine surveys (i.e. , February 1994 to 
March 1 995) ranged from 1 (February 1 994, 
January-February 1995) to 13 (May) on the 
western side of Foote Creek Rim, and from 0 
(January 1 995) to 9 (June and July) on the eastern 
side; the eastern side of the rim was not surveyed 

·between February and mid-May 1994. The 
number of raptor species observed dur:ing raptor 
use surveys (i .e. , June 1994 to March 1 995) 

Fi111ll - August 1995 3-17 



KENETECH ltindpower Final EIS 

ranged from 2 (December 1994, February-March 
1995) to 10 (August) on the we5tern side, and 1 
(December 1994, February 1995) to 1 1  (August) 
on the eastern side. 

Raptor species observation data were summarized 
by averaging the number of raptor species 
observed per survey for each month [Figures 
3 .2(A), 3 .2(B)) . These numbers are slightly 
higher than those presented in the DEIS, which 
were calculated by dividing the total number of 
species observed per month by the number of 
survey days in that month. This resulted in the 
lower averages in the DEIS, since many species 
were observed during more than one survey day 
per month. The mean number of raptor species 
observed during passerine surveys along Foote 

. Creek Rim was highest from April to September, 
and decreased with the approach of winter [Figure 
3 .2(A)) . The mean number of raptor species 
observed during raptor use surveys peaked in 
August and · September, possibly indicating a 
southbound movement of migrating species 
through the area; the increase may also have 
resulted from dispersal of young from nests in the 
area [Figure 3.2(B)J. The mean number of raptor 
species observed per month was relatively low 
throughout the winter, with 0-3 species observed 
per month. Overall, the mean number of raptor 
species observed during raptor use . surveys was 
higher than that observed during passerine surveys 
due to the longer observation period associated 
with the former survey method . 

Along the western side of Foote Creek Rim, the 
h ighest mean number of raptor observations per 
passerine survey occurred in June, July, and 
August [Figure 3 .2(C)] . Except for September and 
October, the mean number of raptor observations 
per passerine survey was greatest along the 

. western side during every month surveyed. This 
greater use of the western side is probably related 
to the favorable soaring conditions generated by 
the prevailing westerly and southwesterly winds 
flowing up and over the western side of the rim. 
Along the eastern side of the rim, the mean 
number of raptor - observations per raptor use 
survey was highest in August [Figure 3.2(0)]. 

Possible reasons for this peak include a large 
number of American kestrel observations 
(including juveniles) along the eastern side and a 
period of southeasterly and east-southeasterly 
winds during the month. Raptor observations 
declined in October and November, and remained 
low throughout the winter. In general, golden 
eagles comprised the majority of raptors observed 
in all months during both passerine and raptor 
surveys; American kestrels and red-tailed hawks 
were also frequently observed . during the spring 
and summer months. Raptor observations during 
the winter included several rough-legged hawks, a 
common winter resident of the area. 

The intensity of rai>tor activity within the Foote 
Creek area is displayed in Maps 3 . 14-3. 16. 
Overall, raptor use of Foote Creek Rim was 
concentrated along the western edge of the rim. 
Eagles (i.e; , golden and bald) ·were observed most 
frequently along the western side of the rim. Two 
areas accounted for the majority of eagle 

·observations-the central western slope and a ridge 
jutting from the northwestern. portion of the rim. 
It is likely that a .  combination of favorable winds 
for soaring, a substantial prey base, and preferred 
perch sites are present in these areas; no nests 
were found in the areas, and it is unlikely- that 
these areas offer substantial nesting habitat. Eagle 
use was similar between breeding and nonbreeding 
seasons (Maps · 3 . 14A-3-14D). 

Although somewhat more common on the western 
side, buteos were observed throughout the Foote 
Creek Rim area. Ferruginous hawk observations 
were most concentrated in the vicinity and north of 
the ridge jutting from the northwestern portion of 
the rim, and breeding and nonbreeding 
distributions were similar (Maps 3 . 1 5A and 
3 . 15B). Red-tailed hawks were observed 
primarily in the southern half of the Foote Creek 
Rim area, and . used the east side of the rim much 
more frequently than any other buteo. Breeding 
season observations were concentrated in the 
Arlington Peak area and along the central western 
slope. Red-tailed hawk distribution during the 
breeding season appears to be, at least in pan, the 
result of several active red-'tailed hawk nests in 

FiMl - August } 995 3- 1 8  

I 
l 
' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
' 
I 
·1 . 
I 
I 
11 
II 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
t 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
t· 
I 
I 

® 
90 
80 

>o 
.., 70 � 
= 

VJ 60 -
f 
0 50 -Q. liS 40 a: 
c) 30 z 
c liS 20 .., � 1 0  

0 

KENETECH l+indpower Final EIS 

Mean , Number Raptors Observed Per Continuous Survey 

+------------T---------------------------- • VVest 

+--'----....,....------:d.,---------------------�--El East 

� c :I .., 
�>' � � � � � c ll .!. 
� c � � � 

* n (number of surveys) < 3, standard error not calculated 

Mean Number Raptor Species Observed Per Continuous 
Survey 

+------H<;::-t------------------· • west · 
' O East 

� � � � � � ts � u C: .i:J fa 
0 z � � � � 

* n (number of surveys) < 3, standard error not calculated 

I 07 1 -0 I 1eis\feis1raptor .xlslchart l .doc 

Figure 3 .2 Mean Number of Raptor Observations and Mean Number of Raptor Species Observed during 
Raptor U se (Continuous) and Passerine Surveys . 

Final - August 1995 3- 19  



KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

@) Mean Number Raptors Observed Per Passerine Survey 

35 

>o 30 • West _ 
Cll 
� 25 = C East 
Cl) 
-

f 20 0 
-Cl. ftl a:: 1 5  
0 

z 
c 1 0  
ftl Cll :E 5 

0 

IT .,. a ; J i I 
-- - ��- � ""-

� �. " ' ",;. l ;·� � 

I � ,_...: ·: r-- L- �� �· L jl_ a * I J t � 
' i • 

- t; :.� •' ., 

� i ����� 0� � 1 1 � � 
� � 0 "� 0 � : � 

* n (number of surveys) < 3, standard error not calculated 

® Mean Number Raptor Species Ob•erved Per Passerine Survey 

6 
t • West • 

� · o East 
-

J '•f 

>o 5 Cll 
� = Cl) 4 "  -ttl 

IT T T 
) 

. 

T T ' 

. fl. l � ." 
· - - 1-'- - -

I 
" --

Cll u Cll 3 Cl. Cl) 
0 2 z 
c 

* I -· ftl  Cll 

I - , r- - - · - - n- ll '" l ., i 

:E 1 

0 
.., .., .., .., .., .., .., .., .., .., .., .n &() .n 
0> � 0> 0> 0> o;> 0> 0> 0> 0> 0> 0> 0> o;> .D. ..:. >. c!: '3 Cn � t; > u c!: .D. n; Ill Ill Q. Ill :1 :1 � 0 � Ill Cl> 
� ::E < ::E ..., 

.., < 0 z ..., � ::E 
• n (number of surveys) < 3. standard error not calculated 

1 07 1 -0 1  leislleis�raptonlslchan3.doc 

Figure 3 .2 (Continued) 
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Map 3 . 14C . Bald Eagle Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, Breeding Season, 1 994- 1 995 (n = 14) .  
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Map 3 . 1 40 Bald Eagle · Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, Nonbreeding Seasons, 1994- � 995 
(n = 36) .  
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Map 3 . 1 5A Ferruginous Hawk Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, Breeding Season, 1994- 1 995 
(n = 93). 
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Map 3 . 1 5B Ferruginous Hawk Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, Nonbreeding Seasons, 1994- 1995 
(n = 84) . 
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cottonwood trees along Foote Creek. Nonbreeding 
season observations were similar to breeding 
season observations, with the exception of a 
notable absence of observations in the Arlington 
Peak area and less frequent use of the central 
western rim {Maps 3 . 1 5C and 3. 1 5D). · The 
majority of Swainson's hawk observations 
occurred during the breeding season. Distribution 
was relatively even in the southern half of the 
area, with a few scattered observations in the north 
(Map 3 . 1 5E) . Rough-legged hawks were observed 
almost exclusively during the winter season, and 
were distributed along the western edge of the rim 
(Map 3 . 15F). 

Large falcon (peregrine and prairie) observations 
were distributed along the length of the rim. 
Peregrine falcons were primarily seen on the west 
side, and unlike most of the raptor species 
observed, used the top of the rim as frequently as 
eastem and western edges {Maps 3 . 16A and 
3 . 16B). During the breeding season, prairie 
falcons were observed most frequently along the 
west edge, particularly in the Arlington Peak area 
and along the ridge jutting from the northwestern 
portion of the rim. Distribution during 
nonbreeding seasons shows a notable absence of 
observations in the Arlington Peak area, as well as 
a decline in the frequency of observations in the 
northwestern portion of the rim {Maps 3 . 16C and 
3. 1 6D) . 

Small falcons (i .e., American kestrel and merlin) 
were among the most ·evenly distributed raptor 
species observed on Foote Creek Rim, frequently 
using the top of the rim, as well as both the east 
and west · edges . American kestrel use of the 
northern half of the rim was - similar between 
breeding and nonbreeding seasons , but three 
distinct loci of observations occurred in the 
southern half of the rim during the summer 
breeding season which were absent during 
nonbreeding seasons (i.e . ,  along the section l ine 
north of Arl ington Peak, along the trees in the 
southeastern portion of the rim, and along the 
central western ponion of the rim (Maps 3 .  16E 
and 3 . 16F) . Merl in observations were distributed 
throughout the rim (Map 3 . 16G). Use of point 

count data to show distribution may pe biased 
because the probability of detection decl ines with 
distance from the observation point. The bias 
should be slight for larger raptors such as eagles 
and hawks but may be consequential for smaller 
birds such as kestrels .  Map 3 . 1 6E may represent 
a biased distribution; however, some clusters of 
bird observations are real because kestrels 
frequently perch on fences . 

The flight heights of raptors observed within the 
Foote Creek Rim area are presented in Table 3. 12 .  
Flight height classes are based on the physical 
parameters of the proposed wind turbines . with the 
interval between 26 and 1 84 ft (8-56 m) above the 
rim representing the area of turbine rotor sweep 
for those turbines placed on top of the rim. Fifty 
percent of raptor observations occurred in this 
flight class; - 45 % of the raptors were observed 
0-26 ft (0-8 m) above the rim. Golden and bald 
eagles and ferruginous, rough-legged, and 
red-tailed hawks were observed at the 26-1 84 ft 
(8-56 m) flight height class more frequently than 
at any other class; these birds often soar and hunt 
within this height class. Peregrine and prairie 
falcons, Swainson's hawks, and turkey vultures 
were also commonly observed within this height 
class. Small falcons (i .e., American kestrel and 
merlin) and northern harriers were observed most 
frequently in the 0-26 ft (0-8 m) flight height 
class. These species hunt by soaring and hovering 
low over the ground and pouncing on prey (Scott 
1 987) .  

Most raptor nests are located i n  top'ographical ly 
diverse areas. and the numerous rock outcrops . 
riparian drainages, and cl iffs within and adjacent 
to the KPPA provide suitable substrates for raptor 
. nesting. Aerial and ground surveys for raptor 
nests within and adjacent to the KPPA were 
conducted during the spring and summer of 1 994 . 

. The surveys focused primarily on suitable raptor 
nesting habitat as defined above, and encompassed 
the Foote Creek Rim area plus a 1 0-mi ( 1 6-km) 
buffer (excluding forested land south of 1-80) and 
the Simpson Ridge area and proposed alternate 
transmission line routes plus a 2-mi (3-km) buffer 
(see Map 3 . 16 1h) .  The survey area around Foote 
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Map 3 . 1 5E Swainson's Hawk Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, All Seasons, 1994- 1 995 (n = 1 08). 

Final - August 1995 3-30 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
r-

1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
-a 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

•0 -=-=""0'<.5:====i1 Mile 

Contour lntMIOI • 2S ft 

KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

• 

0 2 Kilometers 

Contour lllt•rvot • 7.62 ,..,., 

:::: :, .::�� .. --··-------.. · : \·:;e·:;--

. .  ;.· 

...-���;fcF ··.11· _....., .. 

;�<,::;f 
-; 

• 

PROJECT AREA BOUNDARY 
e OBSERVATION LOCATION 

Map 3 . 1 5F Rough-legged Hawk Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, All Seasons, 1 994-1995 (n = 36). 

Fi111ll - August I 995 3-3 1 



KENETECH M-Zndpower Final EIS 

o'-==-o::::::o�oi:!!.s'===', wite 
COntour lnt.,.,l • 25 fl 

'i.O C81=-=--=----�2 Kilometers 

Contour lltl.,.,l • 7.62 ,..,.., 

' . · .-:.< : 
.-... __ 

: .'· ' 

e 

.- :-:..�> ' " . ' . ... . 

- �···.-:r 
... ::.-::: '  

. •... ;.'�·.'· ,· . ·. '-. ·· 

PROJECT AREA BOUNDARY . 
• OBSERVATION LOCATION 
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Map 3 . 1 6B Peregrine Falcon Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, Nonbreeding Seasons, 1994- 1 995 
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Map 3 . 1 6C Prairie Falcon Distribution on Foote Cree� Rim, Breeding Season, 1 994- 1 995 (n = 77) . 
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Map 3 . 1 6D Prairie Falcon Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, Nonbreeding Seasons, 1994- 1995 
(n = 25) . 
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Map 3 . 16E American Kestrel Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, Breeding Season, · 1 994- 1 995 
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Map 3 . 1 6G Merlin Distribution on Foote Creek Rim, All Seasons, 1 994- 1 995 (n = 1 8) .  
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Table 3 . 12 Flight Heights of Raptors Observed Within the Foote Creek Rim Area, February 16, 1 994 -
March 17, 1 995. 

Total No. of Flight Height Class1 
Taxonomic Observations 
Group or Species iii Sample C- B- A- A + B +  C+ 

Accipiters 6 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 2 (33) 1 (17) 4 (67) 

American kestrel 359 7 (2) 23 (6) 142 (40) 240 (67) 131 (36) 17 (5) 

Bald eagle 31 3 (10}2 6 (19) 5 (16} 5 (16) 15 (48) 12 (39) 

Ferruginous hawk 128 3 (2) 6 (5) 29 (23) 50 (39) 81 (63) 42 (33) 

Golden eagle 1,181 38 (3) 142 (12) 298 (25) 456 (39) 630 (53) 424 (36) 
Merlin 12 0 (0) . 2 (17) 6 (50) 7 (58) 4 (33) 0 (0} 

Northern harrier 105 1 (1) 12 (11) 17 (16) 74 (70) 27 (26) 9 (9) 

Peregrine falcon 21 1 (5) 4 (19} 11  (52} 17 (81) 14 (67) 3 (14) 

Prairie falcon 75 2 (3) 6 (8) 21 (28) 42 (56) 41 (55) 10 (13) 

Red-tailed hawk 272 13 (5) 35 (13) 54 (20) 88 (32) 147 (54) 90 (33) 

Rough-legged 23 0 (0) 0 (0) 
hawk 

4 (1.7) 6 (26) 20 (87) 6 (26} 

Swainson's hawk 90 1 (1} 8 (9) 13 (14} 43 (48) 38 (42) 36 (40} 

Turkey vulture 13 1 (8) 1 (8) . 1 (8) 3 (23) 6 (46) 6 (46} -------------------------------------------- ------------------------------- ------------------
Total 2,316 70 (3) 245 (11) 601 (26) 1,033 1,155 659 (28) 

(45) (50) 

A 0-26 ft (0-8 m) 
B = 26-184 ft (8-56 m) 
c > 184 ft ( > 56 m) 
+ above rim 

below rim 
Percentage of total number of individual observations in parentheses; percentages do not total lOO since more 
than one flight height class may be assigned to a single observation. 

., 
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Map 3 . 1 61,6  1 994 Raptor Nest Survey Area. 
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Creek Rim was expanded to 10 mi (16 km) 
because this was regarded as the potential zone of 
influence of the first phase of Windplant 
development on golden eagles and prairie falcons 
(Call 1978; unpublished data, Snake River Birds 
of Prey Study). Aerial surveys were conduCted 
between May 3 1  and June 5, 1994. Ground 
survey dates varied, depending on raptor species 
and nesting chronology, as follows: 

Golden eagle June 17 - July 13,  
Bald eagle June 19  - August 1 ,  

· Ferruginous hawk June 1 6  - July 26, · 
Red-tailed hawk May 30 - August 9, 
Swainson's hawk June 19 - August 16, and 
Prairie falcon June 16 - July 26. 

The complete methodology for raptor nest surveys 
is described in Appendix A in the DEIS. These 
surveys confirmed the status of known nests in 
BLM and WGFD databases, and resulted in the 
initial observation of many previously unknown 
nests. 

Three hundred nine raptor nests were located 
within the 377,728-ac raptor nest survey area in 
1994 (Table 3 . 1 3).  One hundred fifty-seven nests 
were located within the Foote Creek Rim area and 
associated 10-mi (16-km) buffer [238,976 ac or 
373 .4 mi1 (967. 1  km�]. and 1 43 nests were within 
the Simpson Ridge area and associated 2-mi (3-
km) buffer [123,072 ac or 192.3 mi2 (498. 1  km�]; 
nine raptor nests were outside of these areas but 
within 2 mi (3 km) of the alternate transmission 
line routes [15,680 ac or 24.5 mil (63 .5 km�] . 
The majority (73 . 1  %)  of known raptor nests 
within the survey area belong to red-tailed hawks 
( 128 nests) and ferruginous hawks (98 nests). 
Inactive raptor nests observed in trees (mostly 
l imber pines) were assigned to either red-tailed 
hawks or ferruginous hawks. Other raptor nests 
observed during the survey belong to golden eagle 
(43 nests), bald . eagle (1 nest), Swainson's hawk 
(30 nests), American kestrel (2 nests), and prairie 
falcon (7 nests). Of the 66 known active raptor 
nests observed during the survey, the majority 
(77.2 %)  belonged to red-tailed hawk (20 nests), 
ferruginous hawk (18 nests), or Swainson's hawk 
( 1 3  nests) (Table .3 . 1 3) .  The remaining active 
nests include golden eagle (5 nests), bald eagle 

(1 nest), American keStrel (2 nests), and prairie 
falcon (7 nests). Other raptor species reported to 
have nested within the survey area include great 
homed owl and eastern screech owl (WGFD 
1994b). 

A total of 1 19 raptor nests was located within 2 mi 
(3 km) of the three alternate transmission l ine 
routes (Table 3 . 1 4).  Approximately 22% of these 
nests were active, with the majority (88 % )  of these 
active nests used by ferruginous hawk (7 nests), 
prairie falcon (6 nests), red-tailed hawk (6 nests), 
and Swainson's hawk (4 nests). Fifty raptor nests 
occur within 2 mi (3 km) of Alternate 3 ,  28 nests 
within 2 mi (3 km) of Alternate 2, and 19 nests 
within 2 mi (3 km) of Alternate 1 .  The remaining 
22 raptor · nests are within 2 mi (3 km) of joint 
routes. 

Density of raptor nests is greatest in the Simpson 
Ridge area and associated 2-mi (3-km) buffer, with 
approximately 0.75 nest/mi1 (0.3 nest/km� [0. 192 
active nests/mi1 (0. 74 active nests/km�]. Within 
the potential zone of influence for the Foote Creek 
Rim area [i.e. ,  Foote Creek Rim area and 
associated 10-mi (16-km) · buffer], raptor nest 
density is 0.44 nest/mil (0.2 nest/km� [0.06 active 
nests/mi1 (0.02 active nests/km�]. Overall ,  there 
is approximately 0.53 nest/mi2 (0.2 nest/km� 
[0. 1 1  active nests/mil (0.044 active nests/km�] 
within the 1994 raptor nest survey area. Table 
3 . 15 presents the density of active nests by species 
for the 1994 raptor nest survey area. The raptor 
nest densities found within the survey area [i .e . ,  
·0.44-0.75 nest/mF (0.2-Q.3 nest/km2)] are similar 
to those reported for areas immediately north of 
the survey area. Raptor nest data from a coalbed 
methane project north of Hanna, Wyoming 
(Mariah 1992). indicate a raptor nest density of 
0.78 nest/mF (0.2 nest/km2), which is similar to 
nest density within the Simpson Ridge area. The 
overall raptor nest density within the 1994 survey 
area [0.53 nest/mF (0.2 nest/km�] is similar to the 
density of 0.48 nest/mF (0 .2 nest/km2) 
extrapolated from raptor surveys at coal mines 
adjacent to Hanna, Wyoming (Mariah 1989) . A 
relatively high raptor nest density of 2.0 nests/mF 
(0. 7 nest/km� has been noted within the permit 
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Table 3 . 13 Number of Active and Inactive Nests of Raptor Species Within the 1994 Raptor Nest Survey 
Area. 

I . 
Raptor. Species 

American kestrel5 

Bald eagle 

Ferruginous hawk 

Golden eagle 

Prairie falcon 

Red-tailed hawk 

Swainson's hawk 

1994 
Nest Status1 

Active 
Inactive 

Active 
Inactive 

Active 
Inactive 

Active 
Inactive 

Active 
Inactive 

Active 
Inactive 

Active 
Inactive 

Foote Creek 
Rim Area2 · 

0 
0 

0 
0 

7 
24 

2 
29 

0 
0 

1 1  
75 

2 
7 

Other Total 
Simpson Areas Within Raptor Nest 

Ridge Area3 the KPPA4 Survey Area 

2 0 2 
0 0 0 

1 0 1 
0 0 0 

10 1 1 8  
56 0 80 

2 1 5 
9 0 38 

5 2 7 
0 0 0 

7 2 20 
3 1  2 108 

10 1 . 1 3  
10  0 17 ------------------------------------------------------------------------

Subtotal Active 22 37 7 66 
Inactive 135 106 2 243 ---------------------------------------------------------------------------- -------------------

Total 157 143 9 

A nest was considered active if one of the following was observed: 
a) eggs were laid, 
b) young were present, or . 
c) an adult was observed in incubating posture on the nest (Postupalsky 1974) . 
Includes associated 10-mi ( 16-km) buffer (excluding forested land south of 1-80) . 
Includes associated 2-mi (3-km) buffer. 

309 

Areas within 2 mi (3 km) of alternate transmission l ine routes but outside of the Foote Creek Rim 
and S impson Ridge areas . 
Due to th'e difficulty of locating American kestrel nests. nests of this species were not a focus of the 
1 994 nest survey: however, two nests were incidentally located during the survey. 
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Table 3 . 1 4  Number of Active and Inactive Nests of Raptor Species Within 2 Mi (3 km) of Alternate 
Transmission Line Routes, 1 994. 

1994 Total All 
Nest Alternates Alternates Alternate 

Raptor Species Status1 Alternate 1 Alternate 2 Alternate 3 1 and 22 1 , 2, and 32 Routes 

American kestrel Active 0 0 0 0 1 
Inactive 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Ferruginous hawk Active 4 1 1 1 0 7 
Inactive 2 2 ·  12  2 5 23 

Golden eagle Active 0 0 0 2 
Inactive 0 10 4 2 0 16  

Prairie falcon Active 0 1 2 3 0 6 
Inactive 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Red-tailed hawk Active 1 2 2 1 0 6 
l.nactive 7 12  24 6 0 49 

Swainson's hawk Active 1 0 2 0 4 
Inactive 3 0 0 ' 1 5 -------·--------------------------- ----------------

Subtotal Active 7 4 9 5 1 26 
Inactive 12 24 41 10 6 93 ------------------------------------- --------------

Total 19 28 50 15  7 1 19 

A nest was considered active if one of the following was observed: 
a) eus were laid, 
b) young were present, or 
c) an adult was observed in incubating posture on the nest (Postupalsky 1974). · 
Refers to segments where the alternate routes merge near Hanna. 

area of a surface coal mine located about 1 15 mi 
( 185 km) west of the KPPA (Mariah 1994b). 

While anecdotal nesting information is available 
for the general KPPA, the 1 994 raptor nest survey 
and monitoring is the first complete record of 
raptor · nesting activity for the proposed 
development area. As with any biological survey, 
it is difficult to obtain a 100% census during any 
one year. Additionally, because reproduction 
varies temporally and only one year of complete 
raptor reproductive information exists, it is 
unknown if 1994 was a typical year for raptor 
reproduction on the �PPA. In fact, 1 994 
appeared to be a poor year for raptor reproduction 
in southeastern Wyoming. For example, golden 

eagle reproduction was much lower in 1 994 
compared to prev ious years (personal 
communication with Jim Orpet, Intermountain 
Resources, Laramie, May 1995) . Thus, 
parameters such as nest density , productivity, or 
percentage of KPPA included in raptor buffers . 
may increase over · the next few years of 
monitoring, as additional nests missed during 
previous surveys are located; eventually, these 
parameters would be expected to fluctuate over 
time. Collection of reproductive data for 
successive years will clarify reproductive trends 
and how much of the KPP A is used for breeding 
by raptors and will enable definition of presently 
unknown reproductive parameters, such as number 
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of territories located within the raptor nest survey 
area. 

In 1994, approximately 36.7% of the KPPA 
(22,248 ac) was included within raptor nest buffers 
[i.e. , areas within 0.75 mi (1 .21 lan) of a known 
active raptor nest]; these buffers covered 36.8% of 
the Simpson Ridge area (20,21 8  ac) and 38.4% of 
the Foote Creek Rim area (1 ,920 ac). However� 
as previously noted, activity status of raptor nests 
varies from year to year (Mariah 1988a, 1988b; 
Newton 1979) and until the actual number of 
raptor territories can be determined, it is not 
possible to calc�late the number of acres that 
would be encompassed within raptor nest buffers 
in any given year. The purpose of these raptor 
nest buffers is to protect active nests and 
immediately surrounding habitat from surface-

. disturbing activities (and associated noise, dust, 
etc.) during the breeding season (i.e., February 1 
to July 3 1 )  (BLM 1987:471-472). 

Sixty-six nests were occupied within the 1994 
raptor nest survey area; 55 nests produced 
nestlings; and final nest status, or nest success, 
was known for 48 nests (Table 3 . 15). Nest 
success ranged from a low of 67% for the prairie 
falcon to a high of 100% for both eagle species. 
Average number of fledged young ranged from 
1 .0 for the bald eagle to 2.2 for the ferruginous 
hawk (Table 3 . 1 5) .  Ground surveys were not 
conducted for two incidentally· located American 
kestrel nests, thus these two nests are excluded 
from Table 3 . 15 .  

The Hanna RCA covers approximately 1 7 .4% 
(9.575 ac) of the Simpson Ridge area (Map 3 .9) , 
and likely contributes to the relatively high nest . 
density observed within the Simpson Ridge area. 
RCAs are areas in which raptors nest in high 
densities on cl iffs or other formations year after 
year. While RCAs do not have any associated 
regulatory or planning stipulations, BLM 
recognizes that surface disturbance and human 
activity can upset stable raptor populations (BLM 
1987:205) .  Therefore, management actions for 
RCAs include minimization of surface disturbance 
to reduce disturbance to raptors and their habitat. 

The GDRA RMPIEIS (BLM 1987) specifies that 
there will be a case-by-case examination of 
proposals to determine potential adverse effects . 
and to develop appropriate mitigations. All three 
alternate transmission line routes traverse the 
Hanna RCA; Alternate 3 crosses the least amount 
of �reage (58 ac) and Alternate 2 crosses the 
greatest amount (92 ac) . 

3.2.2.4 Upland .Game Birds 

Three species of upland game birds-sage grouse, 
blue grouse, and mourning dove-occur on or 
adjacent to the KPPA. 

. Sage Grouse. Sage grouse habitat is characterized 
by an interspersed mixture of sagebrush and 
grassland. In winter, sage grouse use tall, dense 
stands of sagebrush that remain relatively exposed 
through deep snow (Greer n.d.); low sagebrush on 
windswept knolls are also used as feeding sites. 
During the spring, sage grouse gather on breeding 
grounds, or leks, characterized by open areas 
(e.g., meadows, low sagebrush zones) surrounded 
by denser sagebrush cover -(Greer n.d.). Sage 
grouse return year after year to these leks, 
although the exact location may shift slightly 
between years. The area within 0.25 mi 
(0.40 lan) of a lek center is considered potential 
breeding habitat and is protected from surface 
disturbance through a BLM surface disturbance 
stipulation (BLM 1987:204). Sage grouse tend to 
nest within 2 mi (3 km) of the lek center (BLM 
1987:202, Greer n.d.); this area is considered 
probable nesting habitat, and is closed to surface
disturbing activity from March 1 through June 30 
(personal communication with Larry Apple, BLM 
Great Divide Resource Area [GDRA], May 1 1 , 
1995). Wallestad 'and Pyrah .(1974) determined 
that 68 % of sage grouse nests were within 1 .5 mi 
(2 .4 km) of leks in central Montana. Braun et al .  
( 1977) confirmed that the area within 2 mi (3 km) 
of a lek often includes 60 to 80 % of the nesting 
sage grouse from the lek.. A large proponion 
(92 % )  of sage grouse nests may be protected from 
disturbance through application of a 2-mi (3-km) 
buffer (Wakkinen et al .  1992) . Sage grouse select 
sagebrush�grassland habitats with relatively tall 
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. Table 3 . 15  Reproductive Information for Raptors that Nested Within the 1994
. 
Raptor Nest Survey Area1 • 

2 

4 

No. Occupied Ave. No . Young 
Species Nests2 Nest Density' Nest Success (%'f Fledged/Nest 

Bald eagle 1 0.002/mP 100 
(0.001/km� 

Ferruginous hawk 1 8  0.029/mP 915  2.20 ± 0 .919  
(0.01 1/km� 

Golden eagle 5 .0.008/mP 1 ()06 1 .33 ± 0.577 
(0.003/km2) 

Prairie falcon 7 0.012/mP 677 2.00 ± 0.8 16 
(0.005 km� 

Red-tailed hawk 20 0.034/mP 828 1 .714 ± 0.726 
(0.013/km2) 

Swainson's hawk 13  0.022/mF 809 2. 125 ± 0.353 
(0.009/km� 

The l994 raptor nest survey area includes the Foote Creek Rim area and associated 10-mi (16-km) 
buffer, Simpson Ridge area and associated 2-mi (3-km) buffer, and the three alternate transmission 
routes with associated 2-mi (3-km) buffers (590 mP [1 ,475 kml]). 
A nest was considered active if orie. of the following was observed: 
a) eggs were laid, 
b) young were present, or 
c) and adult was observed in incubating posture on nest (Postupalsky 1974) . 
Based on number of active nests. 
At least one well-feathered nestling or fledged bird observed. 
Nest success known for 11 nests , and unknown for three active nests . Four nests where nestl ings 
were observed but not seen when revisited were excluded . 
Nest success known for three nests , and two nests where nestl ings were observed but not seen when 
revisited were excluded . 
Nest success known for six nests , and unknown for one nest. 
Nest success known for 17 nests , and unknown for two active nests . One nest where nestlings were 

· observed but not seen when revisited was excluded. 
Nest success known for 10 nests , and unknown for three active nests . 
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sagebrush and canopy coverage ranging from 
. approximately 10  to 40% in which to build nests 

(Wallestad and Pyrah 1974, Rothenmaier 1979). 

Forty-four sage grouse leks occur within the 
KPPA and its adjacent 2-mi (3-km) buffer; 36 of 
these leks are historic sites (i.e. , inactive in 1994) 
noted in BLM (1994a) and WGFD (1994b) 
records.  S ince all 44 leks represent sites chosen 
by sage grouse for reproductive activity, �en 
approximately 3 , 1 10 ac within the Simpson Ridge 
area (5. 7%)  is potential sage grouse breeding 
habitat; no breeding habitat occurs within the 
Foote Creek Rim area (fable 3 . 1 1) .  All three 
proposed transmission line alternate routes pass 
through potential breeding habitat, with the 
acreage traversed · ranging from 4. 8 ac 
(Alternate 2) to 9.7 ac (Alternate 1) .  A majority 
of the Simpson Ridge area (86.6% or 47,549 ac) 
is probable sage grouse nesting habitat, while only 
98 ac within th.e Foote Creek Rim area (2.0%) 
would be suitable nesting habitat: All three 
alternate transmission line routes cross probable 
nesting habitat [182 ac (Alternate 1)  to 212  ac 
(Alternate 3)]. 

Aerial .and ground surveys in 1 994 revealed that 
eight of the 44 leks within and adjacent to the 
KPPA were active. Seven were located within the 
Simpson Ridge area and one was located 
approximately 1 .0 mi (1 .6 km) southeast of the 
Simpson Ridge area. Based on only these eight 
active leks, approximately 848 ac within the 
Simpson Ridge area ( 1 .5 %) is potential sage 
grouse breeding habitat and 34,930 ac (63 .6%) is 
probable nesting habitat. All three proposed 
transmission line alternates traverse probable 
active nesting habitat--Alternate 1 crosses 47 ac, 
Alternate 2 crosses 90 ac, and Alternate 3 crosses 
141  ac. None of the routes traverse potential 
active sage grouse breeding habitat. 

Ten sage grouse observations were recorded 
between April 20 and August 29, 1994, for the 
Foote Creek Rim area (Mariah 1 994a) . Only one 
of the observations occurred near the rim itself; all 
the rest occurred near bodies of water immediately 
east of the Foote Creek Rim area. 

· Forty-eight observations of sage grouse were made 
incidental to raptor and passerine surveys in the 
Simpson Ridge area between April 1 1  and 
August 16, 1994 (Mariah 1994a). Thirty-nine of 
these observations occurred on an active lek; the 
other nine occurr� in sagebrush habitat along the 
eastern portion of Simpson Ridge. 

Blue Grouse. Blue grouse prefer mountain 
shrubland, aspen-conifer woodland, and various 
forest types which are common throughout 
Wyoming (BLM 1987:204). Edges between these 
habitat types and riparian areas within and adjacent 
to· these types are frequented. 

Within the KPPA, blue grouse have only been 
observed on the eastern slope of Foote Creek Rim 
in a grassland-shrubland transitional zone (Mariah 
1994a). It is l ikely that blue grouse occur in other 
areas within the KPPA, but they are probably 
restricted to l imited areas of suitable habitat (e.g., 
wooded riparian zones, pine-grassland_ ecotones). 

Mourning Dove. This species is a common 
breeding bird in habitats that occur in the KPPA. 
The birds migrate from the area in the fall and 
winter. Mourning dove concentrations are usually 
highest around power lines, buildings, and other 
areas of human disturbance, which occur on only 
a small portion of the KPPA. Doves prefer the 
shrub-covered areas along perennial water sources 
and washes that provide nesting and roosting 
cover. 

Thirty-two observations of mourning doves were 
incidentally recorded during passerine and raptor 
surveys within the Foote Creek Rim area between 
May 4 and September 27, 1 994 (Mariah 1 994a) . 
The majority of these observations were along the 
eastern slope of the rim in areas of sagebrush
grassland interspersed with trees and large shrubs; 
mourning doves likely bred in this area. Only one 
mourning dove was actually observed on top of 
Foote Creek Rim. 

Only six observations of mourning doves were 
incidentally recorded for the Simpson Ridge area 
between April 25 and September 1 2, 1994 (Mariah 

FiMI - August 1 995 3-46 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I. 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I· 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

KENETECH l\indpower Final EIS 

1994a) . As with Foote Creek Rim, all of these 
observations were in areas of sagebrush-grassland 
intermixed with trees and shrubs; one observation 
was in the vicinity of an abandoned homestead. 

3.f.2.5 Water{owl. Shorebirds. and W&ders · 

Several species of waterfowl have been observed 
on the various impoundments, reservoirs, and 
perennial creeks and rivers within and immediately 
adjacent to the KPPA. The most common 
waterfowl species observed in the KPPA are 
Canada goose, northern pintail , American wigeon, 
mallard, lesser scaup, and redhead (Mariah 1994a, 
1995) . Other species observed were snow goose, 
canvasback, ring-necked duck, bufflehead, 
common merganser, gadwall, green-winged teal, 
blue-winged teal, cinnamon teal, northern 
shoveler, ruddy duck, and American coot. 
Waterfowl species not observed but potentially 
occurring on the KPPA based on range and habitat 
preference (Scott 1987, WGFD 1992) include 
wood duck, common goldeneye, and red-breasted · 
merganser. Waterfowl, as well as shorebirds and 
waders, use the KPPA during migration (spring 
and fall), and some species (e.g. ,  Canada goose, 
mallard) probably breed in the area during spring 
and summer. 

Shorebird and wading species observed on or 
adjacent to the KPPA were common loon, 
pied-billed grebe, American white·pelican, double
crested cormorant, great blue heron, white-faced 
ibis, Virginia rail , sandhill crane, mountain 
plover, semi pal mated plover, killdeer, American . 
avocet, greater yellowlegs, spotted sandpiper, 
upland sandpiper, long-billed dowitcher, common · 
snipe, Wilson's phalarope, Franklin's gull ,  
California gull ,  and Caspian tern (Mariah 1994a, 
1995) . Many of these species are known to breed 
(e.g. ,  mountain plover) or are likely to breed 
(e.g., American avocet) within the KPPA. Based 
on range and habitat preference (Scott 1987, 
WGFD 1992), several other species of grebes, 
herons, egrets, plovers, sandpipers, gulls, and 
terns may frequent or occasionally move through 
the KPPA (Appendix D). 

The , maJOrity of waterfowl and shorebird 
observations within 1 mi of the Foote Creek Rim 
area (85 % or 7,265 observations) were located 
immediately east of the Foote Creek Rim area 
along a series of reservoirs and impoundments; 
these observations were noted during monthly 
reconnaissance surveys along the eastern slope of 
Foo� Creek Rim and incidental to other surveys 
between March 1994 and March 1995 (Mariah 
1994a, 1995) . Common waterfowl species 
observed were redhead (2,942 observations), 
mallard (895), Canada goose (803), American 
wigeon (344), gadwall (158), common merganser 
(125), cinnamon teal (58) , northern pintail (63) ,  
and lesser scaup (5 1) .  The majority of  redheads 
were observed in large congregations on the 
reservoirs during March and April. Other 
waterfowl species observed included green-winged 
teal (33), northern shoveler (3 1), ring-necked duck 
(28), bufflehead (7), ruddy duck (3), and 
blue-winged teal (2). Shorebirds, waders, and 
other water birds observed immediately east of 
Foote Creek Rim include Franklin's gull (41 
observations), pied-billed grebe ( 18), sandhill 
crane (15), American coot (14), killdeer (13), 
double-crested cormorant (13), great blue heron 
(12), American avocet (10), common loon (7), 
American white pelican (4), Caspian tern (2), 
California gull (1), spotted sandpiper (1}, 
white-faced ibis (1),  semipalmated plover (1), and 
Virginia rail (1) .  

Eight hundred twenty-five observations of 
waterfowl and shorebirds were recorded between 
March 1 994 and March 1995 (Mariah 1994a, 
1995) during passerine and raptor surveys · on 
Foote Creek Rim. Many of these birds. were seen 
on top of the rim or flying along the top or upper 
slopes. Waterfowl species included Canada goose 
(384 observations), mallard (28), and ring-necked 
duck ( 1 ) .  Shorebird, wader, and other water bird 
species observed on top of or flying above the rim 
were mountain plover ( 134 observations), sandhill 
crane (36), gull species (36), American white 
pelican (28), upland sandpiper (23), double-crested 
cormorant . ( 17) ,  California gull ( 13) ,  white-faced 
ibis (12) ,  killdeer (1 1) ,  common merganser (10), 
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long-billed dowitcher (10), great blue heron (10), 
common snipe (2), American avocet (1), �pian 
tern (1), and Franklin's gull (1). An additional 
444 waterfowl/shorebirds/waders were observed 
incidental to passerine and raptor surveys, 
including Wilson's phalarope and snow goose, as 
well as many of the previously mentioned species. 
Of those observed flying over or immediately 
adjacent to Foote Creek Rim, 86% of the 
waterfowl and 22% of shorebird/waders were 
flying between 26 and 184 ft (8 and 56 m) above 
the rim (i.e., at proposed wind turbine rotor 
height) (Table 3 . 16). 

One thousand and one waterfowl and shorebird 
observations were noted during, and incidental to, 
surveys within the Simpson Ridge area between 
March 1994 and March 1995 (Mariah 1994a, 
1995). Approximately 90% of these observations 
occurred on or immediately adjacent to s�ven 
bodies of water located within the Simpson Ridge 
area: Seven Mile Lake (northwest Section 32, 
T21N, R80W), Fiddler's Green Reservoir (Section 
2 1 ,  T21N, R80W), Sixmile Spring (Sections 17 
and 18 ,  T21N, R80W), Jacks Spring (Section 5,  
T21N, RSOW), Soda Lakes (Section 23, T21N, 
R81 W), a tributary of Percy Creek (Section 1 1  to 
14, T21N, R81W) and an unnamed pond- (Section 
13, T21N, R81W) .  Waterfowl species commonly 
observed within the Simpson Ridge area were 
mallard, Canada goose, northern pintail, American 
wigeon, and lesser scaup . Other waterfowl species 
occasionally seen were green-winged teal, redhead, 
canvasback, gadwall, common. merganser, blue
winged teal, northern shoveler, and ring-necked 
duck. Shorebird, wader, and other water bird 
species observed within the S impson Ridge area 
were American coot (a single observation of 150 
individuals), American avocet (73 observations), 
killdeer (54),  Wilson's phalarope (47) , great blue 
heron (4), American white pelican (3), and greater 
yellowlegs (2). 

3.2.2.6 Passerines 

Ninety-four species of passerine birds were 
observed within the .KPP A between February 1994 
and March 1995 (Mariah 1994a, 1995). During 

timed passerine surveys of the Foote Creek Rim 
and the Simpson Ridge areas, the homed lark was 
the . most commonly observed species with 
6,028 sightings. Other common species included 
mountain bl.uebird (684 sightings), cliff swallow 
(574), Brewer's blackbird (484), vesper .sparrow 
(387), green-tailed towhee (351) ,  sage thrasher 
(208), black-billed magpie (206), northern flicker 
(1 80), American goldfinch (173), Brewer's 
sparrow (168), western meadowlark (163), 
American robin (99), eastern bluebird (95), tree 
swallow (92), and yellow warbler (91) .  Additional 
passerine species kriown to occur or l ikely to occur 
(Scott 1987, WGFD 1992) within the KPPA are 
listed in Appendix D in the DEIS (see also 
corrections to Appendix D in the FEIS) .  

Systematic surveys of passerines were conducted 
weekly within the Foote Creek Rim area and 
biweekly for the Simpson Ridge area between mid
February 1994 and mid-March 1995. The 
complete methodology for passerine surveys is 
described in Appendix A in the DEIS . Passerine 
sampling methodology and effon was equivalent 
between the western and eastern sides of Foote 
Creek Rim for late May 1994 through mid-March 
1995; therefore, data from these months are used 
for trend comparisons. The mean number of 
passerine species observed per survey along the 
western side of the rim peaked in May at 12.0 
species/survey, and then gradually declined 
throughout the summer and into the fall ; during 
December 1994 and January 1995, no passerines 
were identified to species [Figure 3 .3(A)] . This 
seasonal decline is a result of species that breed in 
the area moving south as the weather cools. The 
mean number of passerine species observed per 
survey along the eastern side of the rim peaked in 
June (26 passerine species/survey), and then, as 
with the western side, declined to < 1 
species/survey in December and January 
[Figure 3 .3(A)] . In every month, more passerine 
species were observed along the eastern side of the 
rim than along the western side. · This higher 
passerine species diversity is likely a reflection of 
the greater vegetational structure and diversity of 
habitats along the eastern edge of Foote Creek 
Rim. Grassland species (e.g . ,  horned lark and 
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Table 3 . 16 Flight Heights of Selected Species of Waterfowl and Sborebird!W aders Observed Flying Over 
or Immediately Adjacent to Foote Creek Rim, February 16, 1994 - March 17, 1995. 

Total No. of Flight Height Class1 
Taxonomic Group 
or Species 

mm�dwm -------------------------------------------in Sample 

Waterfowl 
Canada goose 

Mallard 

Shorebird/waders 

American white 
pelican 

California gull 

Common 
merganser 

Double-crested 
cormorant 

Great blue 
heron 

Long-billed 
dowitcher 

Franklin's gull 

Mountain plover 

Sandhill crane 

White-faced ibis 

A = 0-26 ft (0-8 m) 

205 

18 

33 

16 

10 

9 

19 

4()3 
47 

8 

B = 26-184 ft (8-56 m) 
C > 184 ft ( > 56 m) 
+ above rim 

below rim 

C- B-

5 (31) 

3 (6) 
3 (38) 

A- A +  

20 (10) 

1 (6) 

6 (38) 

10 (53) 

8 (17) 

1 (13) 

34 (17) 

8 (44) 

12 (75) 

10 (53) 

40 (85) 

2 (25) 

B +  

199 (97) 

7 (39) 

5 (15) 

5 (31) 

7 (70) 

8 (89) 

9 (47) 

8 (17) 

1 (13) 

C +  

73 (36) 
16 (89) 

28 (85) 

3 . (30) 

12 (100) 

9 (100) 

40 (100) 

2 (25) 
12 (100), 

Percentage of total number of inm�dual observations in parentheses; percentages do not total 100, since 
more than one flight height class may be assigned to a single observation. 
Represents a single observation of a flock of inm�duals. 
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Figure 3 . 3  The (A) Mean Number of Passerine Species Observed Per Survey and (B) Mean Number of 
Passerine Observations Per Survey Along the West and East Sides of Foote Creek Rim, May 
1 994 to March 1 995. 
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Brewer's blackbird) were frequently observed 
along the open western edge ofFoote Creek Rim, 
while species favoring mixed grassland/shrub 
habitats (e.g. ,  green-tailed towhee and northern 
flicker) were more common along the eastern edge 
of the rim. ' 

The mean number of passerine observations per 
survey along the western· side of Foote Creek Rim 
peaked in July (221 .25 observations/survey) and 
August (147.20 observations/survey), and then 
gradually declined through December and January 
(0 and 0.25 observations/survey, respectively) 
[Figure 3 .3(B)]. As with the western side, 
passerine observations along the eastern side of the 
rim peaked in July (279.00 observations/survey), 
and then declined through December (4.25 
observations/survey). The mean number of 
passerine observations/survey was greater along 
the eastern side than along the western side for 
every month surveyed. The relatively large 
number of observations in May for east and west 
Foote Creek Rim (149 and 144 observations/ 
survey, respectively) probably was a result of the 
compound effect of an influx of breeders mixing 
with northbound migrants. The large number of 
passerine observations in July along both sides of 
Foote . Creek Rim is probably the result of the 
offspring of local breeders entering the visible 
population. 

The number of passerine observations (i .e. ,  
between May 24, 1994 and March 17, 1995) at 
each survey location along both the western and 
eastern sides of Foote Creek Rim is portrayed in 
Figure 3 .4. Along the western side of Foote 
Creek Rim. passerines were most commonly 
observed between sample points 8 and 1 1 , and 
sample points 21 and 28 (Figure 3 .4) . These areas 
-of higher bird activity may differ from other areas 
along the western side of Foote Creek Rim in such 
variables as topography, habitat structure, and/or 
microclimate. That ponion of the eastern side of 
Foote Creek Rim surveyed for passerine 
observations (also between May 24, 1994 and 
March 17, 1995), on the other hand, possessed a 
relatively uniform amount of passerine activity 
along its length (Figure 3.4) . Only along the 
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northern and southern· end.s of the tn\nsect, where 
vegetation diversity and structure decrease, is there 
a drop in passerine observations. 

Although it is likely that the vast majority of 
passerines that migrate through the KPPA in the 
spring continue moving to points north of the area, 
many individuals ·stay and breed in the area (e.g . ,  
horned lark, mountain bluebird, northern flicker, 
western meadowlark). Riparian areas such as the 
Rock Creek and Medicine Bow drainages provide 
natural. corridors for migratory movements of 
passerines (i.e. , north-south), as do the north and 
south-oriented ridges in the KPPA. Although 
specific migratory movement patterns have not yet 
been determined for the KPPA, it is likely the 
majority of passerines migrating through the 
KPPA follow these natural features (Mariah 1993, 
1994a� 1995). In October 1993, several flocks of 
mountain bluebirds were observed moving south 
along the western. slope of Foote Creek Rim 
(Mariah 1993). Between September and 
November 1994, numerous flocks of passerines 
(e.g., horned lark, mountain bluebird, eastern 
bluebird, northern flicker, pine siskin, ·  purple 
finch, rosy finch, dark-eyed junco) were observed 
flying south along the rim. One large flock 
(approximately 460 birds) of purple finches was 
observed moving south along the eastern edge of 
Foote Creek Rim on September 28, 1994 (Mariah 
1994a}. 

The flight heights of passerines observed within 
the Foote Creek Rim area are presented in 
Table 3. 17. The four most commonly observed 
species (horned lark, Brewer's blackbird, cliff 
swallow, and mountain bluebird) are presented 
separately from the other passerine species due to 
their prevalence in the total sample. In general, 
passerines were observed flying 0-26 ft (0-8 m) 
below the rim and 0-26 ft (0-8 m) above the rim 
more frequently than in any other height classes . 
Since most observations of flyirig passerines were 
of birds moving during local foraging ·bouts , it 
WO\lld be expected that their flight height would be 
relatively low. Horned larks (89 % )  and mountain 
bluebirds (87 %) were observed more frequently in 
the 0-26 ft (0-8 m) flight height class than cliff 
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Figure 3 .4 Number of Passerines Observed Along the West and East Sides of Foote Creek Rim, May 
1994 to March 1995 . 
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swallows (65 %), Brewer's blackbirds (60%), or -
other passerines (55 %) .  These species tend to 
perch and forage on the ground or on low 
structures (i.e. , fences) on the rimtop. Relatively 
few passerines fly at the height of the proposed 
wind turbine rotors. 

3.2.2.7 Amphibians and Reptiles 

Based on range and habitat preference (Stebbins 
1966; Baxter and Stone 1985), three amphibian 
and three reptile species are likely to occur within 
the KPPA. Amphibian species include tiger 
salamander, chorus frog, and leopard frog. 
Amphibians on the KPPA primarily occur in and 
adjacent to ephemeral , intermittent, and perennial 
water habitats . Reptile species ; potentially 
occurring on the KPPA include sagebrush lizard, 

. shon-homed lizard, and western terrestrial garter 
snaice. Historic habitat for the federally 
endangered Wyoming toad· occurs in the Rock 
Creek drainage east of Foote Creek Rim (see 
Section 3 .2.3 .3) [Wyoming Natural Diversity 
Database (WNDD) 1994). 

3.2.2.8 Fisheries 

Oberholtzer (1985) provides a comprehensive 
survey of fish species within all of the major 
drainages in the KPPA. The only WGFD Class 3 
stream (WDEQ Class 2 surface water) within or 
immediately adjacent to the KPPA is the section of 
Rock Creek immediately east of Foote Creek Rim. 
A WGFD Class 3 stream is a trout fishery of 
statewide importance (WGFD 1991}. A WDEQ 
Class 2 surface water currently supports game fish 
or has the potential to suppon game fish 
populations (WDEQ 1990) . Game fish species 
within this section of Rock Creek are rainbow 
trout, brown trout, and brook trout (personal 
communication, May 15,  1995 with Don Miller, 
WGFD); nongame species include creek chub, 
longnose dace, white sucker, and longnose sucker. 
WGFD provides public access to Rock Creek in 
several locations . 

The Medicine Bow River, Wagonhound Creek, 
and Foote Creek are all WGFD Class 4 streams 

and WDEQ Class 2 surface waters . WGFD 
Class 4 streams are considered low production 
trout waters that may be fisheries of local 
importance, but are generally incapable of 
sustaining substantial fishing pressure (WGFD 
1991).  The section of the Medicine Bow River 
within the KPPA supports a variety offish species, 
including brown trout, rainbow trout, walleye, 
longnose dace, longnose sucker, white sucker, 
common carp, creek chub, silver shiner, and 
johnny darter. W agonhound Creek, which flows 
through the Wick Unit sopthwest of the Foote 
Creek Rim, contains primarily brown trout, as 
well as several nongame species already mentioned· 
(personal communication, May 15, 1995 with Don 
Miller, WGFD). Foote Creek, which flows along 
the western side of Foote Creek Rim, contains 
rainbow trout arid a few brook trout. 

The remainder of the drainages within the KPPA 
(i.e. , Dry Creek; Watkins Creek; Bear Creek; and 
FirSt, Second, and Third Sand Creeks) are either 
intermittent/ephemeral streams that do notsuppon 
any fish populations or are perennial streams that 
may suppon small populations of brook trout and 
nongame species (Oberholtzer 1985). 

Lakes or reservoirs within- or adjacent to the 
KPPA may contain game fish, but are dependent 
upon private or state restocking efforts to maintain 
viable populations. Two reservoirs immediately 
east of Foote Creek Rim are privately owned and 
are managed as trout fishing clubs by local 
ranchers . East Allen Lake, located northeast of 
the KPPA, is a popular public trout fishery for 
Carbon and Albany County residents . 

3.2.3 Threatened and Endaneered/State 
Sensitive Species 

The ESA (16 U .S .C. 153 1 - 1543) protects listed 
T &E plant and animal species and their critical 
habitats. To ensure compliance with this act, a 
Biological Assessment (BA) analyzing the effects 
of the proposed project on T &E and candidate 
species was prepared and submitted to the USFWS 
in February 1995. A biological opinion will be 
obtained from USFWS prior to issuing the ROD 
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Table 3 . 17  Flight Heights of Passerines Observed Within the Foote Creek Rim Area, 1994- 1 995. 

Taxonomic Total Number Flight Height Class1 
Group or of Individuals 
Species in Sample C- B- A- A +  B +  C -+-

Brewer's 444 2 ( < 1) 9 (2) 37 (8) 266 (60) 90 (20) 5 ( 1) 
blackbird 

Cliff swallow 372 10 (3) 45 ( 12) 174 (47) 240 (65) 29 (8) 21 (6) 

Homed lark 4,098 20 ( < 1)Z 71 (2) 671 (16) 3,647 (89) 520 (13) 12 ( < 1 )  

Mountain 353 1 ( < 1 )  6 (2) 53 (15) 306 (87) 96 (27) 0 (0) 
bluebird -

Other 1,293 6 ( < 1) 227 (18) 689 (53) 717 (65) 275 (21) 6 ( < 1 )  
passerines 

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Total 6,560 

A = 0-26 ft (0-8 m) 
B = 26-184 ft (8-56 m) 
C = > 184 ft ( > 56 m} 
+ - above rial 

= below rim 

39 (1) 358 (5) 1,624 (25) 5,176 (79) 1010 (15) 44 (1)  

2 Percentage of total number of individual observations in parentheses; percentages may not total 100, since 
more than one flight height class may be assigned to a single observation. 

for this project. · The BA is available from the 
BLM. In addition, surveys for T&E and candidate 
species will be conducted on a case-by-case basis 
as directed by the USFWS and BLM as 
components of the pre-construction process . 

The USFWS was contacted to initiate informal 
consultation and to obtain a list of T &E species 
potentially present within and adjacent to the 
KPPA . Their response indicated that the bald 
eagle, peregrine falcon, black-footed ferret and 
whooping crane are the only T&E species that 
may occur in or adjacent to the KPPA ; however, 
numerous candidate species for federal listing also 
occur or potentially occur in the area (Table 3 . 1 8) .  
In addition, observation records obtained from the 
WGFD and WNDD provided a list of state 
sensitive species that occur on or adjacent to the 
KPPA . 

Species that are proposed for listing as T &E are 
grouped into one of three candidate categories: 
Category 1 (Cl} ,  Category 2 (C2), or Category 3 

· (3C). C 1  species are those for which the USFWS 
has sufficient data to list as T&E. but for which 
proposed rules have not yet been issued . C2 
species are those that are being considered for 
l isting, but for which sufficient data are not yet 
available for a l isting decision . 3C species are 
those that were once considered for l isting as 
T &E, but now no longer receive such 
consideration; they are either more widespread or 
abundant than previously bel ieved or are not 

· subject to identifiable .threats . State sensitive and 
WNDD designations are defined in the footnotes 
of Table 3 . 1 8 . · 

Although whooping cranes may migrate through 
the KPPA, there have been no observations of this 
species in the area (WGFD 1994a) ; therefore, this 
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species is not addressed further in this EIS. Since 
there will be no downstream water depletion of the 
Platte River due to the proposed project, such 
downstream T &E species as the piping plover, 
least tern, and pallid sturgeon will not be impacted 
by the project and are not addressed further in the 
EIS . 

TEC&S animal and plant species occurring or 
potentially occurring on or adjacent to the KPPA 
are discussed below. 

3.2.3 . 1  Mammals 

. Black-footed Ferret. This federally endangered 
species was once distributed throughout the high 
plains of the Rocky. Mountain and western Great 

· Plains regions (Forrest et al . 1985). Prairie dogs 
are the main food source of BFFs (Sheets et al. 
1972) and few ferrets have been historically 
collected away from prairie dog colonies (Forrest 
et al. 1985). BFFs were considered extinct until 
a small population was discovered near Meeteetse, 
Wyoming, . in 198 1 .  Following outbreaks of 
canine distemper, surviving ferrets were brought 
into captivity and a captive breeding program was 
initiated (USFWS 1988) . BFFs were reintroduced 
in the Shirley Basin region of central Wyoming in 
199 1 ;  this reintroduction effort continues with the 
aid of annual supplemental releases . 

One probable BFF sighting was reported in August 
1988, in an area along the southern border of the 
Simpson Ridge area (Jobman 1992). This is the 
most recent potential observation of a BFF within 
or adjacent to the KPPA. No BFF sightings have 
been confirmed in the KPPA since the 
reintroduction of ferrets into Shirley Basin 
(personal communication, 1993, with Bob Oakleaf, 
Nongame Coordinator, WGFD). Several historic 
sightings of BFFs have been recorded in an area 
north and east of Foote Creek Rim and Alternate 3 
(WNDD 1993b, 1994) . 

Approximately 35 % (19, 107 ac) of the Simpson 
Ridge area is classified as BFF PMZ2 (Map 3 .  9) . 
PMZs are areas designated by the WGFD, BLM, 
and USFWS to assist in the management of the 

BFF reintroduction effort (WGFD and BLM 
1991 ). PMZ1 (Shirley Basin) was established as 
the preferred release site in the Management Area 
and PMZ2 (Medicine Bow) was designated as a 
secondary · release site. Ferrets have been 
reintroduced into PMZ 1 under an experimental/ 
nonessential designation, and movement outside of 
the PMZ is anticipated as the ferrets become 
established and disperse throughout the area. The 
area south and east of the North Platte River was 
declared ferret-free prior to the reintroduction of 
ferrets in Shirley Basin (WGFD and BLM 1991 ). 
BFF searches would not be required by the 
WGFD, BLM, and USFWS within the KPPA due 
to the experimental/nonessential designation and 
management guidelines presented in the ferret plan 
(WGFJ;> and BLM 1991) .  

Although it is very unlikely that BFFs are present 
on or near the KPP A, white-tailed prairie dog 
colonies are scattered throughout the KPPA and 
adjacent areas and could provide a potential prey 
base and suitable habitat for ferrets. Prairie dog 
colonies within the Foote Creek Rim area and 
along Alternate 3 were mapped in June 1994. 
Three historic prairie dog colonies encompass 
approximately 979 ac (20%)  of the Foote Creek 
Rim area; the acreage covered by active prairie 
dog colonies is smaller. Alternate .3 passes 
through approximately 6.7 mi (10.7 km) of 
historic prairie dog colonies (8 1 ac), some of 
which are greater than 500 ac in size . 

Long-legged Myotis CBat) . This C2 species is one 
of eight small mouse-eared bats known to occur in 
Wyoming. Long-legged myotis l ive throughout 
the western half of North America and have been 
reported as the most abundant mouse-eared bat in 
the western United States (Clark and Stromberg 
1987, WGFD 1992) . .  They have been observed in 
a variety of habitats in Wyoming, including 
coniferous (e.g . ,  ponderosa pine) and deciduous 
forests, basin-prairie and mountain-foothills 
shrublands, and riparian areas. Long-legged 
myotis nest in tree hollows, snags, buildings, rock 
crevices , mines, and caves . This species may 
hibernate in Wyoming during the winter, and is 
extremely susceptible to disturbance during 
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Table 3 . 1 8  Threatened, Endangered, Candidate, and Swe Sensitive (TEC&S) Animal and Plant 
Species Known to Occur or Potentially Occurring Within the KPPA.'  

Date of Last 
Common Name Location2 Obaervation' Status• 

Mammals 
Black-footed ferret Several historic observations north August 1988 LE. 1-WYGF, S I ,  GI  

. and east of FCRA and Alternate 3; (probable) 
most recent probable observation 
along the southern boundary of the 
SRA; potential resident of prairie 
dog colonies within the area 

Hoary bat Approximately 2.0 mi (3.2 km) May 16, 1992 Ill-WYGF, 53 , GS 
south of the FCRA 

Long-legged myotis (bat) Likely visitor (potential resident) C2. SS?, G5 
of the KPPA 

North American lynx Approximately 3.0 mi (4.8 km) September 26, 1987 C2, III-WYGF, 52. G5 
south of the fCRA 

. Swift fox Potential visitor to grassland C2, 53, G4 
habitats within the KPPA 

White-footed mouse Approximately 4.0 mi (6.4 km) July 24, 1979 III-WYGF, 53, GS 
north ofthe SRA 

Birds 
American bittern Approximately 3.0 mi (4.8 km) July 8, 1985 11-WYGF, S2B, SZN, G4 

northwest of the SRA 

American white pelican Numerous observations both within 1994 1-WYGF, SIB, S3N, G3 
and adjacent to the KPPA 

Baird's sparrow Unlikely summer visitor to the C2, S2?, G3 
KPPA 

Bald eagle Numerous observations throughout 1995 LT, SIB,  S2N, G3 
the KPPA; a single active nest 
within 2.0 mi (3.2 km) ofthe SRA 

Bush tit Two observations along June I3 ,  I 986 III-WYGF. S3B, SZN,  
Wagonhound Creek, approximately G5 
4.0 mi (6.4 km) west of the 
southern FCRA 

Caspian tern Two observations approximately I 994 1-WYGF. S I B .  SJN. G5 
I .O mi (1 .6 km) east of FCR 

Fc:rruginous hawk Numerous observations throughout I 995 C2. Il l-WYGF, S4B, 
the KPPA SZN. G4 

Great blue heron Numerous observations throughout I 994 III-WYGF. S4B, S4N .  
the: KPPA G5 

Loggerhead shrike Several observations throughout I 994 C2. S4B. SZN. G4 
FCR 

Long-billed curlew Approximately 0.5 mi (0.8 km) April !7 ,  I 987 3C, III-WYGF, S3B, 
south of the SRA S4N ,  G5 

Merlin Several observations along FCR I 994 11-WYGF, 52, SJB. 
and the southeastern SRA. SZN , G4 
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Table 3 . 1 8  (Continued) 

I Date of Last 
Common Name Location2 Ob.erva!ioa' Stuus4 • 

I Birds (Continued) 
Mountain plover Numerous observations on top of 1994 CI ,  S3B, S4N, G3 

FC�; plover chicks observed , 

I during Juae'ud July 

Northern goshawk Southern FCR ud approximately I994 C2, S4B, SZN, G4 
1 .0 mi (1 .6 km) east of FCR 

I 
Peregrine falcon Numerous observations along FCR 1994 LE, SIB, SIN, G3T2 

ud northwest of the SRA 

Plain titmouse Several observations along the 1994 111-WYGF, S3B. SZN, 
eastern slope of FCR GS I Tnnnpeter swan Approximately 4.0 mi (6.4 km) October 23' I988 C2, 1-WYGF, 5 1 ,  S2B, 
east-northeast of the SRA; unlikely S2N, G4 
migrant through the area 

I Upland sandpiper Several oblerva!ions on central ud I994 11-WYGF, S2B, S3N, GS 
northem FCR 

Western burrowing owl Three observations, two north ud April 27, I986 C2, 11-WYGF, 52, S3B, 

I oae approximately 0.5 mi (0.8 km) SZN, GS 
south of the SRA 

Western snowy plover Potential rare miput through the 3C, SI ,  G4? 
KPPA 

I �faced ibis Thirteen observations on ud I994 C2, 1-WYGF, SIB, S2N, 
adjacent to FCRA ud two GS 
observa!ions 2.o-3.0 mi (3 .2-
4.8 km) northwest of tbe SRA 

I Whooping ciaJie Unlikely miput through tbe area LE, SHB, S1N, G1 

Amphibians and Reptiles 

I Wyoming toad · Possible historic habitat in Rock LE, 51 , GSTI 
. Creek Drainage east of the FCRA 

I Eastern short-homed lizard Two observations in the SRA and 1994 C2, SS, GS 
one on FCR 

Plants 

I Bun milk-vetch . Northern end of Alternate ROWs June 1920 WYLST 2. 53, G3 

Contracted Indian ricegrass Potential habitat throughout the C2, WYLST 2, S2, 
KPPA G4T2 

I Slender-trumpet ipomopsis Approximately 3 .0 mi (4.8 km) August 9, 1993 WYLST 3, S l .  G? 
west-southwest of the southern 
FCRA 

I Ute lady's tresses Potential occurrence in wetland LT. WYLST 1 ,  S1 , G2 
areas throughout the KPPA 

I 
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Table 3 . 18 (Conti�ued) 

WNDD (1993b, 1994); WGFD (1994); Mariah (1994a, 1995). 
FCRA • Foote Creek Rim Area. 
SRA • Simploo RidJe Area • 
FCR • Foole Crwk Rim. 
All ob�el'\lationa made in 1994 and 1995 occurred u a.-ut of raptor and paiMriDe field 1Utvey1 (Mariah 1994&, 1995). 
Stacua definitiou a1 given by the WNDD (1991 . 1993a) . 

Federal StaCUI: 
LE 
LT • 

C1 

C2 

3C • 

State Stacua: 
1-WYGF 

D-WYGF 

m-WYGF a 

WNDD StaCUI: 
WYLST 1 

WYLST 2 • 

WYLST 3 

SJ  

52 

53 

54 

SH 

SZN = 

Gl 

G2 

Final • August 1995 

Lilted aa federally eodanprecl. 
Lilted a• Werally threatened. 
USFWS Notice of Review, Category 1 .  Species for which current information 1Upporu the biological 
appropriatenell of propoting to Jilt aa endanprecl or threatened, but propoeecl rulu have .not yet been iiiUed. 
USFWS Notice of Review, Category 2. Species for which currant information indicatu lhat prop01ing to lilt 
u eodanprecl or threatened ia poaaibly appropriate, but illlufticiant information ia on file to IUppon an 
immediate ruling. 
USFWS Notice of Review, Category 3C. Taxa lhat were once conaiderecl for listing as endangered or 
threatened, but DOW no longer receive 1uch co01ideration. Taxa are more wideapread or abundant than 
previou1ly believed, or are not IUbjec:t to identifiable threau. 

Priority I; includes federally endangered aod threatened wildlife. Alao includu ..,.ciu in need of immediate 
attention and active management to en111re lhat extirpation or a ligniticant decline in the breeding population 
dou not occur. 
Priority D; includu apeciu which are in need of additional. lllldy to determine whelher inlenaive management 
ia wai'I'Uited or whedler low-level mana,_m (IUch u JllOIIitoriDa papul&tion trend•) will IUftice. Until 
inlenaive manaJeiiMDI i1 -ry, low-level III&II&J&�Mftl will be implement8d. Priority m; includu ..,.cia whote needs lbould be accommodated in reaource manapment planning. 
However, inlenaive �JenMDI programa to maintain or eahance populationa are not warranted at pre&elll. 
PopulatiODI of th- apecies lhould be IIIOJiitorecl to delermine if low levela of management continue to be 
adequate. KnowleciJe of eome of� lptiCiea often ia vay limited. 

HiJb priority; ccmtaina: 1) apeciu lhat are wlDerable to extinction throuJhout their ranp or within Wyomiq; 
2) Werally iiated and propoaed threatened aad endaDpnld ..,.cia, C l  and C2 c&Ddidatu, and U.S. Forat 
Service (USFS) and BLM 1e111itive ..,.cie�; and 3) apecie� lhat tre regionally rare or aiJDificantly di1junct, but 
which pre&elllly have DO formil protection .. cu •. 
Medium priority; contains: 1) apeciea on de�irnated watch n .. for federal lands, or lhat are being 
recommended for watch li .. by the WNDD; aad 2) ocher apeciea lhat are IUip4ldecl to be moderately rare 
aad/or aoiMWbat threatened globally or regionally. 
Low priority; ccmtainl: 1) apec:ie& lhat were previoualy conaidered hiJher priority for protection, but which 
have been down-I'&Dked as new information ha• become available; aad 2) ..,.ciea lhat are rare in Wyoming but 
common and aec:ure in adjacent areaa. 
Critically imperiled in WyOmiq bec:aule of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or very few remaining 
individual•) or .becauR of aome factor( I) making it e..,.cially wlnerable to extirpation within the ltlte. 
S 18 = Statewide breeding .. cu. of S 1 .  
S I N  ... StateWide nonbreeding .. cu s  of S 1 . 
Imperiled in Wyoming because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences or few remaining individual&) or because of aome 
factor(&) making it very vulnerable to extirpation within the lUte. 
528 = Statewide breeding 1tatus of 52. 
S2N = Statewide nonbreeding ltltus of 52. 
Rare or uncommon in Wyoming (on the order of 21 to 100 occurrences). 
538 = Statewide breeding ltltu& of 53 . 
S3N = Statewide nonbreeding status of 53 . 
Apparently �eeure in Wyoming with many occurrences. 
548 = Statewide breeding atacus of S4. 
S4N = Statewide nonbreeding status of S4. 
Historical occurrence in the &tate, perhaps having not been verified in the past 20 years, and suapected to still 
be extant. Upon verification of an existing occurrence. SH rank elements would typically receive an S I rank. 
SH8 = Statewide breeding status of SH. 
Species which are not of significant concern when migrating through or wintering in Wyoming. This includes 
relatively uncommon migranu in the ltlte with irregular, tran1itory, or diapened occurrences. Includes rare 
apecies for which importimt habitali that. could be protec:tecl are difficult or impoailible to define. Also refers 
to abundant apec:ies wintering in, or rrugrating through, Wyoming. 
Critically imperiled globally because of extreme rarity (5 or fewer occurrences or very few remaining 
individual&) or becaule of aome factor( a) making it especially vulnerable to extinction. 
Imperiled globally because of rarity (6 to 20 occurrences) or because of facton demonstrably making it 
vulnerable to extinction. 
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Table 3 . 1 8  (Continued) 

03 = Either very rare .and local throughout its ranp, found locally (even abundant at acme location�) in • I"NNric:ted 
ranp. or wlnerable to extinction throughout iu l'UII•· 
031'2 • SublpKiubaa G2 .. 1111. 

G4 • Apparently NCUre rlobally, tbough it may be quite rare in puu of its ranp, upecially at tbe periphery. 
G4T2 = Sub�pKiea has G2 .. IUs. 

OS "' Demollltrably �eeure globally and -ntially ineradicable UDder p-t c011Clitiona. 
OSTI • Sub�pKies has 01 .. IUs. 

0? .. Exact global .. tua unknown. 

hibernation. Long-legged myotis feed exclusively 
on flying insects, especially moths. 

Although long-legged myotis have not been 
observed in the KPPA, this may, at least in pan, 
be due to the nocturnal activity of this species. It 
is l ikely that this bat species occasionally forages 
over habitats within the KPPA; however, it is 
unlikely that it is a common resident or visitor in 
the area. 

North American Lynx. A . C2 species, North 
American lynx are found in extensive tracts of 
high elevation, dense coniferous forests; they favor 
areas containing subalpine fir ·. and Englemann . 
spruce (WGFD 1992). Lynx prey on snowshoe 

· hares, mice, grouse, and squirrels, and often 
occupy areas of heavy winter snow accumulations 
(Clark and Stromberg 1987). 

WGFD records indicate that a lynx was sighted 
3 mi south of Foote Creek Rim in 1987, along the 
edge of the Medicine Bow National Forest. No 
other lynx sightings have been reported in · the 
area. Because the KPPA lies outside typical lynx 
habitat, this species is not anticipated to frequent 
the project area; shon duration VISits during 
hunting forays may· occasionally occur during 
winter months . 

Swift Fox. The swift fox, a C2 species, is a 
resident of the northern Great Plains, from the 
Rocky Mountain foothills to Texas (Clark and 
Stromberg 1987). In Wyoming, · this species 
inhabits the eastern Great Plains grasslands, 
occasionally utilizing agricultural lands and 
irrigated native meadows . Prey items include 
small mammals, insects, and birds (WGFD 1992). 

No recent sightings of swift fox have been 
reported on or near the KPPA. However, much 
of the KPPA is potential $Wift fox habitat. Swift 
fox may, at least infrequently, use the KPPA and 
adjacent areas. 

State Sensitive Species. Two state sensitive 
mammal species have been observed in the vicinity 
of the KPPA: the hoary bat and white-footed 
mouse. 

The relatively large hoary bat inhabits greasewood 
flats, shortgrass prairies, and aspen/pine forests 
(Clark and Stromberg 1987). Although this bat 
has been observed throughout the state, the overall 
rarity of observations has resulted in a poor 
understanding of the biology of this species. A 
hoary bat was observed about 2 mi (3 km) south 
of Foote Creek Rim in 1992 (WGFD 1994b), and 
it is likely that this species occurs within the 
KPPA during the summer months. 

A white-footed mouse was collected approximately 
4 mi (6 km) north of the Simpson Ridge area in 
1979 (WGFD 1994b) . This mouse species 
generally occurs east of the Rocky Mountains 
(Bun and' Grossenheider 1976, Clark and 
Stromberg 1987) ; it is at the western extreme of 
its range in the vicinity of .the KPPA. White
footed mice inhabit deciduous woodlands and 
associated riparian habitats (Clark and Stromberg 
1987) . Although it is probably not a common 
species in the vicinity of the KPP A, it may occur 
along such wooded drainages as the Medicine Bow 
River and Rock Creek. 
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3.2.3.2 Birds 

Bald Eagle. The bald eagle is a federally 
threatened species which requires cliffs, large 
trees, or sheltered canyons · associated with 
concentrated food sources (e.g.,  fisheries or 
waterfowl concentration areas) for nesting and/or 
roosting areas (Edwards 1969 , Snow 1973 , Call 
1978, Steenhof 1978, Peterson 1986) . Bald eagles 
forage widely during the non-nesting season (i .e. , 
fall and winter) and scavenge on animal carcasses 
such as deer and elk. 

During 1 994, one active bald eagle nest was 
documented approximately 2 mi (3 km) south of 
the Simpson Ridge area. It is located 
approximately 5 mi (8 km) northwest of Elk 
Mountain, Wyoming, and is visible from 1-80. 
One immature bald eagle successfully fledged from 
this nest in 1994. 

Bald eagles have been observed throughout the 
KPPA (Mariah 1994a, 1995; W GFD 1994b) . 
Thirty-seven bald �gle observations occurred 
within the Foote Creek Rim area during raptor and 
passerine surveys conducted between February 
1994 and March 1995. Twenty-two of the · 
observations (59 % )  were immature bald eagles, 
while the remaining 15 observations (41 %) were 
adults . No ponion of the rim was excluded from 
use by bald eagles, although bald eagle 
observations were most common in ttte western 
and northern ponions of the rim. The majority of 
bald eagle observations occurred either over or 
immediately adjacent to the top of Foote Creek 
Rim (see Maps 3.4C and 3 .40) .  

· Thineen bald eagle observations occurred within 
1 mi of the Simpson Ridge area; ten of these were 
adult birds (77% )  and three were juveniles (23 % ) .  
Ten of  these observations were of  immature ( 1 )  
and adult (9) bald eagles immediately south of 1-80 
on the southern boundary of the Simpson Ridge 
area. Two immature bald eagles were observed in 
the northern portion of the Simpson Ridge area. 
One adult was observed flying across Highway 72 
near the central ponion of the Simpson Ridge 

area. Seven (54%)  of the bald eagle observations 
occurred in August and September of 1994. 

Although bald eagles apparently did not nest 
within the KPPA during 1994, it is likely that they 
use the area for foraging throughout the year. No 
communal winter bald eagle roosts are known to 
occur within the KPPA, but it is l ikely that 
cottonwood trees along the Medicine Bow River, 
Rock Creek, Foote Creek, and other perennial 
drainages within the area are regularly used as 
perches in the winter (personal communication, 
June 1994, with Bob Oakleaf, Nongame 
Coordinator, WGFD). Wintering bald eagles are 
known to feed on road-killed deer in the area 
(personal communication, 1993, with Bob Oakleaf, 
Nongame Coordinator, WGFD), and the Rock 
Creek drainage east of Foote Creek Rim may also 
serve as a bald eagle wintering site. 

Peregrine Falcon. A federally endangered species, 
peregrine falcons nest on tall cliffs, usually within 
1 .0 mi ( 1 .6 km) of a stream, river, or extensive 
brush or woodlands. These habitats provide 
concentrated food sources and open areas to hunt 
(Call 1978, Snow 1972) . Peregrine falcons nest 
on substantial rock outcrops (usually southern 
exposure) in small caves or on overhanging ledges 
large enough to accommodate three to four full
grown nestlings (Wilderness Research Institute 
1979) . Peregrine falcons feed almost exclusively 
on birds, many of which are associated with 
riparian zones and large bodies of water (i.e. , 
waterfowl) .  

While no known peregrine falcon nests were 
observed in the 1 994 nesting survey area. 
peregrine falcons have been observed within the 
KPPA. WGFD personnel reponed two sightings 
of peregrine falcons 5 mi (8 km) northwest of the 
Simpson Ridge area in June of 1983 
(WGFD 1 994b). Twenty-three observations of 
peregrine falcons occurred in the Foote Creek Rim 
area between February 1 6 ,  1994 and March 1 7, 
1 995; the majority of these obs�rvations ( 14,  or 
61 %) occurred between July 19 and October 3 ,  
1994. (Inclusion of  instantaneous observations 
recorded during raptor surveys on Foote Creek 
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Rim resulted in slightly inflated numbers of total 
peregrine falcon and · ferruginous hawk 
observations in the DEIS because some birds were 
counted several times. The FEIS totals have been 
modified accordingly. Please note, however, that 
instantaneous observations are included on raptor 
distribution/use maps, to give a better indication of 
actual use.) Although peregrine falcons were 
observed along the length of the rim, 
approximately 65 % of these observations (15) 
were along the western side of the rim. Sixteen 
observations (70%) occurred directly over the rim, 
and another 6 (26% )  occurred within 328 ft 
( 100 m) of the rim edge (see Maps 3. 16A and 
3 . 16B). Three peregrine falcon observations 
occurred within the Simpson Ridge area during 
avian surveys in August "1994. 

It is possible, due to the relatively large number of 
observations throughout the spring and summer, 
that peregrine falcon$. nest within or immediately 
adjacent to the KPPA. However, no peregrine 
falcon nests were found during the 1994 raptor 
nest survey, and the availability of suitable nesting 
cliffs in the area is l imited.· Also, no peregrine 
falcon nest records occur in the WGFD Wildlife 
Observation System database for the KPPA or 
surrounding region (WGFD 1994b). See response 
to comment AE90 in Section 8.2. 1 .3 of the FEIS 
for additional information on peregrine falcon nest 
surveys. 

The KPPA, especially Foote Creek Rim, is 
occasionally used for hunting by peregrine falcons; 
several ponds and lakes immediately east of Foote 
Creek Rim provide an abundant source of potential 
waterfowl and shorebird prey. It is likely that 
wintering or migrating peregrine falcons also use 
the KPPA on occasion. 

Mountain Plover. The mountain plover is a Cl 
species inhabiting the high, dry shongrass plains 
east of the Rocky Mountains (Dinsmore 1983). 
The focus of breeding activity appears to be 
southeastern Wyoming and eastern Colorado 
(Graul and Webster 1976) . Graul and Webster 
( 1976) noted that mountain plover nesting habitat 
is associated with blue grama and buffalo grass, 

although any short grass, very short shrub (e.g. ,  
saltbrush), or cushion plant type could be 
considered nesting habitat. Breeding bird surveys 
between 1 966 and 1987 show an overall decline in 
the Continental population of mountain plovers 
{USFS 1994a) . Surveys completed in 1991  
indicate that only 4,360 to 5,6 10  mountain plovers 
remain on the North American continent {USFS 
1994b) . Loss of breeding habitat due to 
cultivation and prey base declines resulting from 
pesticide use are major threats to mountain plover 
survival (Wiens and Dyer 1975). 

While mountain plovers have not been observed on 
the Simpson Ridge area, they were routinely 
observed throughout early and mid-summer on top 
of Foote Creek Rim in 1994. Two hundred thirty
four observations of mountain plovers , 
representing approximately 15-20 breeding pairs, 
were recorded on Foote Creek Rim during the 
spring and summer of 1994 (Mariah 1994a). One 
nest was located during 1994� and all three eggs 
successfully hatched in mid-July; most 
observations in mid-summer were of adults with 
chicks of various ages. Habitat on ,top of Foote 
Creek Rim is monotypic, shortgrass prairie, which 
would suggest a random, area-wide plover 
distribution. Observations, however, indicate that 
plovers show a preference for the eastern 
(leeward) side of Foote Creek Rim (Map 3 . 17) ;  an 
average of 5.6 plover observations per survey was 
recorded for the eastern side compared to 1 . 1  
plover observations per survey on the western side 
for the ten survey periods between May 24 and 
July 26, 1994 (date of last observation). The 
majority (54%)  of mountain plover flight 
observations were at heights between 0 and 26 ft 
(0-8 m) above the rim; approximately 26% 
(3 observations) were at proposed wind turbine 
rotor levels [i .e. , 26-1 84 ft (8-56 m)] .  

Baird's Sparrow. This C2 species is a common 
summer resident of the upper Great Plains states 
(Scott 1987).. The Baird's sparrow is rare in 
Wyoming; it is most likely to occur along the 
eastern edge of the state, where it prefers mid- to 
tall grass prairie and hay meadows (Dorn and Dorn 
1990, WGFD 1992). 
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Map 3 . 1 7  Distribution of Mountain Plover Sightings ,  Foote Creek Rim (n = 234) . 
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Baird's sparrows have not been observed within or 
adjacent to the KPPA. However, since this 
species has been occasionally observed in the 
shongrass prairies of eastern Wyoming, it should 
be considered an unlikely summer visitor to the 
KPPA. Any Baird's sparrows observed within the 
KPPA would probably be vagrant individuals 
temporarily feeding and resting in the area: 

Ferruginous Hawk. The ferruginous hawk is a C2 
species that breeds in semi-arid plains and 
intermountain areas of the Great Basin and Great 
Plains (Evans 1983). This species often nests on 
low cliffs, buttes, and cutbanks (Call 1978), as 
well as in junipers or sagebrush along the edges of 
pinyon-juniper communities . Ferruginous hawks 
feed primarily on small to medium-sized mammals 
such as jackrabbits, cottontail rabbits, ground 

. squirrels and prairie dogs (Sherrod 1978) . 

One hundred· sixty-six observations of ferruginous 
hawks occurred on the Foote Creek Rim area 
between February 16, 1994 and March 17, 1995 
(Mariah 1994a, 1995) . Many of these 
observations were of juvenile birds soaring in a 
relatively concentrated area along the western edge 
of the nonhern ponion of the rim. Most 
ferruginous hawk observations were either 
immediately over or within 328 ft (100 m) of the 
rim. 

Twenty-one ferruginous hawk observations were 
noted · for the Simpson Ridge area, with 
approximately half (52 % )  occurring in the 
immediate vicinity of Simpson Ridge. It is 
anticipated · that ferruginous hawks use the entire 
Simpson Ridge area, although only a ponion of 
this area has been routinely surveyed . 

Approximately 98 ferruginous hawk nests were 
found with in the 1994 raptor nest survey area; the 
majority (67 .3 % )  were located within the Simpson 
Ridge area and associated 2-mi (3-km) buffer 
(Table 3 . 1 3) .  Thirty-one ferruginous hawk nests 
were located within the Foote Creek Rim area and 
associated 10-mi ( 16.;km) buffer. Eighteen 
ferruginous hawk nests were active in 1994 

. (Table 3 . 1 3).  Nest success was known for all 

1 1  nests, and was 91  % .  Average number of 
young fledged for the ferruginous hawk was 
2.20± 0.9 19 .  

Loggerhead Shrilce. In Wyoming, the loggerhead 
shrike, a C2 species, inhabits sagebrush-grasslands 
associated with stands of pinyon-juniper and larger 
shrubs (WGFD 1992). These habitats provide 
ample open areas in which to forage for insects 
and small vertebrates (Craig 1978, Bystrak 1983 ), 
as well as trees and shrubs in which to build their 
large, bulky nests (Graber et al.  1973) .  Declines 
in loggerhead shrike populations have been noted 
over the past 40 years. and the declines appear to 
be most significant near the periphery of their 
range (Bystrak 1983). Reasons for the decline are 
unknown; habitat changes and pesticide use may 
play a role. 

Seventeen loggerhead shrike observations were 
recorded for the Foote Creek Rim area between 
May 1 and September 9, 1994 (Mariah 1994a, 
1995). Founeen of these observations (82.4%) 
were along the eastern edge and slope of the rim 
in areas of sagebrush-grassland interspersed with 
trees and large shrubs. No observations of 
loggerhead shrikes were made within the Simpson 
Ridge area during avian surveys (Mariah 1994a, 
1995), however one individual was incidentally 
observed in July 1995. 

Although loggerhead shrike nests have not been 
observed on the KPPA, it is likely that nesting 
does occur along the sagebrush draws and riparian 
areas located within the project area (e.g . ,  tree and 
shrub areas along the eastern slope of Foote Creek 
Rim) . Most of the KPPA provides habitats 
conducive to shrike foraging and hunting activities . 

Northern Goshawk. The northern goshawk, a C2 
species, inhabits coniferous forests , especially 
those with a significant Douglas fir and lodgepole 
pine component (WGFD 1 992). Goshawks forage 
in a variety of habitats, including sagebrush- · 
grassland areas adjacent to stands of coniferous 
forest. Prey items include small mammals, 
waterfowl , song birds , and insects (T erres 1980) . .  
Nests are often built high [i .e. , > 30 ft  (9 m)] in 
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coniferous trees; some goshawks have been 
observed nesting in mature cottonwoods along 
riparian corridors (Call 1978). 

Northern goshawks have been ·observed on the 
KPPA, with two sightings in May and one in 
October 1994 (Mariah 1994a, 1995). One 
observation occurred along the southern edge of 
Foote Creek Rim; another was 1 .0 mi ( 1 .6 km) 
east of the rim; and a third observation occurred 
immediately adjacent to the southeastern ponion of 
the rim. These birds were probably hunting in the 
area; it is unlikely, due .to the lack of extensive 
coniferous forest on the Foote Creek Rim area, 
that goshawks nest within the area. No northern 

. goshawk nests were found during the 1994 raptor 
nest survey; however, forested land south of I-80 
was excluded from the 1994 survey area. The 
closest known nests are several miles south of the 
Foote Creek Rim area within the Medicine Bow 
National Forest (WGFD 1994b). No goshawks 
have been observed within the Simpson Ridge 
area; little, if any, potential goshawk habitat 
occurs within this area. 

Trumpeter Swan. The trumpeter swan is a C2 
waterfowl species. The majority of the population 
that occurs in Wyoming frequents the marshes, 
lakes, and rivers in the Greater Yellowstone 
Ecosystem during the spring and summer months 
and returns to Idaho for the winter (WGFD 1992). 
Nests are usually built cin a muskrat house or very 
small island in a large pond or small lake (WGFD 
1 992) . 

A single observation of a trumpeter swan occurred 
approximately 4.0 mi (6 .4 km) east-northeast of 
the KPPA in October 1 993 (WGFD 1 994b) .  This 
was likely a vagrant individual that temporarily 
stopped in the area to feed or rest prior to 
continuing its wanderings . If wetlands within the 
KPPA are used by this species , it is probably 
during these rare visits by transient individuals .  • 

Western Burrowing Owl . This small ,  long-legged 
owl of shongrass prairie has been recently 
identified as a C2 species . Burrowing owls are 
usually active during daylight, feeding on insects, 

rodents, and birds. They nest in unoccupied 
mammal burrows, especially those of prairie dogs 
(Doin and Dorn 1990, WGFD 1992). 

According to WGFD (1994b) observation records , 
. burrowing owls have occasionally been observed 
to the north and south of the Simpson Ridge area. 
Although no burrowing owls were observed during 
raptor and passerine surveys in 1994 (Mariah 
1994a, 1995), it is possible that this species nests 
'and forages within the KPPA. However, due to 
the lack of recorded observations for the KPP A 
and surrounding region, it is unlikely that 
burrowing owls are common in the area. 

White-facecl Ibis. The white-faced ibis is a C2 
species that frequents marshes, wet-moist 
meadows, lake shores and · irrigated meadows 
(WGFD 1 992). Typical prey includes · insects, 
leeches, earthworms, frogs, and fish (Terres 
1980) . The species breeds in colonies ranging 
from a few to several thousand · birds in extensive 
freshwater marshes sporadically distributed from 
the Pacific Coast to the Great Plains (Erwin 1983). 
Breeding colonies have been observed at Hutton 

. Lake National Wildlife Refuge in southeastern 
Wyoming and several locations in southwestern 
Wyoming (WGFD 1992). 

Twelve white-faced ibis were observed flying 
across the narrow central ponion of Foote Creek 
Rim on March 3 1 ,  1994 . Another observation 
occurred approximately 2 mi (3 km) east of the 
Foote Creek Rim area on April 1 4 ,  1 994, near. a 
creek. This species was also observed northwest 
of the Simpson Ridge area on two separate 
occasions in the spring of 1994 (Mariah 1 994a. 

1 995) .  All of these birds were likely transient 
individuals, resting and feeding in the area before 
continuing spring migration . No white-faced ibis 
breeding colonies occur within the KPPA. 

Long-billed Curlew. A 3C species, the long-bil led 
curlew breeds in arid grasslands and 
sagebrush/grasslands of the western Great Plains 
and Great Basin (Howe 1 983) .  They arrive in the 
central Rocky Mountains. in April (Behle and Perry 

FinD I - August 1995 3-64 

I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

-I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

· I  

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

1975), and build shallow scrape nests in open 
areas of shongrass prairie (Allen 1980). 

Long-billed curlews have been observed on three 
separate occasions near the KPPA. One was 
observed about 0.5 mi (0. 8  km) south of the 
Simpson Ridge area in 1983 ; the other 
two observations occurred in 1985 and 1987 in the 
vicinity of Elk Mountain, Wyoming, just 
southwest of Alternate 1 (WGFD 1994b) . It is 
l ikely that curlews occasionally use wetland areas 
within the KPPA for foraging or as stopover areas 
during migration, but probably remain in the area 
for only shon periods of time. Long-billed curlew 
nesting activity has never been documented for the 
K.PP A, although appropriate . nesting habitat is 
present over much of the area. Although unlikely, 
curlews could use areas such as Foote Creek Rim 
for nesting. 

Western Snowy Plover. The western snowy 
plover, a 3C species, summers in states south and 
west of Wyoming (i.e. , Utah, Nevada, California, 
and Oregon) (Scott 1987) . This species feeds on 
insects and other invenebrates along the shores 
and sandy beaches of alkaline ponds (Dorn and 
Dorn 1990, WGFD 1992) . · Western snowy 
plovers have only been occasionally observed in 
Wyoming, and most of these observations have 
occurred in southwestern Wyoming (WGFD 
1992) . . 

No western snowy plovers have been observed 
within or adjacent to the KPPA (Mariah 1994a, 
1995; WGFD 1 994b). This species is unl ikely to 
occur within the KPPA except as a rare summer 
migrant through the area. 

State Sensitive Species . Nine state sensitive bird 
species occur, or potentially occur, within or 
adjacent to the K.PPA: American bittern, 
American white pelican, burrowing owl, bushtit, 
Caspian tern, great blue heron, merlin, plain 
titmouse, and upland sandpiper (WGFD 1994b ).  

Four species (i .e. , American bittern, American 
white pelican, Caspian tern, and great blue heron) 
frequent ponds, lakes, rivers , and wetland areas 

within the state' (WGFD 1992) . Although all four 
of these species may occasionally pass through the 
K.PPA during migration or while foraging,  only 
the American white pelican, Caspian tern, and 
great blue heron were observed in the area in 
1994. All three of these species were observed at 
the reservoir and wetland areas immediately east 
of the Foote Creek Rim . area. Thiny-six of 55 
observations (65.5 %) of American white pelicans 
and nine of 25 observations (36.0%) of great blue 
herons were of birds flying over or immediately 
adjacent to Foote Creek Rim. Two observations 
of Caspian terns occurred over lakes immediately 
east of Foote Creek Rim. Between April and 
November 1994, American white pelicans and 
great blue herons were also observed within the · 
Simpson Ridge area. 

Seventeen observations of merlin, small falcons 
that often nest .in mature cottonwood riparian 
zones, were noted within the Foote Creek Rim 
area between February 16, 1994 and March 17, 
1995 (Mariah 1994a, 1995) . Eleven of the 
observations (65 %) occurred in October and 
November. Thirteen (76% )  of the observations 
involved merlin flying over or within 164 ft 
(50 m) of the top of the rim. Nesting habitat for 
this species likely occurs within the Rock Creek 
drainage east of the rim, but no merlin nests were 
found during ground surveys. Three observations 
of merl in were recorded within the Simpson Ridge 
area; all three occurred at the southeastern tip of 
Simpson Ridge. 

· 

Seven observations of upland sandpiper occurred 
in the Foote Creek Rim area between May 5 and 
1 7, 1994 . ' Most observations were in the central 
ponion of the rim, away from the edges . Foote 
Creek Rim, with its monotypic shongrass prairie, 
provides appropriate nesting habitat for upland 
sandpipers, which build their nests in shallow 
depressions on open ground (WGFD 1992) . 
Although several · of the upland sandpiper 
observations on Foote Creek Rim involved 
displaying birds, none were observed nesting in 
the area. No upland sandpipers were seen in the · 
Simpson Ridge area. 
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Bushtits and plain titmice have both been observed 
in the vicinity of the KPP A (Mariah 1994a, 1995; 
WGFD 1 994b). Both species prefer riparian 
habitats with significant shrub cover, such as is 
found along the Medicine Bow River and Rock 
Creek drainages. In June and July 1 994, plain 
titmice were observed nine times along the shrub
covered eastern edge of central Foote Creek Rim 
(Mariah 1994a, 1995). 

3.2.3.3 Amphibians and Reptiles 

Wyoming Toad. The Wyoming toad is a federally 
endangered species found exclusively in the 
Laramie Basin of southwestern Wyoming (Baxter 
and Stone 1985) . Habitat for this species includes 
floodplains, ponds, and small seepage lakes within 
shongrass prairie communities, where it feeds on 
a variety of ants, beetles, and other arthropods . 
(Baxter and Stone 1985). Currently, the Wyoming 
toad is found in isolated'populations at Monenson 
Lake near Laramie, Wyoming, and Lake George 
near Hutton Lake in the Hutton Lake National 
Wildlife Refuge. A Wyoming toad captive 
breeding program, supervised by the WGFD, is 
underway at Sybille Wildlife Research and 
Conservation Education Unit north of Laramie, 
Wyoming. 

No Wyoming toads have been observed within or 
adjacent to the KPPA, and the l ikelihood of their 
appearance within the area is extremely low. 
Historic Wyoming toad habitat occurs east of 
Foote Creek Rim, and includes ponions of the 
Rock Creek drainage (WNDD 1993b) . Many of 
these areas were searched in 1 980, 1983, · and 
1 99 1  . but no toads were found during these 
surveys (WNDD 1993b) . A series of intensive 
searches in the-Laramie Basin [i.e. , 20 mi (32 km} 
east of the KPPA] during the spring and summer 
of 1994 failed to find any Wyoming toads 
[Western EcoSystems Technology, Inc. (WEsn 
1 994] . 

Eastern Shon-horned Lizard. A C2 species, the 
eastern shon-horned lizard is found throughout 
most of Wyoming below about 6,500 ft ( 1  ,98 1 m); 
it is especially common in sagebrush-grassland 

commumues in the central and southwestern 
counties of the state {Baxter and Stone 1985) . 
Shon-horned lizards favor area with firm soils that 
are relatively flat and arid {Baxter and Stone 
1985). These ground dwellers forage diurnally, 
primarily feeding on ants and beetles, and bear 
their young live in relatively large l itters (Baxter 
and Stone 1985) . 

Eastern shon-horned lizards have been observed 
with_in both the Simps�n Ridge (two observations) 
and Foote Creek Rim (one observation) areas 
(Mariah 1994a). It is probably a relatively 
common resident of sagebrush-grassland and 
shongrass habitats within the KPPA. 

3.2.3.4 Plants 

Ute Lady's Tresses. This federally threatened 
member of the orchid family was first identified in 
Wyoming in August 1993 (BLM 1994b). 
Although the Ute lady's tresses has only been 
found in Goshen County (i.e. , eastern Wyoming), 
it is · suspected to occur throughout appropriate 
habitats in southern Wyoming (BLM 1994b). ,This 
species grows along streams, rivers, ponds, 
reservoirs, as well as in bogs and wetland, 
riparian, or seepage areas. These habitats do 
occur within the KPPA, and will be avoided where 
feasible; areas to be disturbed within these habitats 
will be surveyed for this plant prior to 
construction . 

Contracted Indian Ricegrass .  Contracted Indian 
ricegrass, a C2 species, potentially occurs within 
the KPPA. This species flourishes on dry slopes 
at medium elevations in desens and plains . usual ly 
in deep . sandy soil (Hitchcock 1 97 1 .  Beetle 1 977 ) .  
Although much of the KPPA meets th e  necessary 
habitat requirements of contracted Indian ricegrass 
(personal communication, 1993 , with Connie 

. Breckenridge, BLM), an· initial plant survey in 
1 994 did not reveal its presence in the area. 

State Sensitive · Soecies . Two state sensitive 
species, bun milk-vetch and slender-trumpet 
ipomopsis, have been found in areas adjacent to 
the KPPA (WNDD 1993a, 1 993b, 1994). Bun 
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milk-vetch is a plant which inhabits bare slopes 
and' ridges (Dom 1992); this type of habitat occurs 
over much of the KPPA. The ipomopsis, on the 
other band, prefers relatively moist bills, slopes, 
and woods (Dom 1 992). This habitat type is more 
likely to occur south of the KPP A (i.e. , within and 
adjacent to the Medicine Bow National Forest) 
than within the project area itself. 

3.3 CULTU_RAL RESOURCES 

Page 3-78, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 19. 
Replace "NRHP" with "National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP)" .  

Pag� 3-78, column 1 .  Insert the following 
paragraph between paragraphs 2 and 3 :  "Site 
eligibility is evaluated according to NRHP criteria, 
pursuant to 36 C.F .R. 60.4 of the Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation's . regulation 
Treatment of Historic Properties: 

The quality in American history, 
architecture, archaeology. engineering, 
and culture is present in districts, sites, 
buildings, structures, and objects tbat 
possess integrity of location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, 
and association, and: 

A) that are associated with events that 
have made a significant contribution to 
the broad pattern of our history; or 

B) that are associated with the lives of 
persons significant in our past; or 

C) that embody the d i st inctive 
characteristics of a type, period, or 
method of construction, or that 
represent the work of a ma,ster, or that 
possess high artistic values, or that 
represent a s ign ificant and 
d ist ingu ishable entity whose 
components may lack individual 
distinction; or 

D) that have yielded or may be likely to 
yield information important in history 
or prehistory. "  

Page 3-78, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 16. 

Delete "Therefore, turbine erection may adversely 
affect the site's eligibility under this criterion. " 

3.3.1 Prehistoric Resources 

Page 3-80, column 2, paragraph 3,  line 4. 
Replace "National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP)" with ... NRHP" . 

3.4.7 Community Cbaracteristics. Facilities. _ 
and Infrastructure 

Page 3-100, column 2, paragraph 5 ,  line 5 .  Insert 
"the Carbon County Library System, " after 
"Community Development (1993)" .  

Page 3-103 , . column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 7. 
Replace "2,000 with " 1 ,250" . 

Page 3-103, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 5 .  
Replace " 8,000" with "4,500" . 

Page 3-103 ,  column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 4. 
Replace "60,000" with "over 75,000" .  

Page 3-103 ,  column 2, paragraph 2, line 4. 
Replace " 1  0,000" with "8,300" . 

Page 3- 103 ,  column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 3 .  
Replace "7,000" with " 1 ,500" .  

3.5.3 Extractive Mineral Operations/Oil and 
Gas Production 

Page 3-108, column 1 ,  paragraph 6. Replace the 
entire paragraph with the following: "The potential 
for development of these coals during the LOP is 
low to moderate. Technology has changed 
dramatically since this area was first leased in 
1982. Coal in the Carbon Basin is very similar in 
character to that currently mined by both surface 
and underground mining methods in the Hanna 
Basin . "  
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Page 3-1 18 ,  column 2, paragraph 3 ,  l ine 19.  
Replace "effected" with "affected" .  I 
Page 3-1 19, Table 3 .40, column 3 .  Replace 
column 3 with the following column: I Linear 
Distance 
mi (km) I 20 (32.2) 
0 (0) 
6 (9.7) I 6 (9.7) 
0 (0) 

. 1 8 (29.0) I 8 (12.9) 
0 (0) 
22 (35 .4) 
1 ( 1 .6) I 0 (0) 
0 (0) 
< 1 ( < 1 )  .I 0 (0) 
0 (0) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I ·  
I 
I 
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4.0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATiON MEASURES 

· Page 4-1 ,  column 2, paragraph 2, line 13 .  
Replace "Moderate impacts have the potential to 
become significant (e.g. ,  disturbance within big 
game crucial winter range) if not adequately 
mitigated. "  with "Moderate impacts are significant 
impacts that are adequately mitigated to less than 
significant. " 

Page 4-3, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, l ine 13 .  Add 
the following sentences to the end of the 
paragraph : "In February 1995, the Wyoming 

· State Land Office issued a coal lease in the SE 1 14 
of Section 16, T21N R80W. Currently, there has 
been no permit application to WDEQ to mine the 
coal , and therefore, the type of disturbance that 
may be associated with this lease · is unknown 
(personal communication, June 21, 1995, with 
Harold Kemp, Assistant Director, Wyoming State 
Land Office). Future development would add to 
cumulative impacts within the project area, and 
other leases and possible development . are also 
anticipated (see Section 8 .2.9 in the FEIS). These 
would be evaluated during the NEPA analyses for 
proposed coal development." 

Page 4-3, column 1, paragraph 3,  line 12.  Add 
the following sentences to the end of the 
paragraph: "For many resources (e.g, wildlife 
habitat), impacts associated with the proposed 
development would exceed the surface acreage 
disturbed because of changes in the utility of areas 
surrounding facilities . Where possible, ,impacts to 
areas outside of actual disturbance areas are 
quantified and discussed. "  

Page 4-3 , column 2 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 1 1 .  Add 
the following sentence to the end of the paragraph : 
"Therefore, impacts due to construction of other 
power plants are not discussed in detail under the 
No Action Alternative for each resource. 
However, because protection of air quality is one 
of the principal benefits of wind energy 
development, the possible reductions in emissions 
from development of a 500-MW Windplant are 
discussed in Section 4. 1 . 1  under Air Quality . 
Possible alternate energy sources are also 
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discussed under the No Action Alternative for 
mineral resources, because Windplantdevelopment 
can be directly correlated with saving a certain 
amount of fossil fuels (see Section 4. 1 .3 .4). For 
other resources (e.g., wildlife), analysis associated 
with development of other power plants would not 
be appropriate because impacts could not be 
quantified in the absence of a specific proposal for 
such an alternative. "  

4.1 PHYSICAL RESOURCES 

4.1.1 Climate and Air Ouality 

Page 4-6, column 1,  paragraph 2, line 17.  
Replace "possible" with "feasible" .  

Pages 4-7 and 4-8. Add the following footnote to 
Tables 4.2 and 4.3: "Note: The reductions in 
emissions and associated costs shown in this table 
are based on production of 500 MW of wind
generated power compared with production of 500 
MW of power from a coal-, oil-, or gas-fired 
plant. Because these types of plants have different 
capacity factors, annual emission reductions may 
vary from those shown in this table. 

4.1.3 Mineral Resources 

4. 1.3.2 Proposed Action 

Page 4- 15, column 2, paragraph 3, line 4. 
Replace "but the potential for future coal mining 
is low" with "and there is potential for future coal 
mining during the LOP" .  

Page 4- 15,  colurim 2 ,  paragraph 3 ;  line 6. 
Replace "The Windplant would preclude coal 
mining for the LOP such that if mining becomes 
economical during the LOP, moderate impactS to 
coal would occur" with "If mining becomes 
economical during the LOP, BLM would follow 
procedures outlined in Section 8 .2.9 in the FEIS to 
minimize conflicts between wind and coal 
development within the KPPA. "  
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4.1 .4 Geologic Uazards 

Page 4-16, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  l ine 4. Insen II and known subside�ce areas II after "abandoned 
underground mines" .  

Page 4-17, column 2 ,  paragraph 1 ,  l ine 5.  Add 
"NEPA analysis and II before "POD process" .  

Page 4- 18 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 3 .  Add 
"NEPA document and" before "POD" .  

4.1.5 Paleontoloeic Resources 

4. 1 .5.2 Proposed Action 

Page 4- 1 8, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  l ine 1 .  
Replace "The Class I paleontologic survey of 
Foote Creek Rim will be completed by a BLM
approved paleontologist and included in the FEIS . 
for this project. Ba5ed on results of the Class I 
survey, BLM will determine if a Class III survey 
of proposed disturbance areas will be required 
(BLM 1993b). If it is required, the Class III 
survey results would also be included in the 
FEIS . "  with "The Class I paleontologic survey of 
Foote Creek Rim is included as Appendix G in the 
FEIS . Based on the Class I survey, BLM would · 
not require a Class III survey . of proposed 
disturbance areas for Phase I development because 
formations on Foote Creek Rim are not likely to 
contain imponant fossils . "  

Page 4- 1 8, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 9.  
Replace "paleontolg-ical " with "paleontological " .  

Page 4- 1 8 , column 1 .  paragraph 3 .  line 1 9 .  
Replace "activities at the site would cease" with 
"activities within 100 ft (30.5 m) of the site would 
cease" . 

4.1 .6 Soils 

4. 1 .6.2 Proposed Action 

Page 4-20, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 10 .  
Replace " preparation of the POD for each phase" 
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with "preparation of the NEPA document and 
POD for each phase subsequent to Phase I " .  

.4.1 .6.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Page 4-2 1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  l ine 10. 
Replace 11EIS11 with "NEPA documents" .  

4.1. 7 Surface Water and Groundwater 

4. 1 .7. 1 Significance Criteria 

Page 4-2 1 ,  column 2, bullet 3 ,  line 4. Replace 
"(to be provided with the POD for each phase) " 
with (to be developed prior to construction of each 
phase) " .  

4 . 1 .  7.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Page 4-23, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 22. 
Rep lac� "only minimally, if at all , "  with 
" insignificantly" .  

4.1.8 Noise 

4. 1 .8.2 Prcmosed Action 

Page 4-26, column 1 .  Add the following 
paragraph after paragraph 1 :  "Harmonic 
resonance (overtones) commonly occurs in the 
operation of windfarms when a number of turbine 
blades are synchronized with one another . 
Resonance occurs when the driving force of a 
system occurs at the same natural frequency of 
that system. In this case, the acoustic energy 
created by the wind turbine system is considerably 
higher frequency than the natural frequency of 
nearby structures. Therefore, it is very unl ikely 
that wind turbines would incite resonance in 
nearby structures . Furthermore, the magnitude of 
acoustic energy produced by wind turbines would 
not be sufficient to incite resonance in the nearest 
residential structures . Impacts due to _ harmonic 
resonance would be negl igible; little can be done 
to eliminate, or at least minimize this impact . "  
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Page 4-26, column 2, paragraph 2, line 3 .  Insert 
"probably" after "operations" .  Line 5 .  Insert the 
following sentence after "significant. " :  "If, 
however, additional turbines are erected on the 
southern end ·of Foote Creek Rim, it is. possible 
·that impacts to residents in Arlington could be 
significant. " 

4. 1 .8.3 Alternative A 

Page 4-27, column 2, paragraph 3, line 5. 
Replace "possible" with "feasible" . 

4.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

4.2.1 v eeetation 

4.2.1.1  Simificance Criteria 

Page 4-29, column 1 ,  paragraph 5, l ine ' 5. 
Replace "vegetation productivity is not restored to 
at least predisturbance levels within ,five years 
after reclamation; " with "vegetation productivity is 
not restored to a level as great or greater than 
adjacent undisturbed native vegetation within five 
years after reclamation; " 

Page 4-29, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 2. Add 
"compared with adjacent undisturbed native 
vegetation; "  after "greater than 20% " .  

4 .2. 1 .2 Pro.posec1 Action 

Page 4-3 1 ,  column 2, paragraph 2, line 8 .  Add 
"NEPA document and" before "POD preparation" . 

4.2.2 Wetlands and Riparian Areas 

4.2.2. 1 Proposed Action 

Page 4-3 1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 3, line 12. 
Replace "50 % " with "5 % " .  

Page 4-3 1 ,  column 2 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 12. Add 
the following sentence after "would be employed. "  
"Reclamation success standards would be 
incorporated into the POD for each phase and 
would include evaluation of overall changes in 
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land use, restoration of productivity to levels 
equivalent to adjacent \lndisrurbed vegetation, 
comparison of species composition and diversity of 
reclaimed areas with adjacent undisrurbed 
vegetation, and assessment of weed invasion. "  

4.2.2.2 Pro.pos;d Action 

Page 4-32, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 14. 
Replace "POD preparation and the Section 404 
permitting process. "  with "preparation of the . 
NEPA document and the POD and the Section 404 
permitting process for phases subsequent to 
Phase I . "  

4.2.3 Wildlife and Fisheries 

Page 4-33, column 1 ,  paragraph 5, line 3 .  
. Replace "collision" with "collision-related" . 

4.2.3.1 Big Game 

Page 4-34, column 2, paragraph 3, line 1 1 .  Add 
"However, doe-fawn groups remained sensitive to 
traffic."  after "during the hunting season. "  

Page 4-37, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 3 .  Add 
"Yeo et al.  (1984) also suggested that pronghorn 
may respond differently to the development of 
larger windfarms compared with the two large 
rurbines srudied at Medicine Bow."  

Page 4-37, column 1 ,  paragraph 2. Add the 
following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
"However, the fact that some animals remain in 
disturbed areas (Easterly et al . n.d . ;  Segerstrom 

· 1982) does not negate the fact that other animals 
were adversely impacted by these projects and 
were displaced from impacted areas. II 

4-3 

Page 4-38, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  l ine 4. Add 
the following sentence after "(n.d .) . " :  "Easterly 
et al . (n.d.) studied predominantly nonmigratory 
deer. Migratory deer may be displaced to a 
greater extent than nonmigratory deer (personal 
communication, March 26, 1 995 , with Rich 
Guenzel, WGFD). "  
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Page 4-38, column 2, paragraph 3,  line 2. 
Replace "minimal" with "a small amount of' . 

Page 4-39, column 1 ,  paragraph l, line 6. 
Replace "minimal" with "insignificant" . 

4.2.3.3 · Legislation Related to Avian Mortality 

Page 4-44, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 8.  Insen 
" ,  2 1 -3-108," before "and " .  Line 9.  Insen "and 
Chapter Lll, Section 4 of the Wyoming Game and 
Fish Regulations" before "unless" . 

Page 4-44, column. 2, paragraph 3, line 2. 
Replace "Monality" with "Collision-related 
monality" .  

Page 4-45, column 2 ,  paragraph 2, line 25 .  · Insen 
"collision-related" before "avian" . Insen the 
following sentence at the end of the paragraph: 
"This EIS evaluates the full range of estimated 
avian monalities and impacts (other than those 
related to other protected wildlife species) which 
might be covered by .such permits or stipulations, 
if any, for the first phase of the project. " 

4.2.3.4 Raptors 

Page 446, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 3 .  lnsen 
"collision-related" before "raptor" .  

Page 4-46, column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  l ine 1 5 .  Insen 
"Estep 1989; " at the beginning of the references . 
Line 1 8 . Insen "collision-related" before 
"monality" . Line 22. Replace "turbine" with 
"collision-related " .  

· Page 446, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  l ine 2. 
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" .  

Page 446, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  l ines 2 and 6.  
Insen "collision-related" before "monality"  . ·  

Page 4-48, column 1 ,  . paragraph 1 ,  l ine 2 .  
Replace "Windplant-related" with "collision
related " .  

Page 4-48, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 14 . Insen 
"coUision-related" before "monality" .  

Page 4-48, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 6. 
Replace "then" with "than".  

. Page 4-49, Table 4 . 13 ,  footnote 3 .  Replace 
"standard error" with "standard deviation" . 

Page 4-50, Table 4 . 14 .  Replace footnote 4 with 
the following: "No standard deviation (SD) is 
associated with this number (see Table 4. 1 3, 
footnote 3). 

Page 4-50, Table 4. 14. Delete footnote 8 and 
replace all references to "8"  in the,table with "7". 

Page 4-51 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 7. 
Replace "wind turbine-caused" with "collision
related" . 

Page 4-51 ,  column 2, paragraph 2, line 6. 
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" .  I . 
Page 4-51 ,  column 2, paragraph 3, line 1 .  
Replace "Turbine-caused" with "Collision-related" .  

Page 4-52, Table 4. 15. Replace Table 4. 15  in the 
DEIS with Table 4. 1 5  in the FEIS. 

Page 4-54, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  lines 3 and 13 .  
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" . 

Page 4-54, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  lines 1 and 5. 
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" .  

Page 4-54, column 2, paragraph 4 ,  line 3 .  Add 
the fol lowing sentence to the end of the paragraph :  
"Other sources of  man-caused monality (e .g . ,  
road-kills, collisions with power l ines) that occur 
within the KPPA would likely continue. "  

Page 4-54, column 2 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 5 .  Insen 
"collision-related" before "monality" . 

Page 4-55, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 5 .  
Replace "The POD process described in Section · 
2. 1 .2" with "Completion of a formal NEPA 
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Table 4. 15 Comparison of Raptor Species Distribution in Southern Wyoming vs . California for all 
Raptor Species Observed on Foote Creek Rim. 

State 

Species 

American kestrel 

Bald eagle2.3 

Broad-winged hawk 

Femaginous haw� 

Golden eagle3 

Great-homed owl 

Merlin 

Northern goshawk' 

Northern harrier' 

Northern saw-whet owl 

Osprey 

Peregrine falcon2 

Prairie falcon 

Red-tailed hawk 

Rough�legged hawk 

Sharp-shinned hawk6 

Short-eared owl6 

Swainson's hawk7 

Turkey vulwre 

Wyoming 

Seasonal resident, common during breeding 
season, some stay through winter 

Resident', infrequent, winter population 
increases 

Migrant, rare 

Seasonal resident, common during breeding 
season. rare during winter 

Resident, common 

Resident, common 

Resident, uncommon during breeding 
season to rare during winter 

Resident, uncommon 

Seasonal resident, common during breeding 
season, some stay through winter 

Resident, common 

Seasonai resident, common during summer 

Resident, rare 

Resident, common, larger breeding 
population on KPPA than at California 
windfarms 

Resident, common 

Common winter resident 

Seasonal resident, common during summer 

Resident, common 

Seasonal resident. common during breeding 
season 

Seasonal reside�t. common during summer 

California 

Resident, common 

Resident, infrequent 

Migrant, rare 

Does not breed in California, uncommon 
winter resident 

Resident, common 

Resident, common 

Common winter resident 

Resident, uncommon 

Resident,. common, population declining 
throughout California 

Resident, common 

Seasoaal resident, common during 
summer 

Seasonal resident, uncommon to rare 
during summer 

Resident, uncommon 

Resident; common 

Common to uncommon winter resident 

Seasonal resident, common during winter 

· Resident, uncommon 

Uncommon during breeding season 

Resident, common 

Seasonal staws taken from Wyoming Bird and Mammal Atlas (WGFD 1 992), and Field Guide toAhe Birds of North 
America (Scott 1 987). 
Federally threatened. 
Protected under the BEPA. 
Breeds and remains in the area year-round. 
Federal candidate species: C2. 
Species of special concern in California (California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG) 1 99 1 ) .  
California threatened (CDFG 1 991). 
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analysis for each phase, in addition to the required 
POD, " 

4.2.3.5 Upland Game Birds 

Page 4-55, column 2, paragraph 2, line 6. After 
"presence of the WTG. "  add "Since attendance 

· and location of one lek was erratic, the effects of 
the development on sage grouse populations could 
not be determined. "  

Page . 4-56, column 2 .  Add the following 
paragraph after paragraph 3 :  " Impacts to 
mourning dove and blue grouse under Alternative 
A would probably be negligible for the LOP and 
would be reduced by approximately 40% from 
impacts associated with the Proposed Action. " 

Page 4-56, column 2, paragraph 4, line 4. Add 
the following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
"Other sources of man-caused monality (e.g. ,  
road-kills, hunting) that occur within the KPPA 
would likely continue. "  

4.2.3.6 Waterfowl. Shorebirds. and Waders 

Page 4-57, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 19 .  
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" .  

Page 4-57, column 2 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 1 1 . 
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" .  

Page 4-58, column 2 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 1 2 .  Add 
" NEPA documents and" before "PODs" .  

Page 4-59, Table 4- 16, caption. After 
"Transmission Lines . 1 "  add " ·2" Add the 
fol lowing footnote to the bottom of the table: " 2  

Many of the factors presented. in this table affect 
the visibility of an obstacle, and thus influence the 
potential for collisions . "  

Page 4-60, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 3 .  Add 
the following sentence to the end of the paragraph : 
"Other sources of man-caused monality (e.g. ,  
road-kills,  hunting, collisions with power lines) 
that occur within the KPPA would likely 
continue. " 
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4.2.3.7 Passerines 

Page 4-60, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 3 .  
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" .  

Page 4-60, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 1 .  
Replace "turbine-caused" with "coli is ion-related" .  

Page 4-61 ,  column 2 ,  paragraph 2 ,  lines 6 and 14.  · 
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related" .  

Page . 4-61 ,  column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 1 .  
Replace "turbine-caused" with "collision-related " .  
Line 1 3 .  Replace "wind turbines" with "collisions 
with Windplant facilities" .  

Page 4-62, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 2 .  Add 
"NEPA documents and" before "PODs" .  

Page 4-62, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 1 .  
Replace "turbines " with "collisions with turbines 
or other Windplant facilities " .  

Page 4-62, column 1 ,  paragraph 5 ,  l ine 3 .  Add 
the following sentence to the end of the paragraph : 
"Other sources of man-caused monality (e.g., 
road-kills, collisions with power lines) that occur · 
within the KPPA would l ikely continue. "  

Page 4-62, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 12 .  
Replace "turbine-caused" with "coli is ion-related" .  

4.2.3.9 Fisheries 

Page 4-63, column 2, paragraph 4, line 2. After 
" (e.g. , "  add "the proposed Medicine Bow 
wind farm," .  

4.2.4 Threatened/Endaneered. Candidate, and 
State Sensitive Species 

4.2.4.2 Mammals 

Page 4-64, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  lines 2, 7, 12 ,  
14, 1 7, 25 and paragraph 2,  line 2; and column 2,  
paragraph 1 ,  line 9 and paragraph 2, lines 2, 12 ,  
and 15 .  Replace BBF with BFF. 
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Page �. column 2, paragraph 3,  line 14. 
Replace "turbine" with ''collision-related" .  

4.2.4.3 Birds 

Page 4-66, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  l ine 8. Insen 
"collisions with" before "WTGs" .  

Page 4-66, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  line 8. After 
"proposed Windplant" add "and the proposed 
Medicine Bow windfarm" .  

Page 4-68, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 28. Add 
the following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
"Furthermore, persistent snow drifts could cause 
a shift in vegetation from low-saturated plants 
preferred by mountain plovers to denser vegetation 
that is avoided by plovers. "  

Page 4-68, column 2,  paragraph 3 ,  line 4 .  After 
"development, II add "the proposed Medicine Bow 
windfarm, " .  

Page 4-69, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 5 .  After 
"WTGs" add "and turbines associated with the 
proposed Medicine Bow windfarm". 

Page 4-70, column 1 ,  paragraph 5, line 1 8. 
Delete the word "not" . 

4.2.4.5 Plants 

Page 4-7 1 ,  column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 9; 
paragraph 2, line 12; and paragraph 4, line 16. 
Replace "alternatives" with "Alternative A" . 

4.3 CULTURAL AND IUSTORIC 
RESOURCES 

4.3.2 Proposed Action 

Page 4-7 1 ,  column 2, paragraph 3 .  Replace the 
entire paragraph with the following: "An 
ethnohistoric/ ethnographic analysis of the Foote 
Creek Rim Archaeological District showed that 
impacts from the proposed development are 
potentially significant. ("Foote Creek Rim 
Archaeological District" is a descriptive term 
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encompassing all features on top of Foote Creek 
Rim; the term does not currently have regulatory 
meaning) (see Section 3 .3. in the DEIS) . The 
etbnohistoricletbnographic analysis was prepared · 
in consultation with Native American tribes; 
specific res\llts will be kept confidential due to the 
sensitive nature of this information. Mitigation for 
potentially significant impacts would be developed 
in consultation with Native American tribes and 
would Include, but are not necessarily limited to 
avoiding archaeological features, providing Native 
Americans with access to the area, or other 
mitigation negotiated with Native Americans. "  

Page 4-72, column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 22. After 
"prehistoric materials" add "not previously 
identified" .  

Page 4-72, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 24. 
Replace "site(s)" with "discovered features" .  

Page 4-72, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line 24. 
Replace sentence beginning with "If the district is 
determined to be eligible . . . " with "Based on 
results of an etbnohistoric/ethnographic study of 
the district, Windplant development would 
constitute a potentially significant impact to 
cultural resources on Foote Creek Rim. 
Mitigation would include avoiding archaeological 
features, providing Native Americans with access 
to the area, or other mitigation developed in 
consultation with Native Americans. II 

4.4 SOCIOECONOMICS 

4.4.2. 1 Employment 

Page 4-77, Table 4. 1 8. Add footnote 2 to the 
table caption and define as follows : "2 Figures 
are annual totals and are not cumulative. II 

4.4.2.2 Population 

Pages 4-78 and 4-79, Tables 4 . 1 9  and 4.20. Add 
footnote 2 to the table caption and define as 
follows: "2 Figures are annual totals and are not 
cumulative. II 
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4.4.2.3 Housing 

Page 4-8 1 ,  Table 4 .2 1 .  Add foomote 2 to the 
table caption and define as follows: "2 Figures 
are annual totals and are not cumulative. " 

4.4.2.4 Schools 

Page 4-82, Table 4 .22. Add foomote 2 to the 
table caption and define as follows : "2 Figures 
are annual totals and are not cumulative. "  

4.4.2. 7 Community Characteristics. Facilities. 
and Infrastructure 

Page 4-83, column 2, paragraph 4, line 1 .  
Replace "the Windplant" with "Phase I of 
Windplant developmept" .  Line 3 .  Replace "the 
Windplant" with "the first 70.5-MW phase". 
Line 7. Delete "for the customers of these four 
utilities and BPA" . Lines 1 and 4. Replace "will" 
with "would" .  

Page 4-84, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  line 1 0. Insen 
"(0 °C)" after "32 °F", 

4.4.5 Cumulative lmpac;ts 

Page 4-86, Table 4.23, column 2. For the 
categories "Payroll, Average annual " and "Payroll ,  
Total " under the Creston/Blue Gap Narural Gas 
Project, footnote 4 should be added as follows : 
"4 Based on the first 25 years of operation. "  

Page 4-86, Table 4.23 ,  column 5 .  For the 
categories "Payroll, Average annual" and "Local 
sales, severance. and ad valorem taxes " under 
Proposed Action, footnote 5 should be added and 
defined as follows: "s Reflects a 10-year 
construction period plus a 30-year life-of project. " 

Page 4-86, Table 4.23,  column 2. For the 
category "Local sales, severance, and ad valorem 
taxes " ,  under Creston/Blue Gap Narural Gas 
Project, footnote 6 should be added as follows : 
6 Based on a 30-year LOP . "  
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Page 4-86, Table 4.23 , column 5. For the 
category "Local sales, severance, and ad valorem 
taxes " ,  the Proposed Action column should be 
changed to read "Annual average: $3,029,994 " .  

4.5 LAND USE 

4.5.2 Proposed Action 

4.5.2. 1 Landscape Character 

Page 4-88, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 9. Add 
"NEPA documents and" after "Furure".  

Page 4-88, column 2, paragraph 3 ,  line I .  Add 
"NEPA documents and" before "PODs" .  

4.5.5 Cumulative Impacts 

Page 4-9 1 ,  column 2, paragraph 4, line 3 .  After 
"developments" add "(e.g. ,  the proposed Medicine 
Bow windfarm)" .  Line 5. Replace "a minimal" 
with "an insignificant" .  

4.6 VISUAL RESOURCES 

Page 4-93, column 2, paragraph 2, l ine 1 .  
Replace "will" with "would" .  

4.7 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

4. 7.1 Si&nificance Criteria 

Page . 4-95, column 2, paragraph 2, line 2. 
Replace "Proposed· Action" with "proposed 
project" .  

4.8 UNAVOIDABLE ADVERSE EFFECTS 

Page 4-97, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  l ine 8 .  
Replace "a  minimal " with "an insignificant" . 
Line 22. Add the following to the end of the 
paragraph: "Potentially significanfimpacts, such as 
displacement of mountain plover from breeding 
habitat on Foote Creek Rim, also may constitute 
unavoidable adverse effects. "  
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4.9 IRREVERSIBLE AND IRRETRIEVABLE 
COMMITMENT OF RESOURCES 

Page 4-98, column 1 ,  paragraph 4, line 3 .  Delete 
"drilling" . 
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5.0 MITIGATION AND MONITORING 

In response to several comments received during 
the public comment period, Chapter 5.0 was 

· reorganized to better define applicant-committed, 
project-wide, and site-specific mitigation measures. 
The introductory section, Section 5 . 1 . 1  in the 
DEIS, was replaced in its entirety. Section 5. 1.2. 
in the DEIS has been modified using the errata 
format used to revise previous chapters for the 
FEIS . 

The mitigation and monitoring measures identified 
in this chapter are a recapitulation of measures 
presented in SeCtion 2. 1 . 1 1  and Chapter 4.0. 
Measures were developed in response to impacts 
identified in Chapter 4.0 and during the scoping 
process. Mitigation and monitoring measures 
describe how project activities would be 
implemented to assure compliance with federal, 
state, and local laws, resource management goals 
and objectives for the KPPA, applicable ROW 
stipulations, and additional environmental 
protection goals identified in · Interdisciplinary 
Team (lOT) analyses. Mitigation for possible 
violations of the MBT A, ESA, and BEPA are 
currently being negotiated with USFWS. All 
USFWS mitigation will be incorporated into BLM 
project requirements. All mitigation and 
monitoring measures identified in this chapter 
would be applied to the Proposed Action or 
Alternative A. Mitigation and monitoring for 
Phase I would be the responsibility of 
KENETECH and PacifiCorp; other entities may 
own all or parts of future phases and would be 
responsible, along with KENETECH, for 
mitigation �d monitoring. 

The BLM GDRA Manager would be the AO for 
the proposed project. Mitigation and monitoring 
measures identified in· this chapter may . be 
modified by the AO based on new information or 
to further mm1m1ze impacts . IDT 
recommendations would be developed during field 
site analyses conducted during review of 
subsequent NEP A documents and PODs and 
presented to the AO. Final mitigation and 
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monitoring requirements would be determined by 
the AO. 

Authorization to proceed with the implementation 
of this project on public lands would be contingent 
on receiving a completed POD from KENETECH 
and PacifiCorp and USFWS concurrence on the 
T&E species impact analysis. The POD for the 
first phase of development will be completed prior 
to issuing the FEIS for this project. Approval of 
the first phase POD will be contingent on the 
environmental analysis presented in the EIS and 
POD (see Section 2. 1 .2). Approval of subsequent 
phases would be contingent on completion and 
acceptance of future NEPA documents and PODs. 

Mitigation and monitoring measures identified 
would be adhered to on federal, state, and private 
lands affected by federal undertakings, subject to 
landowner preference or agreements (see Section 
8 .2.5 in the FEIS). 

5.1 MITIGATION MEASURES 

5.1.1 Adminjstrative Requirements and 
A.Jmligmt-commjttesl Practices 

5.1.1 .1  Administrative Reguirements 

All phases of the Proposed Action would be 
conducted by KENETECH, PacifiCorp, other 
future Windplant owners and their contractors in 
full compliance with all applicable federal , state, 
and local laws and regulations and within the 
guidelines specified in the approved ROW 
easement, NEPA documents, and PODs . Project
related avian mortalities affecting species protected 
under the MBTA, ESA, BEPA, or state laws 
would fall within the enforcement jurisdiction of 
the USFWS and the WGFD. Negotiations 
concerning the federal laws protecting avifauna are 
underway, and it is possible that the project would 
operate without take permits. If permits are issued 
and permit stipulations are adhered to, the 
proposed project would be in compliance with 
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these laws. See Section 8.2.2 in this FEIS for 
details on this issue. 

The NEPA documents for subsequent phases 
would contain the environmental analysis and site
specific mitigations for proposed development 
areas. Modification, deletion, or addition of 
mitigation measures or granting of exceptions 
. would be addressed in the NEPA analysis for each 
subsequent phase. Public review of all proposed 
actions and alternatives, including modifications of 
practices prescribed in this analysis, would be 
provided in accordance with NEPA regulations ( 40 
C.F.R. 1 503, 1 506.6) .  The POD for each phase 
or each . new transmission line would contain a 
construction schedule and detailed location maps 
which the AO, in consultation with other agency 
personnel (e.g. ,  WGFD, WDEQ, USFWS), would 
approve on a case-by-case basis following the 
conclusion of the NEPA process. The AO would 

· also receive guidance from a technical review 
committee, whose functions are described in 
Section 8.2.3.3 in the FEIS. Public review of the 
draft POD for subsequent phases wo11ld be 
afforded during the NEPA process. 

5.1.1.2 AlJplicam-Committed Project Wide 
Practices 

KENETECH and PacifiCorp propose to implement 
the following project-wide mitigation measures to 
avoid, reduce, or eliminate project impacts . 
Project-wide mitigation measures may be waived 
on a case-by-case basis when deemed appropriate 
by the BLM after thorough analysis determines 
that the resource for which the measure was put in 
place would not be significantly impacted. 

Surface Disturbance. Areas with· high erosion 
potential and/or rugged topography (Le.,  steep 
slopes, dunes, floodplains, unstable soils) would 
be avoided, where feasible. If disturbance in these 
areas is necessary, stringent erosion control and 
soil stabilization measures would be implemented , 
immediately . In addition, surface disturbance or 
occupancy would not occur on slopes in excess of 
25 % ,  where feasible, nor would construction 
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occur when soils are wet or frozen, whenever 
feasible. 

In areas where surface · disturbance occurs, the 
· following measures would be implemented: 

• Removal or disturbance of vegetation 
would be kept to a minimum through 
construction site management (e.g., 
utilizing previo�sly disturbed areas, using 
existing ROWs, designating limited 
equipment/materials storage yards and 
staging areas, scalping, etc.). 

• Topsoil would be salvaged · prior to 
construction to facilitate revegetation. 
After construction, all salvaged topsoil 
would be spread evenly over all surfaces 
to be revegetated and seeded. All seeding 
would use an approved mixture of native 
and/or introduced species. An approved 
mixture of native species would be used 
during initial seeding. Because of the 
extended LOP, .no topsoil would be 
stockpiled beyond completion of . 
post-construction reclamation. . 

• Revegetation methods would include: 
a) deep ripping of compacted soil 

prior to reseeding, where 
· necessary; 

b) broadcast or drill seeding, 
depending on site conditions; 

c) fall seeding (September 15 to 
freeze-up), where feasible; 

d) spring reseeding (after the ground 
thaws and prior to April 1 5) if fall 
seeding is not feasible; 

e) utilization of native cool season 
grasses, forbs . and shrubs in a 
mixture specified by KENETECH 
and PacifiCorp and approved by 
the landowner or BLM; 

f) addition of BLM-approved 
introduced species (e.g. ;  crested 
wheatgrass, Russian wildrye) to 
the seed mixture if attempts at 
revegetation with native species 
are unsuccessful; 

g) installation of waterbars on 
disturbed slopes with grades of 
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6'% . or greater to reduce erosion 
(waterbars may be installed on 
disrurbed slopes with grades less 
than 6 %  in areas . with unstable 
soils); and 

h) possible fencing of sensitive 
reclamation sites. 

• Vegetation and soil removal would be 
accomplished in a manner that would 
prevent erosion and sedimentation. 

Cultural and Paleontological Resources . 
Paleontological and archaeological surveys would 
be completed prior to disrurbance, with monitoring 
as necessary during disrurbance of impacted areas 
with high resource potential . Paleontological or 
culrural resource sites would be avoided or 
mitigated, as necessary, prior to disrurbance. Any 
culrural· or paleontological resource discovered by 
the operatcir or any person working on . his or her 
behalf would be immediately reported to the BLM. · 
All construction operations within 100.0 ft 
(30 .5 m) of such a discovery would be suspended 
as requited by BLM regulations until written 
authorization · to proceed is issued by the AO. An 
evaluation of the discovery would be made by the 
AO to determine appropriate actions to prevent the 
loss of significant culrural or scientific values. 

KENETECH would continue to work with BLM 
and Native American tribes on mitigative measures 
for culrural resources through each phase of .the 
project. 

Riparian Area/Wetl and Management. 
Construction would be avoided' within 500.0 ft 
(152.4 m) of surface water or wetland areas, 
where feasible. Intermittent and ephemeral 
drainages would be protected from surface 
disturbance within 75.0 ft (22.9 m) of the channel 
or the inner gorge, whichever is closer, where 
feasible. Where wetlands, . riparian areas, or 
stream channels must be disrurbed, the following 
measures would be employed: 

a) Wetland areas would be crossed 
during dry conditions (i.e. , late 
summer, fall, or dry winters). 
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b) Streambeds would be crossed 
perpendicular to flow, where feasible. 

c) Streams, wetlands, and riparian areas 
disrurbed during project construction 
would be restored to pre-project 
conditions. If impermeable soils 
contributed to wetland formation, soils 
would be compacted to restore 
impermeability. 

d) Recontouring and appropriate/adapted 
species would be used to revegetate 
the banks to aid in soil stabilization. 

e) Revegetation operationS would begin 
on impacted ar� immediately after 
completion of project construction 
activities. 

Temporary erosion control measures such as 
mulch, jute netting, sediment traps, or other 
appropriate methods would be used where 
necessary to prevent erosion and sedimentation 
until vegetation becomes establish� . 

. 
The 230-kV transmission line strucrures would be . 
designed and located at least 40.0 ft (12.2 m) from . 
pipelines where feasible, and conductors would be 
at least 30.0 ft (9. 1  m) above ground level at all 
pipeline and road crossings. Strucrures would be 
located at least 100.0 ft (30.5 m) from all streams, 
where feasible. Stream crossings would be 
avoided during materials-haul ing and 
strucrure-assembly and erection by using existing 
roads to access the ROW, where feasible. Where 
conductors must be strung across perennial 
streams, ropes would be used to haul the 
conductors across the stream. Intermittent or 
ephemeral channels would be crossed during 
periods of low or no flow. 

Wildlife and Fisheries. Windplant impactS on 
wildlife are the subject of continuing srudy for this 
project. Because wildlife impacts are not 
completely understood at this time, monitoring 
will be an integral part of the mitigation program 
for wildlife. Srudies of wildlife use of the Foote 
Creek Rim and Simpson Ridge areas are being 
conducted and would continue to assess Windplant 
impacts to wildlife. These srudies are described in 
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Appendices A and B in the DEIS and in Sections 
8.2.3 and 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Off-site mitigation would be evaluated to help 
compensate forunpreventable mortalities. Off-site 
mitigation has not yet been considered because 
mortality rates are not yet known (Section 4.2.3). 
Other mitigation measures to minimize impacts to 
wildlife would include the following. 

Construction would be scheduled and located to 
avoid sensitive areas during critical periods. 
KENETECH and PacifiCorp will schedule and 
locate facility construction with the following 
stipulations: 

• Windplant facilities (e.g. ,  turbine towers, 
roads, power lines) would be placed to 
minimize or avoid disturbance in areas 
with high value wildlife habitat (e;g., 
crucial winter range, wetlands, and 
riparian areas). 

• To protect important big game winter 
habitat, activities or surface use would not 

, be allowed from November 15 to April 30 
within certain areas encompassed by the 
ROW grant. The same criterion would 
apply to defined big game birthing areas 
from May 1 to June 30. 

• Known active sage grouse leks and 
adjacent areas [2.0-mi (3.2-km) radius 
from lek centers] would be avoided during 
the breeding and nesting seasons from 
March 1 through June 30. No 
construction activity would be conducted 
within 0.25 mi (0.4 km) of known nest 
sites; and project activities, other than 
those required for O&M within 0.25 mi 
(0.4 km) of existing .roads, would be 
curtailed between 1 hr before daylight and 
9:00 a.m. from March 1 through April 30. 

• Construction within 0.75 mi (1 .2 km) of 
active raptor nest sites (i.e. , used within 
the last three years) would be avoided 
during the nesting season (February 1 
through July 3 1) .  If the area must be 
impacted, construction would occur 
outside the nesting season. Once facilities 
are constructed, O&M activities would be 
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allowed year-round throughout the 
Windplant. Extensive raptor nesting 
studies were completed as pan of the 
baseline avifauna studies (Appendix A in 
the DEIS) and would continue as pan of 
the monitoring program for the project 
{Appendix B in the DEIS). 

. 

State-of-the-an wind tower construction and design 
would be used. · KENETECH has sponsored 
extensive research on the effects of Windplants on 
avian wildlife. The research is being conducted 
through the World Center for Birds of Prey, the 
Peregrine Fund, Raptor Research and Technical 
Assistance Center, and several universities, by a 
group of experts (the Avian Task Force) in the 
fields of bird behavior and physiology. As pan of 
the research, the task force has been examining the 
effects of various turbine designs on bird behavior. 
The objective of these studies is to identify ways 
to vary turbine design and placement to reduce 
collision-related mortality. The avian task force 
has identified three. critical steps toward 
minimizing avian collisions within Windplants: 

• Initial plans for siting Windplants should 
take into consideration the entire .annual 
cycle and pattern of avian use of the 
proposed project area. By the time the 
FEIS for this project is released, .BLM 
will have one complete year of avian use 
data for the Foote Creek Rim area which 
will be used to evaluate siting options. 

• The size and physical configuration of the 
Windplant, turbine spacing, locations of 
turbine corridors, etc. , should .be 
evaluated with respect to the kinds Of birds 
and their activities irt the area. Using data 
collected from the project area between 
1993 and 1995, high use areas and known 
nesting areas will be identified and 
avoided, if feasible, during facilities 
siting. . 

• Turbines and towers should be designed to 
reduce collisions by reducing perching 
opportunities, and turbine rotors should be 
patterned to maximize their visibility to 
birds under a wide range of conditions. 
The Proposed Action would entail use · of 
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tubular towers, and all aboveground power 
line structures within the Windplant would 
be equipped with raptor antiperching 
devices, thereby minimizing the number of 
new perches in the KPPA. The USFWS 
is recommending an experimental 
approach to painting turbine blades to test 
the effectiveness of painted patterns on 
reducing collision-related mortality. 
Therefore, selected blades will be painted 
an alternating pattern of black and white 
stripes while others will be painted a flat, 
non-reflective white. Other investigations 
being conducted by the task force are 
discussed in Section 5 . 1 .3. 1 1  in the DEIS; 
a complete summary report is available 
from the BLM. 

The following tower construction and design 
measures would be implemented to minimize the 
potential impacts to raptors: 

• individual plant facilities would be 
designed or equipped to prevent raptor 
perching (e.g., using tubular rather than 
lattice towers, equipping turbine nacelles 
and power poles within the Windplant 
with raptor antiperching devices). 

• Poles for collection and transmission lines 
located within 0.25 mi (0.4 km) of sage 
grouse leks would be equipped with raptor 
antiperching devices to minimize the 
opportunities for raptors to prey on sage 
grouse. Poles located near prairie dog 
colonies within the BFF PMZ also would 
be equipped with raptor antiperching 
devices to minimize the take of prairie 
dogs or the potential take of BFFs by 
birds of prey. 

Fencing would be used only where needed. 
Substations and other areas that would be 
hazardous to wildlife would be fenced as directed 
by the BLM to limit wildlife access to unsafe 
areas. However, all livestock control fences 
would conform to BLM Manual Handbook 
H-1741-1 for the passage of wildlife. 
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Environmental trammg would be provided for 
contractors and employees. KENETECH 
recognizes the sensitive nature of the natural 
environment in the KPPA and would institute an 
environmental training program for contract 
personnel and KENETECH employees involved 
with the project. The training program would 
establish goals to reduce impacts to the 
environment and would emphasize that failure to 
comply with program objectives could result in 
disciplinary action of the employee. 

Poaching and littering policies would be 
implemented and enforced. KENETECH would 
implement policies designed to control poaching 
and littering and would notify all employees 
(contract and company) that conviction of a game 
violation would result in disciplinary action. 
Employees caught harassing or poaching big game 
would be disciplined with the full force of the law 
and dismissed if deemed necessary. Contractors 
would be informed that any intentional poaching 
or littering within the project area could result in 
their immediate release. In addition, firearms and 
dogs would not be allowed within construction 
areas during construction. 

5.1.2 Preconstruction Planning and Design 

Page 5-2, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 2. Add 
"NEPA document and" before "POD " .  

Page 5-2, column 1 ,  paragraph 3 ,  bullet 3.  
Replace " 100 ft (31 m)" with "75.0 ft (22.9 m)". 

5. 1 .2.2 Hazardous Material Containment 

Page 5-3, column l .  Replace paragraph 3 with the 
following paragraph: "All project activities would 
be in compliance with the HMS for the project 
(Appendix J in the FEIS) and Windplant owners' 
SPCCPs (to be developed prior to construction of 
each phase)." 

5.1.2.3 Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plans 

Page 5-3, column 1 ,  paragraph 4, line 8. Replace 
"would accompany the POD for each phase" with 



KENETECH Windpo�r Filflll EIS 

I "would be developed prior to construction of each 
phase".  

5.1,3 Resource-specific Mjtigatjon Summaries 

5.1.3.1 Climate and Ajr Oualjty 

Page 5-3, column 2, paragraph 1 ,  bullet 3,  line 4. 
Insert "where feasible" after "transformers" . ·  
Bullet 5 ,  line 2 .  Insert "where feasible" after 
"blades" .  

5.1.3.3 Minerals 

Page 54, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 7. Insert 
"(see Section 8.2.9 in the FEIS)" after "BLM".  

Page 54, column 1 ,  paragraph 4, line 1 .  InSert " , 
subsidence areas, "  after "landslide areas" . Line 5. 
Replace "during the PODINTP process. "  with 
"during the NEPA analysis and POD process. 
Windpl�t facilities would be located to avoid 
abandoned underground mines to prevent 
subsidence damages. If construction occurs on 
mined-out areas, they would be inspected by a 
professional geologist or engineer prior to 
construction to determine potential hazards or 
safety concerns. " .  

5. 1.3.6 Soils 

Page 5-5, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 .  Insert the 
· following bullet before bullet 1 :  " • restricting 

off-road vehicle travel by workers; " .  

Page 5-5, column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 9. Insert 
"NEPA document and" before "POD".  

Page 5-5, column 2,  paragraph 2, line 4. Replace 
"to · be included in the PODs" with "for each 
phase" .  

5. 1.3. 7 Water &esources 

Page 5-5, column 2, paragraph 3,  line 2. Replace 
" 100 ft (3 1 m)" with "75.0 ft (22.9 m)" .  

Page 5-5.  column 2,  paragraph 4.  Add the 
following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
"Potential alteration of surface water runoff 
patterns due to snow redistribution would be 
minimized by avoiding snow accumulation areas, 
where feasible. "  

Page 5-6, column l ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 3 .  Insert 
"except for adherence to hazardous material 
management plans and SPCCPs " after 
"necessary" . 

5.1.3.10 Vwtation 

Page 5-6, column 2, paragraph 3,  line 8.  Insert 
"future NEPA documentS and" before "PODs" .  
Add the following sentence to the end of the 
paragraph: "If reclamation is unsuccessful after 5 

. years, · further BLM-approved reclamation 
measures would be implemented until successful 
revegetation is achieved. " 

Page 5-8, column 1 .  Insert the following 
paragraph after paragraph 2: "Snow accumulation 
areas would be avoided and proper snow removal 
techniques implemented to minimize changes in 
plant community composition resulting from snow 
redistribution. " 

5.1.3.11 Wildlife and Fisheries 

Page 5-8, column 2, paragraph 3 .  Add the 
following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
"Following construction, disturbed areas not 
required for O&M would be revegetated with a 
mixture of native grasses, forbs, and shrubs, 
where feasible." 

Page 5-9, column 1 ,  paragraph 2, line 5.  Insert 
"Appropriate speed limitS would be 45 mph for 
access and maintenance roads in good condition 
and 30 mph where visibility is limited. "  after 
"feasible" .  

Page 5-9, column 1 .  Insert the following 
paragraph after paragraph2: "Noneame mammals. 
Much of the mitigation already listed for big game 
would also reduce impacts to nongame mammals'. 

Final - Auf146t 1995 5-6 

I .  
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
-a 
I 
I 
I 
,, 
I 
I 
, .  
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I 
I 
I 
.a 
I 
• 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I: 
I 
I 

KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

Minimizing disturbance, adherence to speed limits, 
and reclamation following construction would 
reduce impacts to small mammals and other 
nongame animals. Avoidance of snow 
accumulation areas, where feasible, would 
minimize changes in plant community composition 
due to snow redistribution. " 

Page ,5-9, column 1 ,  paragraph 3, line 3. Insert 
"for future phases" after "associated facilities" .  
Line 15 .  Replace "WTG-induced" with "collision
related". 

Page 5-9, column 2, paragraph 2. Add the 
following sentence to the end of the paragraph: 
"However, . ordinary operation of already
constructed Windplant facilities would not be 
required to be curtailed or modified in the event a 
bald eagle or peregrine falcon builds and uses a 
nest within 1 .0 mi (1 .6 km) ·of project facilities. "  

Page 5-9, crilumn 2 ,  paragraph 3, bullet 3 .  Insert 
"future NEPA documents and" before "the 
PODs" .  

Page 5-10, column 1 ,  paragraph 2 ,  line 4 .  Insert 
"unless the AO, in consultation with the WGFD, 
grants exception to this stipulation" after "at any 
time". Add the following sentence to the end of 
the paragraph: · "Seed mixtures used during 
reclamation would contain shrub species. "  

Page 5-10, column 1 ,  paragraph 3, line 7 .  
Replace "avian" with "eollision-related" .  

Page 5-10, column 1 .  Replace paragraph 4 with 
the following paragraph: "No mitigation 
specifically designed to reduce impacts to 
amphibians and reptiles would be applied; wetland 
mitigations (see Section 5. 1 .3 . 10  in the DEIS) 
would help reduce impacts to these animals. "  

5. 1.3.12 Threatened and Endangered/State 
Sensitive Soecies 

Page 5-10, column 2. .Add the following 
paragraph after paragraph 2: "Prior to 
construction, surveys for other TE&C species 

FiruJJ - August 1995 5-7 

would be conducted. If any individuals are found, 
their habitat would be avoided, where feasible, "  

Page 5-10, column 2,  paragraph 3. Line 6. 
Delete "drilling". Add the following sentence to 
·the end of the paragraph: "However, ordinary 
operation of already-constructed Windplant 
facilities would not be required to be curtailed or 
modified in the event a bald eagle or peregrine 
falcon builds and uses a nest within 1 .0 mi 1 .6 
km) of project facilities. "  

5. 1.3.�5 Land Use 

Page 5-12, column 2, paragraph 3. Add the 
following bullet after bullet 3 :  " • avoid active 
quarries and potential quarry areas, where 
feasible;"  

Page 5-12, column 2.  Add the following 
paragraph . after paragraph 3:  "Roads would be 
properly maintained. Vehicles would be 
maintained and muffled to reduce noise and odors. 
These measures would reduce impacts to 
recreational users due to construction, the presence 
of facilities, noise, dust, and odor. · 

5.1.3.16 Visual Resources 

Page 5-12, column 2, paragraph 4, line 2. Insert 
"NEPA analyses and" before "POD" .  Line 3. 
Insert "Except for rotor blades, all" before 
"Aboveground" .  Line 6. Delete "(e.g. , Carlsbad 
Canyon or Desert Brown)" .  Line 7. Replace 
"Turbine blades would be non-reflective white or 
some other color scheme determined to improve 
rotor visibility to birds. "  with "Selected turbine 
blades would be painted a black and white striped 
pattern; others would be non-reflective white. 
This scheme has been recommended by the 
USFWS .to test the effectiveness of painted 
patterns on reducing collision-related mortality." .  

Page 5-13,  column 1.  Insert the following section 
after paragraph 2: 
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"5. 1.3. 17 Hazar<ious Materials 

Hazardous material management and SPCCPs 
would be adhered to, along with implementation of 
appropriate inonitorilig, containment, and disposal 
of hazardous materials. " 

5.2 MONITORING 

5.2.2 Snow 

Page 5-13, column 1 ,  paragraph 5,  line 6. Insert 
"NEPA documents and" before "POD".  
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5.2.6 Noise 
Page 5-14, column 1 ,  paragraph 1 ,  line 5. Insen 
"for future phases" after " implemented" .  

5.2.11 Buerdous and Solid Waste 

Page 5-14, column 2, paragraph 4, line 2. Delete 
"(to be included in the PODs for each phase)" .  
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6.0 CONSULTATION AND PREPARERS 

Page 6-1 ,  Table 6. 1 ,  line 27. Insen "Brenda Vosika, Mining Engineer" after "Bob Tigner, Planning & 
Environmental Specialist" . 

Pages 6-2 and 6-3, Table 6. 1 .  Replace "Native American Tribes� section in DEIS with the following: 

Native American Tribes 

Comanche Tribal Committee 

Eastern Shoshone 

Lower Bn�le 

Minneconjous 

Northern Arapaho Tribal Council 

Northern Cheyenne 

Oglala l.akota Nation 

Oglala Sioux Tribal Council 

Rosebud Sioux Tribal Council 

. Shoshone Tribal Council 

SOuthern Arapaho 

SOuthern Cheyenne 

Uintah and Ouray Ute Tribes 

Uintah Ute 

White River Ute 

· Wallace Coffee Chairman . 
John Tarnesse Spiritual Leader 
Hamen Wise Traditional Leader 

Dwayne Goodface 

James Picotte Director 

FI'Bilcis Brown Traditional Elder 
Burton Hutchinson Chairman 
Steven Brady Traditional Leader 
William Tall Bull 
IJevando Fisher Chairman 

Philip Under Baggage 
Wilber Between Lodges Chairman 
William Kindle President 

Alfred Ward Chairman 
Virgil Franklin 
Alton Harrison 

William Fletcher 
George Sutton 

Betsy Chapoose 
Clifford Duncan 

Page 6-4, Table 6. 1 ,  line 33. Insert "Wyoming State Land Office, Harold Kemp, Assistant Director" 
after "Wyoming State Board of Equalization, Tom Roberts, Executive Secretary" .  
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7.0 REFERENCES, ABBREVIATIONS, AND ACRONYMS 

7.1 REFERENCES 

Add the following references: 

Electric Power Research Institute. 1989 . The technical assessment guide, Vol. 1 ,  Electricity Supply, 
EPRI P-6587-L. Palo Alto, California. 

Estep, J .A. 1989 . Avian mortality at large wind energy facilities in California: Identification of a 
problem. California Energy Commission. 

Hausel, W;D. ,  G.G. Marlatt, E.L. Nielsen, and R.W. Gregory. 1992. Preliminary Study of Metals and 
Precious StoneS along the Union Pacific Right-of-Way, Southern Wyoming. Geological Survey of 
Wyoming Open File Report 92-5 . 79 pp. 

Hausel, W.O.,  G.G. Marlatt, E.L. Nielsen, and R.W. Gregory . .  1994. Study of Metals and Precious 
Stones in Southern Wyoming. Geological Survey ofWyoming Open File Report 94-2. 61  pp. 

Mariah Associates, Inc . .  1995. Unpublished wildlife observation data for the KENETECH Windplant 
Project. Available at Mariah Associates, Inc., Laramie, Wyoming. 

Society of Automotive Engineers, Inc. 1975. Standard values of atmospheric absorption as a function 
of temperature and humidity. SAE ARP 866A, March 1975. Warrendale, PA. 

U.S .  Geological Survey. 1994. Unpublished data. 

7.2 ABBREVIATIONS AND ACRONYMS . 

Pages 7-21 through 7-24. Add the following abbreviations and acronyms: 

BOD 
Btu 
cr 
DOE 
EPRI 
H2S 
HMS 
IGCC 
KRCRA 
kV/m 
lb 
MOA 
N.D. 
N02 
PAH 
POM 
soz 

Biological oxygen demand 
British thermal unit 
Combustion turbine 
Deparanent of Energy 
Electric Power Research Institute 
Hydrogen sulfide 
Hazardous Materials Summary 
Integrated gasification combined-cycle 
Known recoverable coal resource area 
Kilovolts per meter 
Pound 
Memorandum of Agreement 
No date 
Nitrogen dioxide 
Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons 
Polycyclic organic matter 
Sulfur oxides 
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TSS Total suspended solids 
TOC Total organic chemicals 
VOC Volatile organic compounds 

Page 7-24, 'line 6. Change "Wind turbine generators" to "Wind turbine generator" . 
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8.0 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES ON TilE DRAFI' 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

BLM would l ike to thank everyone who reviewed 
the DEIS for their comments. For commenters 
who wrote in suppon of the project, BLM 
appreciates your review and acknowledges your 
contribution. 

8.1 PUBLIC MEETINGS 

Two public meetings designed to allow area 
residents and others to verbally comment on the 
proposed project were held, one in Rawlins on 
February 8, and one in Laramie on February 9, 
1995. The attendance records and summaries of 
the questions asked during the meetings and 
BLM's responses are presented below. 
Transcripts of each meeting are available from the 
BLM. 

8.1.1 Comments from Rawlins Public Meeting 

At the Rawlins meeting, seven people made 
, comments or asked questions. Mr. Steve Skordas 

of Arch of Wyoming read a prepared statement 
which is reproduced in full (see comment letter E). 
BLM�s response is presented in Section 8.2.9 in 
the FEIS . 

Mr. Jay Grabow asked whether the ROW grant 
would apply to the full 500-MW project or to the 
first 70.5-MW phase only. This issue is discussed 
in Section 1 .0 in the DEIS. 

· · 

Speaker 3 asked if ranchers holding grazing leases 
(in this area, these are grazing permits under 
Section 3 of the Taylor Grazing Act) on public 
lands would be reimbursed for the loss of land. 
Because only 1 -3 %  of the land surface would be 
disturbed by the proposed development, BLM has 
concluded that there would be no significant 
reduction In forage production on lands within 
permitted grazing allotments; therefore grazing · 
lease payments would not be affected. In the 
event that substantial amounts of forage are lost, 
BLM would determine any decrease in available 
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forage and reduce the permit accordingly. No 
compensation is provided when public lands are 
removed from grazing leases, with the exception. 
under current (July 27, 1995) grazing regulations, 
that permittees are given a two-year notiCe that a 
ponion of their permit would be reduced . 

Speaker 3 also asked which panies are given 
priority when land use conflicts arise. Land use 
decisions are made through the public process 
(NEPA and land use planning regulations), on a 
case-by-case basis. No priorities are implied, 
except where valid existing rights occur. 
Livestock grazing is a privilege, and no rights are 
· implied by issuance of a grazing permit. 

Speaker 4 asked if the DEIS addressed the 
potential reduction in air pollutant emissions that 
could be realized by developing wind energy 
compared with fossil fuel power plaQts. This issue 
is discussed in Section 4. 1 .  1 in the D EIS . 

Speaker 5 asked: "How tall are the towers and 
how long are the rotors?" The towers would be 
80-120 ft (24-37 m) tall and rotors would be 108-
128 ft (33-39 m) in diameter, as described in 
Section 2. 1 .3 . 1  in the DEIS. 

Speaker 6 asked how many towers would be 
installed. The first phase of deveiopment would 
consist of 201 machines. The full Windplant 
would consist of approximately 1 ,390 machines, as 
described in Chapter 1 .0 in the DEIS . 

Speaker 7 asked if the turbines proposed for this 
project would have the same size rotors as 
machines in use in California (in reference to bird 
mortality). There are a variety of turbine types in 
Altamont Pass. Most of the turbines associated 
with high collision-related mortality were older 
machines. The KVS-33 is thought to have several 
design features that would reduce avian mortality; 
these are discussed in Section 8 .2.5 in the FEIS . 
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8.1.% Comments from '•ramie Public Meeting 

Seven people spoke at the Laramie meeting. Mr. 
Myron Wakkuri of Elk Mountain Outfitters asked 
a question concerning the outdoor recreation 
accessibility of the project area during and after 
construction. Specifjcally, would the public be 
restricted from areas around turbines during 
construction or for the LOP? BLM responded 
that, during construction there probably would be 

· some limitations on access in the vicinity of 
construction areas. Since towers and other 
facilities would not be fenced, BLM is not 
anticipating any restrictions on public access 
within the Windplant. 

Ms. Cathy Moody of Laramie asked how long 
monitoring would continue, would it continue for 
the LOP, and how it would be financed. BLM 
responded that KENETECH would hire 
professionals approved by BLM and appropriate 
wildlife agencies to conduct monitoring studies. 
BLM intends to monitor until impacts can be 
assessed; however the monitoring program would 
be flexible so that it could be modified in response 
to the most important issues and concerns. Details 
of monitoring are described in Appendix B in the 
DEIS and Section 8.2.3 in the FEIS. 

Mr. J .  0. Mingle asked about the origin of the 
72.8%  capacity factor. estimated for the Foote 
Creek Rim portion of the Windplant. 
KENETECH responded that the analysis is based 
on the peak periods of electric demand in 
Colorado. For example, the PSCo compared their 
peak demand for electricity during the daytime and 
during winter with the distribution of wind speeds 
for the same periods, and determined that the 
Foote Creek Rim portion of the project would 
have a capacity factor of approximately 72.8 % .  
Section 1 . 1 .2 in the DEIS describeS estimated 
capacity factors for various types of power plants. 
See also response to comment AP20. 

Mr. Mingle then asked if the estimated capacity 
factor included time spent on turbine maintenance. 
The estimated capacity factor includes time spent 
during maintenance. For the proposed project, 

FinD/ - August 1995 

most maintenance would be completed during 
summer months when winds are less strong and 
when there is less· demand for electricity in the 
region. Therefore, the. maintenance schedule is 
designed to have minimal effect · on the estimated 
Windplant capacity factor during peak periods. 

Mr. John Gilp of Laramie sugges� use of a 
supersonic whistle on the tips of turbine blades to 
warn birds away from turbines. The Avian Task 
Force is presently examining numerous ways in 
which collision ... related mortality may be reduced. 
Mr. Gilp also ·commented that utilizing wind for · 

economic gain would have a positive effect on 
morale for Wyoming residents. 

Mr. Kent Schulte raised the concern that the large 
scale of the proposed project would preclude 
development of smaller wind projects or other 
renewable energy projects · in Wyoming. BLM 
manages public lands using a multiple use concept 
and does not favor any oqe type of use over 
another. In cases where development of various 
resources conflicts with · other developments, the 
choice of one vs. another is made through BLM 
review processes. Although other companies have 
shown an interest in possible wind energy 
development in southern Wyoming, only one 
proposal has been received to date. The proposal 
is for a small windfarm near Medicine Bow (see 
Section 4.0 in the DEIS) .  

. 

· Mr. Schulte also asked what "rate of return" could 
be expected from the proposed project. BLM 
would charge a rental fee for public land within 
the ROW which would be based on the amount of 

· land utilized for the project plus the amount of 
electricity generated. Rate of return (or profit), 
per se, is calculated by the utilities that own the 
Windplant or buy wind-gen�rated electricity. 
Earnings are regulated by the Public Service 
Commission/Public Utility Commission within 
each state. Earnings from the Windplant would be 
subject to the same types of calculations and 
regulations as other power plants. 

8,.2 

Mr. Alan Redder asked if there were existing tax 
incentives for wind · energy production. The 
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Energy Act of 1992 provides for a 1 .5�nt/kWh 
production tax credit or a 1 .5�nt/kWh production 
incentive (the latter is only available to public 
utilities , like · EWEB). The tax credit and 
production incentive are also discussed in Section 
8 .2. 1 and in the response to comment N2 in the 
FEIS. Mr. Redder also asked if any state or 
federal monies would be used to fund the proposed 
project. The project is being fmanced by private 
investors only. BPA and the utilities expect to 
recover the cost of the projects through their rates. 

Edward Hillar asked who manufactures the 
machines and where they are made. The machines 
are assembled in California from parts 
manufactured throughout the U.S.  

8.2 RESPONSES TO WRI'lTEN COMMENTS 

Over 460 individual written comments were 
received on the DEIS. Table 8. 1 presents a list of 
written comments received on the DEIS. Many · 
coriunenters focused on the same issues, although 
comments also covered a wide variety of concerns, 
topics, and corrections. During comment r:eview, 
BLM identified 12 distinct issues that were 
frequently raised: 

• the alternatives analysis should have 
. included analysis of ilternative project 
locations; 

• avian mortality legal issues; 
• adequacy of the monitoring program; 
• adequacy of baseline data; 
• lack of executable mitigation; 

· • concern that future environmental review 
would not be subject to NEPA 
accountability if the POD process is used 
to p�rmit future phases; 

• the precedence-setting nature of the 
proposed project; 

• the adequacy of the cumulative impacts 
analysis; 

• coal resource development potential; 
• impacts to recreation; 
• requests for a supplemental DEIS; and 
• possible undue risk to wildlife if the 

project is developed as proposed. 
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These 12 issues are discussed in detail in Sections 
8.2. 1 through 8.2. 12, respectively, in the FEIS so 
that logical and complete responses could be 
formulated, instead of piecemealing these all
encompassing issues together as individual 
comment responses. However, many other topics 
were raised in the comment letters; these are 
addressed as individual comment responses. In 
some cases, it was appropriate to respond to a 
specific comment individually and as part of the 
all-encompassing discussions. 

Because the issues concerning the alternative 
location analysis and the monitoring program are 
complex, Sections 8 .2. 1 and 8.2.3 are divided into 
subsections which address particular aspects of 
these issues. For example, the section discussing 
alternative project locations has several subsections 
including economic feasibility, landownership, 
environmental analysis of alternative locations, 
initial site screening, and federal policy on 
development of renewable energy. Where 
possible, individual comments are keyed to the 
specific subsection that addresses the comment. In 
cases where a comment is directed at the issue as 
a whole, the commenter is referred to the entire 
section. 

Following the 12 sections concerning major issues, 
the FEIS includes a photocopy of each comment 
letter received, presented in chronological order of 
receipt (Section 8 .2.13 ) .  Each letter was labeled 
with a letter or pair of letters (i.e. , letter A was 
the first letter received, letter AV was last). 
During BLM review, every comment within each 
letter was identified and given a number. The 
commenter's niiJle(s) appears at the top of each 
comment letter in Section 8 .2. 13 together with its 
alphabetical identifier. Responses to each 
comment are keyed back to the alpha-numeric 
identifier for each comment. For example, the 
USFWS comment letter is labeled letter · "AS " .  
BLM identified 13 individual comments within the 
letter, which are designated AS 1-AS 13;  responses 
are thus keyed to comments AS 1-AS 13.  

The letter/response section is formatted in a 
double-column, . newspaper style; therefore, the 
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Table 8 . 1  Written Comments Received on the DEIS for the KENETECH/PacifiCorp Windpower 
Project. 

Letter 
Commeoter Identification Page No. 

Carbon County Concrete, Inc. A 8-29 

U.S. Department of Transportation - Federal Highway Administration B 8-29 

Wyoming State Geological Survey c 8-29 

Louisiana-Pacific CorJ)oration D 8-30 

Arch of Wyoming E 8-31 

U.S. Bureau of Mines F 8-3 1 

C. L. Rawlins G 8-32 

Carbon County School District No. 2 H 8-32 

Jay C. Grabow . 8-32 

Lynne Hull J 8-32 

Town of Saratoga · K 8-33 

Patrick C. Eastman L 8-33 

Willard E. Dilley M 8-34 

Bern Hinckley N 8-34 

Commissioners of Carbon County 0 8-35 

Bow Area Economic Development Commission, Inc. p 8-35 

Kenneth and Joan Jones Q 8-35 

Town of Medicine Bow R 8-36 

Connie Scigliano s 8-36 

Edison Development Company T 8-36 

Sandra M. Frost u 8-37 

F. Earline Hit tel v 8-38 

Uoyd Dorsey w 8-38 

Carbon County School District No. 2 - Board of Trustees X 8-40 

South Central Industrial Association of Wyoming y 8-40 

John H.· Collamer z 8-41 

William Saylor AA 8-41 

Ted Lapis AB 8-43 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency AC 8-43 

Wyoming Association of Professional Archaeologists AD 8-44 

Wyoming Game and Fish Department AE 8-44 

Wyoming State Land and Farm Loan Office AF 8-62 
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Table 8. 1 (Continued) · 

Commenter 

Wyoming Department of Environmental Quality 

KENETECH Windpowei', Inc. 

Frank and Lois Layton 

Wyoming Outdoor Council 

Barbara Parsons 
Biodiversity Associates/Friends of the Bow 

Native Ecosystems Council and Friends of the Bow' 

Wyoming Heritage Society 

PacifiCorp 

Richard J. Guenzel 

Audubon Council of Wyoming 

Union P-acific Resources - Minerals 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

Carbon County Coalition 

Governor of Wyoming 

Ronald R. Wiggins 

I Letter received during the initial seeping period. 

Final - Aug.Ut 1995 8-5 

Letter 
Identification Page No. 

AG 8-62 

AH 8-62 

Al 8-63 

AJ 8-64 

AK 8-64 

AL 8-64 

AM 8-70 

AN 8-75 

AO 8-75 

AP S..76 

AQ 8-87 

AR 8-88 

AS 8-88 

AT 8-90 

AU 8-90 

AV 8-91 
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section should be read from the top right to the 
bottom left of each page. Each letter is 
reproduced in its entirety and is followed by 
responses to comments. 

8.2.1 Alternative Project Location 

This section provides responses to the following 
comments: 1 1 ,  S2, U2, U4, V1 ,  W8, AES, AE12, 
AE15, AE25, AE56, AE58, AE59, AE95, 
AE126, All ,  AK2, AL5, AL13,  AL14, AL15, 
AL19, AMl ,  AP9, AP10, AP17, AP19, AP22, 
AP24, AP26, AP27, AP66, AP68, AP69, AP73, 
AP74, AP75; AP83, AP86, AP102, AP107, 
AP130, AS2, AS9, AS10, AV2, and AV4. 

Several commenters assened that a wider range of 
alternatives, especially an alternative project 
location, should have been evaluated. Federal 
agencies are required to consider a reasonable 
range of alternatives in their NEPA documents. 
According to CEQ regulations, when there are a 
potentially larger number of alternatives, only a 
reasonable number, covering the full spectrum of 
alternatives, must be analyzed (CEQ, Forty Most 
Asked Questions Concerning CEQ's NEPA 
Regulations, 46 Federal Register 1 8026, March 
23, 198 1 .  Answer lb). Reasonable alternatives 
are those which 1 )  will effectuate the purposes of 
the project (Residents in Prottst-/-35E v. Dolt D. 
Minn 1984, 583 F. Supp. 653, 659), and 2) are 
"practical and feasible from the technical and 
economic standpoint and using common sense . . . " 
(Forty Questions, Answer 2a). 

Evaluation of alternative sites �was considered but 
rejected from detailed consideration during 
alternatives development, as described in Section 
2.4 of the DEIS . Site selection has been dictated 
by conditions set forth by federal and state utility 
regulations and the quality of the wind resource. 
Extant data on the wind resources in southern 
Wyoming suggest that, while the proposed project 
area is not the only place windpower could be 
developed, it is the best, and, given today's 
power-generation market, it is the only feasible 
place for the proposed project. 
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However, economic feasibility is only one factor 
considered during BLM's evaluation of the 
project; other factors such as the ability to achieve 
the purpose and need for the project, initial site 
screening, landownership within the project area, 
prior agreements with private landowners, and 
federal policy to promote development of 
renewable energy resources are also considered as 
discussed below. 

8.2.1 . 1  Economic FeasibilitY and Project Puwose 
and Need 

This section addresses comments relating 
specifically to economic feasibility of other project 
locations, comments AE12, AE25, AK2, AL13, 
AL14, AL15, AL19, AMI ,  AP19, AP69, AP73, 
AP86, and AS9. 

As stated in the EElS, the purpose of the project 
is "to provide wind-generated electricity from a 
site in Wyoming and to develop a further market 
for Wyoming-sourced wind-generated electricity." 
The viability of wind-generated energy (and thus 
the potential to develop a market for it) is 
dependent upon the quality of the wind resource 
and costs of generating and transmitting 
windpower from a given site. 

Electric utility companies have been obligated to 
protect public interest by providing reliable service 
at low cost since the inception of utility regulation .. 
Past utility investments in new generation have had 
to withstand regulatory review to determine if 
investment choices would provide reliable, low 
cost electricity to consumeri; failure •to meet these 
requirements could not be recovered via increased 
customer rates (i.e. ,  utility stockholders would 
bear the cost of the investment). This requirement 
that utility investments must be "least cost" creates 
a strong financial incentive for utilities to make 
new resource investment decisions which will 
withstand scrutiny by regulators. Under the 
current regulatory climate, a process of "least cost 
planning" or "integrated resource planning" is 
used to ensure the low cost criterion is met. Most 
state public utility commissions, including the 
Wyoming Public Service Commission, either 
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encourage or require utilities to utilize least cost 
planning for purposes of resource acquisition 
(Energy Policy Act of 1992). According to Public · 
Law 102-486 (Energy Policy Act of 1992): 

"The term 'integrated resource planning' 
means in the case of an electric utility, a 
planning and selection process for new 
energy resources that evaluates the full 
range of alternatives, . . . in order to 
provide adequate and reliable service to its 
electric customers at the lowest system 
cost . . .  " 

This definition is consistent with resource 
acquisition activities of utilities in the Rocky 
Mountain region and the Pacific Northwest. · 

Because of least cost planning requirements, 
· utilities are. extremely sensitive to price and cost 
when making resource investment decisions; 
therefore, it is crucial that the highest 
energy/lowest cost windsite is utilized for wind 
energy to be competitive. Furthermore, although 
the Northwest Regional Power Act requires BPA 
to give priority to projects that employ renewable 
energy resources, BPA is under pressure to reduce 
costs. 

Development at sites with less suitable winds than 
Foote Creek Rim (for Phase I) would result in 
higher kWh costs (fable 2.9 in the FEIS) and the 
project would not be economically feasible. •f 
Phase I is· not construCted on Foote Creek Rim, 

participating utilities would have legitimate cause 
to cancel their contracts and abandon the project. 
Utilities will not choose renewable energy if it is 
much more expensive than traditional resources. 
Therefore, requiring analysis of an alternative site 
would not meet the project purpose and need. 

· 

Commenters suggested that the Medicine Bow 
Project or other proposals for windfarms in the 
area would fulfill the purpose and need for the 
project such that the No Action Alternative might 
be appropriate. However, no other proposed 
project would fulfill the ·purpose and need because 
the proposed project is the only project for which 
utility contracts have been executed. Therefore, it 
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is the only project for which there is a realistic 
opportunity to provide windpower. Furthermore, 
BPA has a near-term goal of determining the cost 
and availability of windpower. No other 
Wyoming projects are in sufficiently advanced 
stages of planning and permitting to be viable 
near-term options for meeting BLM's or BPA's 
purpose and need . The No Action· Alternative, 
therefore, would not fulfill the project purpose and 
need. 

To evaluate development of an alternative site, the 
Applicant would need extensive site-specific 
information including, but not limited to: 

• Several more years of detailed site-specific 
meteorological data. The accuracy of 
estimated cost per kWh of wind-generated 
electricity improves as the accuracy of 
meteorological data improve. The ability 
of wind developers to provide prospective 
buyers with accurate cost estimates 
therefore necessitates acquisition of 
detailed data on the wind resource. 
Because utilities are encouraged or 
required to use least cost planning when 
acquiring new resources, and because 
windpower only marginally meets the 
"least cost" criteria, utilities cannot 
contract for windpower if there are latge 
uncertainties· in the cost per kWh 
estimates. 

• Information on the ability to obtain control 
over the required land and the costs of 
leasing the land. Again, the land lease 
fees are a factor in the kWh cost 
estimates; therefore, if the developer is 
uncertain of these costs, reliable power 
costs cannot be provided to potential 
customers, and utilities would not be able 
to contract for wind power. Furthermore, 
if the necessary parcels cannot be 
obtained, alternative sites. are not feasible. 

• The ability to negotiate economic 
interconnection and wheeling agreements 
with BPA or utilities. 

These data are available for the Foote Creek Rim 
and Simpson Ridge areas; to obtain these data 



KENETECH Windpo�r Final EIS 

from other sites would be very costly. Existing 
meteorological data from other sites Oisted in 
Table 8.2 of the FEIS) are less comprehensive and 
accurate than the Foote Creek Rim and Simpson 
Ridge area information; however, these data show 
that the annual wind speeds at other sites average 
5:6 to 12.3 mph (2.5 - 5.5 mls) slower than on 
Foote Creek Rim and are thus less than adequate 
to be competitive in a least cost planning market. 
These sites were not analyzed in detail because 
they are not feasible locations for this project. 
Although these sites may be feasible for other 
projects, additional factors described below are 
also considered in .BLM's evaluation of the 
proposed project site. 

In response to comments concerning an alternative 
project location, BLM enlisted Dr. John Marwitz, · 
Professor of AtmOspheric Sciences at the 
University of Wyoming and foremost expert on 
the wind in southern Wyoming, to complete an 
independent evaluation of potential alternative 
wind development sites in southern Wyoming. 
Dr. Marwitz evaluated two questions: 

• Is the process that KENETECH uses to 
evaluate alternative sites for possible wind 
energy development a reasonable process 
(i.e. , are the conclusions KENETECH bas 
drawn concerning development potential 
of various sites founded on reasonable data 
and data analysis processes)? 

• Are the wind regimes in the Foote Creek 
Rim and Simpson Ridge areas the best 
sites for wind energy development? 

To answer the first question, Dr. Marwitz was 
provided with a detailed repon on KENETECH's 
site evaluation process. Dr. M�itz used his own 
data, collected over the last two decades, on the 
characteristics of wind in southern Wyoming to 
address the second question. Results of the 
independent analysis are presented in Appendix I 
in the FEIS. 

Dr. Marwitz's analysis concludes that the process 
that KENETECH uses to evaluate potential sites 
for wind energy development is a reasonable 
process and that the Foote Creek Rim and 

Simpson Ridge areas would provide the best wind 
energy development potential within southern 
Wyoming. NEPA requires analysis of all 
reasonable alternatives which are "those that are 
practical or feasible from the technical and 
economic standpoint and using common sense 
rather than simply desirable from the standpoint of 
the applicant."  Based on the results of the 
independent analysis, evaluation of an alternative 
location for the proposed project is not reasonable 
from an economic standpoint and is therefore not 
a viable alternative for indepth analysis. 

8.2.1.2 Initial Site Sqeenin& 

, Specific comments addressed in this section 
include AE59 and AP74. 

In 1992, during preparation of the application for 
a ROW grant, KENETECH defined the wind 
resource area for this project as the Foote Creek 
Rim, Simpson Ridge, and Dana Ridge areas in 
Carbon County. KENETECH conducted several 
initial site screening studies within the wind 
resource area prior to finalizing their application. 
The initial screening process · is described below. 

On August 13,  1992, Bruce Morley, · now of 
KENETECH, met with Pete Petera, Director, and 
Thomas Collins, Environmental Coordinator of the 
WGFD to discuss wildlife concerns within the 
wind resource area. Based on this consultation, 
the Dana Ridge area was · excluded from the 
project area because mule deer were known to 
migrate along the base of the ridge to access 
winter · range. Based on review of extant data, 
WGFD made no recommendations concerning 
avoiding or excluding ponions of the Foote Creek 
Rim or Simpson Ridge areas. 

In addition to eliminating the Dana Ridge ponion 
of the wind resource area from the proposed 
project ar:ea, the Simpson Ridge project area was 
enlarged, at BLM's request, to facilitate siting the 
development away from the Hanna raptor 
concentration area. KENETECH added 
appro:Jtimately 27 sections to the eastern Simpson 
Ridge project area to accommodate BLM's request. 
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Table 8.2 · Average Annual Windspeeds for Locations in Southern Wyoming. 

Average 

Location Period of Record mph m/s 

Arlington Feb 74 - Apr 81  15.7 7.0 

Buzzard Ranch Dec 76 - Nov 77 15.9 7 . 1  

Coyote Springs . Oct 76 - Apr 81  12.8 5.7 

Elk Mountain Jan 75 - Apr 8 1  13.4 6.0 

Ferris Mar 78 - Feb 79 10.3 4.6 

Fish Hatchery Jan 78 - Apr 81  12.8 5.7 ' 
Medicine Bow Airpon Dec 76 - Apr 81  1 1 .9 5.3 

Medicine Bow Airpon 1977 12.3 5.5 

Medicine Bow Airpon 1978 1 1 .9 5 .3 

Medicine Bow Airpon 1980 1 1 .9 5.3 

Medicine Bow - SE Jan 78 - Apr 8 1  13.0 5.8 

Medicine Bow - SW Jan 78 - Apr 81  13 .2 5.9 

Red Desen Dec 76 - Feb 79 9 .2 4. 1 

Rock River North Oct 76 - May 80 12.8 5.7 

Rock River South Oct 76 - Apr 8 1  13 .0 5.8 

Upper Fish Hatchery Oct 79 - Apr 81  14.� 6.5 

Upper Wheatland Reservoir # 1 Sept 79 - Apr 8 1  13.4 6.0 

Vonac Sept 79 - Apr 81  15.2 6.8 

Wheatland Reservoir #1 Jan 78 - Apr 81 12. 1  5 .4 

Wheatland Reservoir #2 Jan 78 - May 79 12.3 5.5 

Source: Dr. John Marwitz, Atmospheric Sciences Depanment, University of Wyoming; June 1995. 
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In 1993, KENETECH hired Mariah Associates, 
Inc. to compile background information on 
selected resources within the Simpson Ridge and 
Foote Creek Rim project areas to be used during 
project plalming. The evaluation was designed to 
identify faCtors that would affect the timing or 
location of development activities. Extant 
information on wetlands, sensitive plants, wildlife, 
cultural resources, soils, and geologic features 
within the project area was assembled and made 
available to the BLM by KENETECH as pan of 
the initial ROW grant application. 

Based on existing data and consultation with 
WGFD and BLM personnel, it was determined 
that the project area was suitable for the proposed 
development pursuant to relevant federal, state, 
and local laws. No serious concerns (e.g. ,  large 
areas of crucial game ranges) which would warrant 
reevaluation of the proposed project area were 
identified in the existing information. 

8.2. 1 .3 Environmental Analysis of Alternative 
� 

Specific cominents addressed in this section 
include AE95, AE126, All ,  AP9, AP68, AP75, 
AP83, and AS2. 

Baseline field data collected for the DEIS suggest 
that wildlife use within the Foote Creek Rim area 
is more extensive than could be predicted from 
extant data in 1993. In particular, data collected 
document raptor and mountain plover use of Foote 
Creek Rim; comments indicate that field study 
results warrant analyzing the Simpson Ridge area 
in more detail and analyzing another site. Data 
for the Simpson Ridge area are not sufficiently 
detailed to determine whether wind development 
there would have a greater, . lesser, or equal 
environmental effects compared with Foote Creek 
Rim. Because future phases of development in the 
Simpson �idge area are integral to the project as 
analyzed in the EIS, they need not be analyzed as 
independent .alternatives (Environmental Defense 
Fund, Inc. v. Costle, D.C. Cir. 198 1 ,  657 F 2d 
275). At the time utility contracts for Phase I 
were signed, meteorological data indicated that 

windspeeds were higher on Foote Creek Rim 
compared with the Simpson Ridge area; therefore, 
the contracts specify Foote Creek Rim for Phase I 
development because the site had the highest 
likelihood . of meeting the participating utilities' 
needs. 

The types of data needed to thoroughly analyze 
other sites (e.g. , raptor and mountain plover 
relative use and abundance, etc.) are not available. 
Alternative sites . cannot be screened using a 
parameter for which no data are available. 
Because other sites are not currently economically 
feasible for this project, it is not reasonable to 
obtain the environmental data needed to screen 
these sites. If another wind project is proposed for 
alternative locations, appropriate environmental 
data (e.g. , raptor use data) would be collected and 

. evaluated. 

8.2. 1 .4 Landownership 

Of the 60,619 ac within the project area, BLM 
manages approximately 16,973 ac (2811). 
Approximately 37,584 ac (62%)  are privately 
owned. For Phase I, approximately 960 acres 
(19%) are federally owned, 640 acres (13 % )  are 
owned by the state, and 3 ,400 acres (68%)  are 
privately owned. KENETECH has agreements in 
place with private landowners to lease their lands 
for Windplant development and an easement from 
the Wyoming State Land and Farm Loan Office 
for use of approximately 6,080 acres of state trust 
land in Carbon County. If BLM requires project. 
relocation to an alternative site, these private 
landowners would lose income from their leases 
with KENETECH. Furthermore, KENETECH 
would have to negotiate leases with landowners in 
other potential sites to obtain information required 
to analyze the cost factors, although the wind 
resource in those areas is already known to b� 
inferior to the proposed area such that they are not 
economically viable. Local communities and 
Carbon County would lose the economic and 
employment benefits (i.e. , property taxes, impact 
assistance payments, increaSed employment) if the 
alternative site location is outside the county. 
Federal land, although it comprises a minority of 

FiNJJ - Aupst 1995 8-10 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

the project area, is needed to suppon an action 
occ�rring mostly on private land; the concerns of 
private landowners must be a factor in BLM' s 
evaluation. 

8.2. 1.5 Fe4era1 Policy to Promote DeveJcmment 
of Renewable Energy Resources 

· 

In 1992, in Rio de J�eiro, Brazil, and in 1994, in 
Berlin, Germany; world leaders and citizens from 
more than 200 countries assembled to address the 
issue of glot;Jal warming. The mission is to 
"provide a higher quality of life for ourselves and 
a brighter future for our children" .  On an 
international scale, reduction of greenhouse gas 
emissions is being pursued by over 150 countries. 
On a national scale, the U.S. Federal Government 
is - actively pursuing reducing greenhouse gas 
emiSSions. As a federal agency, BLM must 
observe the overall goals of the federal 
administration. 

In 1993, the Ointon Administration issued the 
Climate Change Action Plan to reduce green house 
gas emissions to 1990 levels by the year 2000. 
The Action Plan includes measures to reduce all 
significant greenhouse gases, and it targets all · 
sectors of the economy that emit greenhouse gases, 
from energy production companies to the forestry 
industry. The Action Plan recognizes that there 
are no simple methods for reducing emissions, but 
opportunities to reduce greenhouse gas emissions 
in cost-effective ways are distributed throughout 
the economy. The plan requires extensive 
cooperation among all levels of the administration, 
from Cabinet Secretaries and Administrators to 
program managers and staff within agencies. As 
a result of the federal directive, the Department of 
Energy (DOE) has obtained agreements from 
utilities nationwide to voluntarily reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. Panicipating utilities 
are using a variety of techniques .to reduce 
emissions, including but not limited to, improving 
the efficiency of generation and transmission, 
switching to lower-carbon fuels, investing in 
renewable generation, enhancing the performance 
of existing hydropower and nuclear resources, 
improving conservation management programs, 

and undenaking forestry projects. The DOE is 
also expanding utility Integrated Resource 
Planning by: . · 

• "iricreasing federal technical and financial 
suppon to state regulatory commissions to 
make utility investtnents in energy 
efficiency as profitable as supply side 
investments and for more effective demand 
and supply side planning; and 

• increasing federal suppon for removing 
regulatory barriers to increased use of 
renewahles and natural gas. "  (lbe Climate 
Change Action Plan, President William J.  
Clinton and Vice President Alben Gore, 
Jr., October 1993). 

Federal suppon for development of renewable 
resources is not limited to the EPA and DOE. In 
1994, the USFWS issued a statement supponing 
"the Administration's goal of developing and 
expanding renewable energy sources· such as 
windpower. Therefore, the Serviee will assist the 
windpower industry with development of 
windpower technology that is not detrimental to 
wildlife. " 

While these agencies have stated. policies to 
promote development of renewable energy 
resources, federal policy does not mandate 
renewable resource development that is not cost 
effective. For example, the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission recently ruled that state 
governments may not require utilities to purchase 
renewable energy at costs above avoided cost (the 
cost utilities avoid by investing in existing 

. resources rather than investing in new power
generating facilities to meet demands). In 
addition, BPA is facing extreme price competition 
in the Pacific Northwest power market. BP A is 
under increasing pressure to reduce costs and will 
probably reduce their investtnent in renewable 
energy . projects if these projects are not cost
competitive. Therefore, while there is a staied 
goal to develop renewables, there are also federal 
regulations in place that prevent developments that 
are not cost effective. President Clinton's Climate 
Action Plan calls for removal of these restrictions, 
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but, at present, cost still drives utility resource 
planning. 

8.2. 1 .6 Surnmazy 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include AE56. BLM considered the following 
factors to determine whether it was reasonable to 
analyze an alternative project location in detail: 

• economic feasibility of other locations, 
• results of initial site screening for serious 

concerns at the proposed site, 
• practical ity of complet ing an 

environmental analysis of alternative 
locations, 

• proponion of federal land in the project 
area and existing agreements with private 
landowners, and 

• federal policy on development of 
renewable energy resources. 

Based on analysis of these factors, BLM 
determined that an alternative site would not be. 
analyzed in detail. 

NEPA requires federal agencies to consider a 
reasonable range of 3}ternatives to a proposed 
action that will avoid or minimize adverse effect of 

. these actions on the quality of the human 
environment. Alternatives analysis is governed by 
the rule of reason (i.e. , an agency need only 
explore and evaluate reasonable alternatives 
[Natural Resources Defense Coundl, Inc. v. 
Monon (D.C. Cir. 1972) 458 F.2d 827, 834, 837; 
40 C.F.R. 1502. 14(a)]). When there are a 
potentially large number of alternatives, only a 
reasonable number, representing the full range of 
alternatives, need be examined in detail. For 
alternatives eliminated from detailed examination, 
an EIS need only briefly discuss the reasons for 
their elimination. 

The range of alternatives to the J»roposed Action 
BLM considered in the DEIS included a 40CJi 
reduced project, alternate project locations, an 
expanded or reduced project area, a one-phase 
project, and alternative energy sources - these 
represent a full range of possible alternatives to the 

· Proposed Action. Alternatives such as other 
turbine designs and facilities placement were not 
treated as alternatives because these types of 
technological design changes and ·· facilities 
placement would be used as mitigation measures 
(i.e. , the potential for making these types of 
changes is built into the Proposed Action and 
Alternative A). Pursuant to CEQ regulations, the 

. DEIS briefly discusses reasons for eliminating 
several alternatives from detailed analysis. 
Therefore, given the siting constraints described 
above and the purpose and need for the project, a 
reasonable range of alternatives was evaluated. 

8.2.2 Avian Mortality Legal Issua 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include W6, AC1 ,  AE8, �2, AE61 , AE1 14, 
AE124, AE128, AU, AL8, AL9, AL12, AMS, 
APSO, AP83, AP132, AP133, and ASl l . 

Several commenters expressed concern with 
potential violations of the MBT A, BEPA, and 
ESA arising from bird deaths at Windplant 
facilities, particularly collisions with turbine 
blades. Commemers suggested: 

• dealing explicitly with the potential for 
violating laws; 

• consultation with USFWS regarding 
acceptable compliance with these laws and 
efforts to "reasonably minimize the take of 
birds" and to document that consultation in 
the FEIS; 

• disclosure of any permits issued, and 
outlining all requirements of the issued 
permits; 

• acquisition . of state and federal take 
permits is not mitigation as indicated in 
Table 2. 1 1 ,  page 2-42. 

Avian monality at wind energy facilities and 
potential violations of federal laws were identified 
during the scoping period for this project and are 
discussed in detail in Section 4.2.3.3 of the DEIS. 
During the spring and summer of 1994, BLM held 
three agency coordination meetings with USFWS 
and WGFD to discuss wildlife-related issues, 
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including legal and regulatory requirements of the 
MBTA, BEPA, and ESA. 

In the DEIS, BLM cited and summarized relevant 
laws, identified procedures within the framework 
of the regulations by which takes could be 
permitted, and discussed probable procedures that 
could be followed based on USFWS regulations 
and policy. This presentation was developed in 
consultation with USFWS personnel. 

At present, USFWS requirements have not been 
identified; KENETECH and USFWS are still in 
consultation to define permit requirements for this 
project. The USFWS letter commenting on the 
DEIS Oetter AS) gives the best indication of how 
USFWS would enforce the MBTA, the BEPA, ·and 
the ESA relative to the proposed project. They 
state, "We anticipate issuing a special purpose 
permit under the MBT A to permit any such take. 
Incidental take of species listed under the ESA 
(bald eagles and peregrine falcons) will be handled 
through either Section 7 consultation or by a 
permit . . • Appropriate procedures for .dealing 
with take under the BEPA are under consideration 
at this time. " It is possible that no permit would 
be issued for take under the BEPA. If this is 
acceptable to USFWS and KENETECH, mortality 
studies would be monitored by USFWS; in the 
event · of excessive mortality, USFWS would . 
complete a thorough investigation to determine the 
extent, if any, of negligence on KENETECH's 
part to use all available infonnation and 
technology to minimize mortality. The USFWS 
enforcement division is mandated to enforce the 
law; negligence is punishable by fines and 
imprisonment. 

This may appear to suggest that the project would 
be authorized knowing that BEPA violations could 
occur. Although any death of an individual of a 
protected species may be a violation of the law, 
there is some disagreement in case law with 
respect to unintended mortalities or mortalities 
resulting from a species' interaction with altered 
habitats. Courts have reasoned that unintentional 
harm involving collisions or other passive 
circumstances do not trigger strict liability, and 

instead, call for examination of the reasonableness 
of the care · taken [United Staies v. FMC 
Corporation, 572 F .2d 902, 908 (2d Cir. 1978) 
(pesticide contaminated lagoon); United States v. 
Corbin Fann Service, 444 F. Supp. 510, 535-536 
(E.D. Cal. 1978) (pesticide applied in agriculturer 
United Staies v. RoUins, 706 F.  Supp. 742, 743-
744 (D. Idaho 1989) (same); Sweet Home Clu:zpter 
v. Babbit, 17  F.2d 1463, 1565 (D.C. Cir. 1994) 
(cert. granted 63 U.S.L.W. 3400, January 6, 
1995). Examination of the efforts made to reduce 
mortality is consistent with the investigation 
procedures described above. 

BLM agrees with the commenters who assert 
acquiring state and federal permits is not 
mitigation. However, permit provisions may 
include mitigation measures. Table 2. 1 1  has been 

. revised. ·  

The following sentence has been added to the end 
of Section 4.2.3 .3. "This EIS evaluates the full 
range of estimated avian mortalities and impacts 
(other than those related to other protected wildlife 
species) which might be covered by such permits 
or stipulations, if any, for the first phase of the 
project. "  

8.2.3 Monitoring Pro&ram 

. Specific comments addressed in this section 
include S3, S5, S6, AC1 ,  AE1 ,  AE10, AEl l , 
AE14, AE30, AE57, AE78, AE89, . AE1 16, 
AE123,  AE127, AE128, AE133, AE151 ,  AE162, 
All ,  AKl ,  AL7, AL19, AL20, AL27, AL29, 
AM3, AM5, A02, AP3, AP10, AP12, AP17, 
AP22, AP3 1 ,  AP32, AP34, AP36, AP57, AP81 ,  
AP89, AP104, AP109, AP1 18, AP147, AP154, 
AP158, AP162, AP163, AP168, AP169, AP170, 
AP173, and ASS. 

Several commenters questioned the adequacy of 
the monitoring program. In particular, comments 
included: 

1) the need for more intensive monitoring of 
T &E species known to use the project area 
and/or more intensive monitoring in 
general; 
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2) concerns· that the weight of evidence 
approach to be used during monitoring 
will not adequately identify impacts; 

3) establishment of criteria to initiate more 
intensive monitoring such as raptor 
population studies; and 

4) concerns about the adequacy of some of 
the proposed field methods. 

.Note: The terms "baseline" and "monitoring" are 
used somewhat interchangeably in the DEIS and 
by various commenters. The terms overlap toL. 
some degree. For the purposes of the draft and 
final EIS for this project, baseline studies refer to 
data collected prior to development· and should be 
considered "baseline monitoring" .  These data 
were collected from February 1994-March 1995 
under the protocols described in Appendix A of 
the DEIS and from March 1995 and into the future 
using protocols described in Appendix B in the 
DEIS. Monitoring studies include all research 
conducted to determine project impacts, which 
would include data callected prior to, during, or 
after development ( "post-development 
monitoring"). Comments questiolring the 
adequacy of baseline data or baseline monitoring 
are addressed in Section 8.2.4. 

8.2.3. 1 Adequacy of Monitoring Program 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include S3, S5, S6, AE78, AE89, AE1 16, AE133, 
AL27, AP3 , AP3 1 ,  AP32, APS7, AP81 ,  AP104, 
AP109, AP1 18, AP147, AP154, AP162, AP163 , 
AP168, AP169, and AP170. 

BLM concurs that monitoring intensity should be 
based on the level of concern for wildlife within 
the project area (e.g. ,  all raptors [especially T&E 
species], mountain plover, big game, and sage 
grouse). The monitoring program employs 
surveys ranging from very intensive (e.g., raptor 
nest and carcass searches) to less intensive (e.g. ,  

· prey base surveys). Each of the studies is 
designed to detect change; but not necessarily the 
causes of change. Once a change is detected, it 
would be the technical committee's responsibility 
to evaluate the impact (e.g., importance to a 

specific population) and recommend additional 
studies, if necessary, to determine cause-and-effect 
relationships. 

For raptors, tbe variables being studied are key 
parameters that influence populatiops : 
identification of preferred hunting, foraging, and 
nesting areas; prey abundance; reproductive 
success; and collision-related mortality. Mountain 
plover foraging and nesting habitat · and 
reproductive success would also be examined. To 
intensify the monitoring �rogram (as requested by 
several commenters),  BLM would have to: 

• increase the level of effort spent evaluating 
the variables listed above, 

• examine more variables, �d/or 
• implement population studies. 

The proposed level of effort is commensurate with 
the level of concern for important biological 
functions of species at risk. For example, impacts 
to raptor reproductive success is a key concern, 
and thus, complete nest censuses of very large 
areas are being conducted. After several years of 
census, raptor territories would be identified, 
providing an important index to the health of local 
raptor populations. Carcass searches also would 
require a high level of effort because the data 
collected are critical to determining direct project 
impacts. The proposed level of effort should be 
adequate to detect changes in the variables being 
studied. However, if large numbers of mortalities 
are observed, but other studies are not detecting 
impacts, the monitoring program would be 
reevaluated. 

The variables being examined are key to 
monitoring populations and are the most direct 
means for examining project impacts. If these key 
variables indicate substantial adverse changes in a 
given population, it may become appropriate to 
study additional variables. This would be 
evaluated by the. technical committee. 

Population studies typically require marking birds 
with radio-collarS or wingtags and intensively 
monitoring a sample of the populations of concern. 
The WGFD has repeatedly stated that marking 
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birds, especially sensitive species, is not necessary 
unless the variables being monitored indicate that 
the Windplant may be having a substantial effect 
on one or more populations· (personal 
communication, September 1994, with Bob 
Oakleaf, Nongame Coordinator, WGFD). The 
monitoring program (Appendix B of the DEIS) 
clearly states that population studies would be 
implemented if necessary (i .e. , in the event that 
relative use, relative abundance, or reproductive 
success appears to be adversely affected by the 
Windplant or high monality rates are observed). 

, The technical committee would be responsible for 
evaluating data; assessing impacts; evaluating 
population studies, if needed; and recommending 
appropriate mitigations (see Section 8.2.3 .2). 

For big game, the monitoring program is designed 
to determine if big game are displaced from 
habitat in the Windplant area. More intensive 
study, such as tracing big game movements using 
radio-collars is not deemed ·necessary unless 
monitoring reveals thai the Windplant is causing 
loss of habitat function within the project area. 
The technical committee would have the 
responsibility for evaluating the impacts, 
recommending implementation of more intensive 
studies (if necessary), and suggesting appropriate 
mitigations . . A similar level of study is proposed 
for sage grouse. 

In summary, the proposed monitoring studies are 
of sufficient intensity to detect changes in the most 
important variables affecting populations of 
concern. More intensive studieS would be 
implemented if monitoring results indicate 
substantial Windplant-related effects on these 

. popula�ions, · or if large numbers of monalities are 
observed and the monitoring program is not 
detecting change in the parameters being studied. 
The technical committee would have the 
responsibility to recommend implementation of 
more intensive studies if the weight of evidence 
suggests that such effects are occurring. In 
addition, monitoring results from prior phases 
would be included in the NEPA documents for 
future · phases (i .e. , there would · be full public 

disclosure and opportunity for public 
participation). 

8.2.3.2 Criteria for Initiating Additional Studies 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include AE123, AE162, and AP1 73 .  

For species protected by the MBT A ,  BEPA, and 
ESA, the USFWS would set criteria for initiating 
more intensive studies as permit stipulations or in 
a Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) with the 
BLM and KENETECH. If an agreement on 
minimizing impacts cannot be made during 
consultation and negotiation, and if the operation 
of the project caused an asserted violation of 
federal law to occur (e.g.,  under the ESA), the 
USFWS (in conjunction . with other federal 
agencies) could initiate legal proceedings to 
enforce the provisions of such law. These 
proceedings may lead to a court order requiring 
appropriate additional studies to be conducted. If 
project operation resulted in . a violation of 
stipulations promulgated in the ROW grant, BLM 
may require additional studies to work towards 
correcting the violation or revoke the ROW grant 
on public land if KENETECH fails to correct the 
violation. For other species, criteria would be 
developed by the technical c�mmittee when more 
data on impacts are available. It is inappropriate 
to develop the criteria for inclusion in the FEIS 
because it would require exhaustive discussion of 
" if/then" speculative scenarios; it would also bind 
BLM to a set of criteria based on limited data 
which therefore may not be appropriate. 
Additional data would be evaluated as they are 
collected. Experts on the technical committee 
would determine criteria for supplementing or 
reducing the monitoring program. 

8.2.3 .3 Technical Committee 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include AC1 ,  AE15 1 ,  AKl ,  AL27, A02, AP12, 
AP36, AP147, and ASS. 

The technical committee is a key element to the 
success of the monitoring program because they 
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would assist BLM to evaluate and weigh the 
evidence collected during monitoring, identify 
project impacts, and evaluate mitigations. The 
technical committee would act in concert with the 
BLM IDT, advising the BLM AO throughout the 
authorizing .process for each phase. 

The technical committee would be formed during 
1995 and would consist of personnel representing 
the BLM, USFWS, WGFD, and KENETECH. 
Each agency and KENETECH would appoint one 
to three people to serve on the committee; BLM 
would hold a kick-off meeting for committee 
members within six weeks of issuing the NTP for 
Phase I .  Membership would be somewhat ad hoc, 
enabling panicipating panies to involve i�dividuals 
to a degree based on specialties required, interest, 
and other commitments. 

The technical committee's principal objectives 
would be to identify project-related impacts on 
wildlife and develop additional proposed 

· mitigations for any unexpected impacts identified. 
The committee would perform a variety of tasks 
including, but not limited to: 

• preparing a charter to describe committee 
functions, responsibilities, and goals; 

• evaluating monitoring results from Foote 
Creek Rim, Simpson Ridge, and the off
site reference area; 

• reviewing monitoring methods . and 
recommending changes or additions (e.g. ,  
population studies), if deemed appropriate; 

• developing and recommending mitigation 
measures for any unexpected impacts 
identified during monitoring; · 

• making recommendations for Windplant 
modifications (i .e. , 'paint patterns, 
relocation of specific turbines, or other 
non-capital retrofits) based on monitoring 
data; 

• evaluating monitoring data from other 
wind farms; 

• reviewing research results from the Avian 
Task Force; 

• working with KENETECH to recommend 
design alternatives for future phases; and 

• advising the BLM AO, in cooperation 
with the BLM IDT. 

As described in Section 8.2.6, the authorizing 
process would include NEPA analysis, a ROD, 
preparation of a POD, and issuance of an NTP. 
Technical committee responsibilities would begin 
as soon as the NTP for Phase I is issued . The 
technical committee would be expected to be 
involved in the primary steps of the authorization 
process for subsequent phases, beginning with 
preapplication planning with KENETECH, review 
of the application, provision and interpretation of 
data during preparation of the NEPA document 
and the POD, and advising the BLM AO. in 
cooperation with the BLM IDT, during decision
making. 

The committee would meet a minimum of once 
annually but may conduct more frequent meetings, 
especially during the development of their charter 
and the initial review of monitoring information, 
particularly if substantial mortality occurs due to 
development of the first phase. The committee 
charter would describe the mechanisms by which 
committee members could call technical committee 
meetings in addition to the regular annual meeting. 
The technical work of the committee would be 
conducted during closed meetings to facilitate 
constructive discussion and prompt resolution of 
technical issues. After the technical discussions, 
the meeting would be opened to the public, and a 
summary of the minutes and resolutions would be 
presented. The public would have the opportunity 
to comment on the progress and adequacy of the 
monitoring studies . 

KENETECH would be responsible for preparation 
of an annual monitoring and technical report, 
which would be made available to the public. The 
report would include a description of the technical 
committee activities for the year and a discussion 
of recommendations and actions promulgated by 
the committee. 

The technical committee would be disbanded when 
it is determined that monitoring is no longer 
necessary. Monitoring would be terminated if 1)  
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impacts are shown to be minimal and adequately 
mitigated (as determined by the AO) or 2) the 

- Windplant is decommissioned and all disturbed 
areas are reclaimed. 

8.2.3 .4 Criteria for Cessation· of Windplant 
Operations _ 

Specific commentS addressed in this section 
include AE14, AL7, AL19, AL20, AL29, AM3, 
and AM5. 

The DEIS clearly indicates that impactS could be 
significant, and because of this potential , BLM has 
committed to monitoring impactS. Monitoring is 
necessary to collect project-specific data on 
potential wildlife impactS. BLM would use the 
consultative process embodied in the technical 
committee to ensure maximum reduction of 
impactS. If the operation of the project caused an 
asserted violation of federal law to occur (e.g. ,  
under the ESA), then the USFWS (in conjunction 
with other federal agencies) could initiate legal 
proceedings to enforce the provisions of such law. 
These proceedings may lead to a court order 
limiting or enjoining project operation until 
specified actions are taken or other conditions met. 
If project operations resulted in a violation of · 
stipulations promulgated in the ROW grant, BLM 
may require KENETECH to take measures to 
correct the violation and may revoke the ROW 
grant for use of public land if KENETECH fails to 
correct the violation. 

8.2.3.5 Adeguac;y of Monitoring Field Methods 

These issues are addressed in Section 8.2. 13 ,  
Responses to Individual CommentS. 

8.2.4 Adeguacy of Baseline Data/Uncertainty of 
Impacts 

Specific commentS addressed in this section 
include S3, S5, AEl ,  AE3� AE6, AE13,  AE30, 
AE32, AE38, AE39, AE50, AE63, AE69, AE7 1 ,  
AE79, AE84, AE88, AE89, AE106, AE l lO, 
AE1 12, AE126, AE130, AE133, AE135, ALl l ,  
AL22, AL23, AL32, AP3, AP4, APlO, AP22, 

AP31 ,  AP32, AP34, AP37, AP47, AP89, AP90, 
, AP92, AP103,  AP104, AP1 1 8, AP1 19, AP125, 

AP128, AP158, AP162, AP164, AP165, AP166, 
AP167, AP168, and AP169. · 

Several commenters questioned the adequacy of 
baseline data, including the following: 

1) baseline · data are not adequate to 
quantitatively evaluate project impacts 
(i .e., are not adequate to make an 
informed decision), 

2) the project should be delayed until 
adequate baseline data are collected. 

3) baseline data are not adequate to detect 
impacts during monitoring (i .e.,  to make 
meaningful comparisons with monitoring 
data), and 

4) baseline data are not adequate to develop 
effective mitigation measures. 

Pursuant to 40 C.F .R. 1502.22, BLM 
acknowledges that baseline data for some 
resources are insufficient to precisely estimate 
impacts or to develop complete mitigations for 
impacts prior to project development. The DEIS 
discloses the uncer:tainty of project impactS to 
certain resources, especially raptors . For 
example, on page 4-46 of the DEIS , it is stated . 
"The proposed Windplant would be the first 
industrial scale Windplant in Wyoming, and 
potential raptor mortality is unknown. " 

With respect to No. above, complete 
environmental information is never available for 
any affected environment. Considering the size of 
Wyoming and itS remoteness, there is very little 
environmental information about most areas. The 
conventional practice in NEPA analysis is to use 
extant information unless critical issues compel the 
gathering of additional data. For the KENETECH 
project, additional data were collected for noise, 
snow, visual quality, avian use, and raptor nesting. 

Determination of whether additional data should be 
collected for any NEPA analysis is governed by a 
"rule of reason" .  Federal officials balance the 
need, cost, utility, and applicability of data that 
could be obtained when deciding to collect 
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additional data. Considering the variability of 
environmental factors that influence wildlife 

· populations, three years of baseline data will not 
provide (with any certainty) a complete picture of 
those populations. Balancing this uncertainty with 
the cost of collecting the data, BLM's position as 
a minority landowner in the project area, and the 
loss of potential income to adjacent private 
landowners and the applicant has led BLM to 
determine that existing data are sufficient to make 
an informed and reasonable decision on the 
KENETECH project. 

Absolute certainty of impacts cannot be obtained 
with more baseline data. Because of this 
inevitable uncertainty, BLM is requmng 
monitoring through which impacts would be 
evaluated. Furthermore, given the weight of 
evidence from existing data, the DEIS has stated 
that impacts would or may be significant for many 
imponant resources (e.g. , all avian wildlife, elk, 
noise, visual resources) which gives substantial 
weight to these resources during the decision-
making process. 

· 

Based on review of case law pertaining to 
adequacy of baseline data [e.g. ,  Sdentisis' Institute 
for Public Information v. Atomic Energy 
Commission (D .C. Cir. 1973) 481 F.2d 1079, 
1092], BLM has determined that the requirement 
that an EIS describe the impacts of a proposed 
·action is subject to a rule of reason, and one of the 
functions of the EIS is to indicate the extent to 
which impacts are unknown. Baseline data need 
only be sufficient to enable BLM to make an 
informed decision in selecting· one of the 
alternatives analyzed in the DEIS. Pursuant to 
NEPA (especially 40 C.F.R. 1502. 15, 1502. 16, 
and 1502.22), BLM analyzed data from a wide 
variety of sources, including the collection of over 
a year of data on avian wildlife, to assess potential 
impacts. The DEIS provides sufficient 
information to suggest that some impacts could be 
significant, and analysis of additional baseline data 
cannot provide greater weight to consideration of 
these resources during decision-making. . 

It also should be noted that BLM has not yet 
issued the ROD for this project, and baseline data 
for the purposes of decision-making are still being 
analyzed. Because of the thorough analysis 
presented in the EIS, BLM believes that existing 
data are sufficient; however, BLM has the 
authoritY to require additional data collection and 
analysis if, during decision-making, it is 

·determined that baseline data are inadequate to 
make an informed decision. 

The unavailability of definitive baseline data does 
· · not violate NEPA [see, for example, Sdentists 

Institute for Public Information v. Atomic Energy 
Commission, 481 F.2d 1079, 1092 (D.C. Cir. 
1973); Jicarilla Apache Tribe v. Morton, 471 F.2d 
1275, 1280-1281  (9th Cir. 1973)]. As the coun I 
said in Jicarilla, "If . we were to impose a 
requirement that an impact statement can never be 
prepared until all relevant environmental effects 
were known, it is doubtful that any project could 
ever be initiated. • BLM concurs that additional 
data gathering would yield additional perspective, 
but it is clear that there is no reasonably 
foreseeable impact of such significance to warrant 
delay of Phase I development. 

With respect to No. 2 above, although agencies 
have affirmative information . gathering 
responsibilities, NEPA does not preclude agencies 
from pursuing a project because its environmental 
effects are speculative or unknown (State of Alaska 
v. Andrus, D.O. Cir 1978, 580 F.2d 465, 473 
vacated in part on other grounds, Western Oil and 
Gas Ass'n v. Alaska, 1978, 439 U.S. 922). 
Furthermore, the rule of reason dictates that an 
agency need not delay a project pending receipt of 
additional information. Uncertainty is one of the 
factors considered during the decision-making 
process. 

Where environmental impacts are uncertain, _ it is 
within an agency's discretion to decide that the 
benefits of a project outweigh the benefits of 
delaying the project pending receipt of additional 
information. Several factors may influence an 
agency's decision on delaying a project, including 
but not limited to, the possibility of obtaining 
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more information, the value of information 
obtained · relative to decision-making, and the 
consequences ofdelay. If the BLM chose to. delay 
the project until more .information is acquired, the 
project would be cancelled and the purpose and 
need would not be fulfilled. 

With respect to No. 3 above, collection of more 
baseline data may improve the probability of 
detecting impacts during monitoring, but it is 
impossible to know how useful additional data 
would be relative to the cost to obtain it. 
KENETECH would provide at least three years of 
baseline wildlife data from the Simpson Ridge area 
prior to development in that area unless 
environmental concerns make Foote Creek Rim 
unsuitable for development. BLM and the WGFD 
agree that it is not reasonable to collect three years 

. of baseline data on Foote Creek Rim prior to 
development because this would represent . an 
unacceptable project delay. 

In response to No. 4 above, the Avian Task Force 
work has led to an increased confidence that the . 
combination of tubular towers, upw�d machines, 
lower rotor speeds, and painted patterns on rotors 
should result in reduced levels of collision-related 
mortality. These substantial mitigations are built 
into the Proposed Action and Alternative A. At 
present, it is not possible to predict how the 
project size and spacing or avian use patterns will 
affect actual mortality rates; as such, additional 
mitigation measures cannot be developed until 
impacts are evaluated. BLM has committed to 
assessing wildlife impacts during monitoring. 
Development of appropriate mitigation measures 
would be determined by a technical committee 
_who would be responsible for scrutinizing 
monitoring data (including avian mortality data at 
Foote Creek Rim and three years of baseline data 
from the Simpson Ridge area), evaluating the 
nature and degree of impacts, and developing 
additional mitigation measures. Work completed 
by the technical committee would be an essential 
part of NEPA documentS prepared for each 
subsequent phase of development. Pursuant to 
NEPA, data collected from prior phases would be 
included in subsequent NEPA documents. 

8.2.5 Mitjption 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include AE4, AE9, AEl l ,  AE15, AE17, AE1 8, 
AE19, AE21 ,  AE36, AE37, AE39, AE41 ,  AE43, 
AE53, AE96-98, AE103,  AE104, AE106, AE1 10-
1 12, AE1 16, AE1 1 8, AE128, AE133, AE136, 
AE137, AE139, AE142, AE147, AKl ,  ALl ,  
AL2, AL3, AL5, AL6, AL9, AL1 8, AL19, 
AL30, AP6, AP8, APl O, APl l ,  AP13,  AP15, 
AP17, AP22, AP31 , AP33, AP40, AP4 1 ,  AP46, 
AP48, AP49, AP52, APS3, AP54, AP62, AP63, 
AP65, AP77, AP79, AP82, AP83, AP101 ,  
AP104, AP105, AP108, AP109, AP1 17, AP135, 
AP137, AP144, AP153, AP154, AP155, AP157, 
AP158, and AP163 .  

Several commenters asserted that BLM failed to 
develop sufficient mitigation for impacts, 
especially impacts to wildlife; . Commenters stated 
that: 

• executable mitigation measures are 
needed, 

• mitigation would not be achieved via the 
POD process, 

• the DEIS should set forth a range of 
contingencies for mitigation, 

• off-site mitigation should be proposed for 
impacts that cannot be mitigated on-site, 
and 

• project impacts on private lands should be 
mitigated. 

Some executable mitigation for anticipated impacts 
has been designed, by KENETECH and 
PacifiCorp, into the Proposed Action. For 
example, the Proposed Action includes the use of 
tubular instead of lattice towers; the Avian Task 
Force has indicated that tubular towers may 
substantially reduce risk to raptors . Furthermore, 
upwind, variable speed machines are also thought 
to reduce risk to avifauna. Some rotor blades 
would be painted with a pattern recommended by 
the Avian Task Force; application of this 
mitigation on a test basis would be determined by 
the USFWS. The transmission line would be 
constructed to prevent raptor electrocution. 
Furthermore, during initial planning, the site was 
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located away from known mule deer · migration 
corridors and raptor nest concentration areas. 
Other executable mitigations (e.g. , reclamation of 
disturbed areas) are also included in the DEIS (see 
Chapter 5.0 in the DEIS and FEIS). 

BLM concurs that for some potential impacts such 
as big game displacement from habitat in the 
vicinity of the Windplant, executable mitigation 
measures have not yet been developed. As data 
are obtained and a,nalyzed, it may be possible to 
develop appropriate mitigation measures; this 
would be one of the primary functions of the 
technical committee. However, NEPA does not 
require agen(:ies to develop a complete plan to 
mitigate environmental harm before the agency can 
act (Robertson v. Methow Valley Qtizens Coundl. 
1988. 490 U.S. 332, 350). NEPA is essentially 
procedural; it does not mandate results, but 
prescribes the necessary process . NEPA clearly 
mandates agencies to discuss mitigation, but does 
not require agencies to mitigate if the agency 
decides other values outweigh the environmental 
costs. 

' 

Consistent with NEPA, CEQ regulations state that 
agencies . may choose to approve projects without 
requiring all feasible mitigation [40 C.ER. 
15D5.2(c)] . The DEIS for the project need only 
discuss · and evaluate practi�le mitigation 
measures so the BLM can make an informed 
decision. The . DEIS contains an · extensive 
discussion of potential mitigation measures which 
make such a choice possible. 

Mitigation measures are presented in Chapter 5.0 
· of the FEIS . They are further detailed in the POD 

for Phase I ,  and as such, are incorporated into the 
Proposed Action and conditions of approval in the 
ROW grant. As the project proceeds, deficient 
measures would be modified. 

BLM's position is that NEPA is procedural. 
NEPA requires BLM to first identify impacts and 
then use the analysis process to examine, develop, 
and implement measures that will minimize 
impacts from th.e Proposed Action. NEPA does 
not require all impacts to be mitigated, nor does it 

require development of measures in anticipation of 
any and all impacts (see FEIS, Section 8.2.5). 
BLM has proposed mitigation for retUontlbly 
expected impacts. The monitoring and subsequent 
phase analysis will allow identification of 
unanticipated impacts and implementation of 
appropriate mitigation measures. 

NEPA requires consideration of only reasonable 
and practicable mitigation. Many impacts from 
the wind energy project are uncenain or cannot be 
determined · at this time. BLM has required those 
measures that are tied to known impacts or that are 
accepted as reasonable and prudent procedures. 
For uncertain impacts, rather than developing a 
suite of potential measures, many of which may 
prove to be unnecessary, BLM is proposing a 
phased development with NEPA analysis prior to 

. approval of each phase. The extensive 
environmental and project monitoring will allow 
implementation of mitigation measures when 
adequate information demonstrates their necessity. 

BLM does not have the authority to impo� 
federally required mitigation measures· on private 
land. This is not inconsistent with NEPA because 
it is not practi�le to impose requirements where 
BLM has no legal authority to do so. Where the 
landowner agrees, KENETECH has committed to 
follow BLM mitigation measures on private land. 

Because of the numerous comments concerning the 
reliability of the POD process to permit future 
phases, BLM would conduct a complete NEP A 
analysis for future phases. As part of the NEPA 
process, reasonable and practicable mitigation 
measures would be evaluated. Furthermore, BLM 

· and KENETECH have committed to using 
monitoring information from previous phases to 
help design future phases with fewer impacts on 
the human environment. 

Presenting a suite of executable mitigations in the 
FEIS. while feasible, would bind BLM to 
mitigations which may be inappropriate once more 
.data are collected. Therefore, BLM is giving the 
technical committee responsibility to assist BLM in 
evaluating monitoring results, identifying impacts, 
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intensifying monitoring (if necessary), and 
recommending mitigations for specific impacts. 

Because BLM does not require off-site mitigation 
for impacts that cannot be mitigated on-site, some 
impacts may not be mitigated. Impact- and 
resource-specific mitigations would be included in 
the NEPA documents for subsequent phases, and 
thus, would be available for public comment. 

As indicated in the DEIS· (page 4-1), BLM lacks 
authority to enforce mitigation measures on private 
land. However, Carbon County and the State of 
Wyoming have indicated that the Special Use 
Permit and the Industrial Siting Council permit 
waiver required for the project wil!, be expressly 
conditioned such that all federal land use 
requirements would be adhered to on private and 
state lands as well as federal land, subject to 
private landowner consent. 

8.2.6 Plan of Deyelopment Approyal Proqss 
for Subse(ment Pbases 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include AA2, AE16, AE22, AE3 1 ,  AE37, AE96, 
AE144, AL28, AL29, AL32, A03, AP3, AP7, 
AP13, AP15, AP16, AP28, �P3 1 ,  AP32, AP35, 
AP36, AP46, AP154, AP155, AP156, AP157, and 
AQ3. 

Several commenters expressed concern that 
approval of subsequent phases of the project via a 
POD would not provide for adequate public 
review, development of appropriate mitigation 
measures, or proper administration of project 
development by BLM. In response to this 
concern, BLM would complete formal NEPA 
analysis for each subsequent phase afterPhase I.  
The level of NEPA analysis (i.e. , development of 
a supplement to this EIS, preparation of an EA or 
EIS tiered to this EIS, or granting a categorical 
exclusion) would be determined for each phase _ 
based on the level of concern about impacts from 
future development. 
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The following concerns were specifically stated: 
• the POD is not subject to the same degree 

of scrutiny and public disclosure as a 
NEPA document; -

· 
• mitigation may not be accomplished 

through the POD process; 
• mitigation contingencies or programmatic 

stipulations should be provided . in the 
FEIS because "deferring such decisions to 
the POD without well developed direction 
eliminates NEPA accountability"; and 

• operators would not accept mitigations not 
included in a NEP A document . . 

The proposed project is extensive in both size 
{1 ,390 rurbines over 60,619 ac) and in 
development time (10 - 12 years). To avoid 
piecemealing the discussion and treatment of 
project impacts, the applicant requested BLM to 
prepare the environmental analysis on the full 
potential development. Because subsequent phases 
have not been proposed, BLM was unable to 
identify site-specific impacts beyond Phase I. 
Phase I impacts and mitigations are discussed in 
detail in the EIS; project-wide impacts are 
discussed generally, and cumulative impacts from 
full development are assessed. The NEPA 
documents· and PODs for subsequent phases would 
identify site-specific impacts and mitigations as 
well as reevaluation of cumulative impacts, where 
appropriate. 

Although BLM cannot accurately predict full
project impacts, it is reasonably certain that 
current technology (including modification to the 
turbine towers, painting blades, and use of a 
variable speed, upwind turbine) constitute adeq�ate 
measures to minimize impacts from Phase I .  In 
addition, KENETECH would conduct extensive 
monitoring studies which would help identify 
unanticipated impacts. The NEPA process would 
permit full public disclosure of monitoring 
information, site-specific impacts and mitigations; 
the PODs for subsequent phases would provide 
site-specific environmental and engineering 
information used to accomplish development and 
implement mitigation measures. 
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The role of the POD in this project is described is 
Section 2. 1 .2 of the DEIS. Section .42C of the 
Bureau Right-of-Way Manual recognizes that, "on 
large projects where final alignments and site
specific mitigating measures have not been 
finalized prior to issuing the right-of-way, "  the 
POD will be reviewed and a NTP issued * 
ROW approval. This guidance contemplates 
instances in which NEPA review would be 
conducted for a ROW grant without all of the site
specific information. 

' 
Because of public concern, BLM would require 
full NEPA analysis, in addition to POD submittal, 
for each subsequent phase of this project. Upon 
receipt of a draft POD for a subsequent phase, 
BLM would review all available informatipn, 
including monitoring data and recommendations 
from the technical committee, public comments, 
and research from other wind energy facilities. 
The adequacy of existing NEPA documentation 
would be determined and supplemented as .  
necessary in accordance with 40 C.F .R. 1502.9(c) 
and 1502.20. A public review period on the POD 
and supplemental NEPA analysis would be 
provided. All public comments would be 
considered before · a ROD or NTP for any 
subsequent phase is issued. Reviewers should 
view this EIS . as programmatic regarding the full 
project and site-specific for Phase I only. BLM 
will not issue NTPs for subsequent phases until all 
environmental impacts and public concerns have 
been addressed. Sections 2. 1 .2 and Figure 2. 1 in 
the DEIS, which describe the POD process, have 
been modified to state that subsequent phases 
would require NEPA documentation as well as 
POD preparation. 

To increase public information on interactions of 
birds and wind energy facilities, BLM is seeking 
to sponsor a symposium or conference on the 
subject in 1996 pr 1997. 

40 C.F.R. 1506. 1 (a)(2) and (c)(3) charge federal 
agencies to take no action before the issuance of 
an ROD that would, "Limit the choice of 
reasonable alternatives. "  or would, " . . .  prejudice 
the ultimate decision on the program."  One 

commenter claimed. PODs developed prior to 
environmental analysis violated these provisions. 
However, 40 C.F.R. 1506. l (d) states, "This 
section does not preclude development by 
applicants of plans or designs or performance of 
other work necessary to suppon an application for ' 
Federal State or local permits or assistance. "  
PODs are a required supponing document for a 
ROW grant. BLM has taken no action that would 
preelude consideration of reasonable alternatives or 
prejudice our final decision on this project. 
Furthermore, much of the information required for 
a POD also must be used· to define the proposed 
action for the NEPA analysis. 

8.2. 7 Precedence-setting Nature of the Project 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include AE2, AE24, AE94, API ,  AP3, AP14, 
AP2S, AP78, AP102, APl lO, AP135, and AP155. 

Two commenters contend BLM failed to disclose 
the precedence-setting nature of this project. 
"This is the first proposal of this magnitude within 
the unique climatic and biological conditions of 
southern Wyoming." They point out "The 
procedures and analysis used for this project could 
influence similar future decisions. "  They also 
point out that this project differs from more 
conventional ROW actions and request BLM to 
elaborate· on this fact relative to analysis of 
impacts and decision-making. 

· 

The significance of a project is a factor in 
determining if it may be approved following a 
Finding of No Significant Impact (resulting from 
preparation of an Environmental Assessment) or if 
a more comprehensive EIS must be prepared. 
From the beginning, BLM recognized the 
precedent-setting nature of the proposal, its scope, 
and the unique and · uncenain risks it might pose 
(40 C.F.R. 1508.27[b] [5 and 6]) and made a 
decision that this project would result in significant 
impacts on the human environment and that an EIS 
should be prepared. Preparation of an EIS 
provides an elevated level of analysis compared 
with other NEPA documents and is appropriate for 
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large, precedence-setting projects such as the 
Proposed Action. 

When potential risks from the project were · 
identified, BLM required extensive, yet 
reasonable, baseline data collection, including 
avifauna baseline studies, noise modeling and 
analysis, snow redistribution analysis, air quality 
modeling, a Class I paleontological study, and an 
extensive literature review of wildlife displacement 
from development areas. BLM further requested 
implementation of wildlife monitoring studies to 
evaluate and track uncertain effects. These studies 
required a level of effort far beyond previous 
requirements BLM has made for data gathering for 
an EIS. 

BLM ROW actions in Wyoming are typically 
linear facilities such as access roads, pipelines, and 
power lines. The wind energy project differs from 
the typical ROW action by being a site facility, 
instead of the usual a linear facility (e.g., 
pipelines, transmission lines). Its size of over 
60,000 ac is also distinctive. BLM basJssued site 
ROWs in Wyoming for large facilities such as 
natural gas processing plants. 

Issuance of ROWs for wind energy facilities on 
Public Lands in California is the typical method of 
authorization. This procedure bas been used since 
the early 1980s in the BLM Palm Springs and 
Ridgecrest Resource Areas. Utilization of the 
ROW grant allows BLM to provide for wind 
energy development concurrently with other uses 
of public land such as grazing, oil and gas 
exploration, and construction of transportation and 
communication facilities. ROW grants for wind 
energy facilities allow BLM to administer, through 
the POD and Terms and Conditions of the ROW 
grant, the operation and maintenance of the 
facility. Although the proposed project is the first 
and largest of its kind proposed in Wyoming, it is 
not outside the bounds of BLM's regulations and 
experience of public land uses . 

BLM expects that the procedures and analyses 
used to evaluate this project would influence future 
decisions, but future decisions would not be 

unduly influenced by prior decisions in the manner 
precedence is used in court cases. BLM has 
acknowledged that the project is new and some 
impacts are unknown, and intends to monitor, 
learn from Phase I, , and make decisions and 
modify requirements for future phases and other 
wind generation projects based on what is learned 
and public concerns. 

8.1.8 Cumulative Impact Analvsis 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include W1,  W2, AE1 ,  AE7, AE20. AE30, AE94, 
AE97, AE102, AE105, AL33, AP34, AP80, 
AP1 1 1 .  AP112, AP1 18,  AP121,  and A.P13 1 .  

Four commenters were concerned with the 
adequacy of the cumulative impact assessmen� in 
the DEIS; specifically, that: 

1) cumulative impacts had received 
inadequate treatment, 

2) displacement effects should be disclosed, 

3) baseline and monitoring studies were 
inadequate to determine the extent of 
cumulative impacts, 

4) cumulative impacts may be more 
significant than BLM assumed, 

5) the significance of cumulative impacts to 
· non-crucial big game ranges should be 
considered, and 

6) cumulative impacts from other, future 
wind energy development projects should 
be considered. 

In addition, the significance criteria used in the 
DEIS to evaluate impacts to wildlife was criticized 
for lack of a scientific or regulatory basis. In the 
DEIS, it was stated4that " impacts to big game 
would be considered significant if project-related 
activities resulted in a loss of greater than 1 % of 
the existing crucial big game range for a particular 
herd unit." The rationale for this criterion was 
provided in Section 4.2.3 . 1  in the DEIS; in 
response to several comments concerning the 1 % 
criteria. and cumulative impacts, this issue in 
elaborated below. 

Final - Aupst l995 8-23 



KENETECH Windpower Firuzl EIS 

In response to Nos. 1 and 2 above, the cumulative 
impacts analysis employed a multi-step process. 
First, the cumulative impact analysis area was 
defined for each resource. For example, the 
cumulative impacts analysis area for big game 
were the boundaries of various herd units, which 
oftentimes included areas well outside of the 
KPPA. Then BLM identified all existing 
disturbance/development within an area of 
potential cumulative impacts for each resource and 
quantified the amount of ground disturbance 
associated with known developments. Using this 
approach, the overall percentage of land area lost 
within a given cumulative impact analysis area was 
calculated. BLM also identified possible future 
developments including the proposed Medicine 
Bow windfarm and an 80-ac coal lease, and 
possible effects from these projects were 
considered during the cumulative impacts analysis. 
BLM acknowledges that continued incremental 
impacts to big game ranges from any action would 
have negative influences on big game populations. 
Because of the current significant cumulative 
disturbance within big game ranges within and 
adjacent to the KPPA, disturbance due to the 
proposed development would constitute a 
contribution to the significant cumulative impact. 

Unfortunately, impacts such as habitat loss due to 
displacement cannot be quantified using existing 
data (i.e., cumulative impacts cannot be assessed 
because project-specific impacts are uncertain). 
Therefore; the cumulative impacts analysis 
presented in the DEIS is adequate to the extent 
that existing data are adeqUate; the adequacy of 
baseline data is discussed in Section 8 .2.4. 
Because of these uncertain effects, BLM has 
committed to monitoring these resources to 
determine the type,and significance of project
specific and cumulative impacts. The monitoring 
program is discussed in Appendix B in the DEIS 
and Section 8.2.3 in the FEIS . 

In response to No. 3, the adequacy of baseline 
data and the monitoring program are discussed in 
Sections 8.2.4 and 8.2.3, respectively. 

Regarding No. 4, the BLM realizes that there 
could be substantial risks to wildlife. As a result, 
an EIS was prepared and possible significant 
impacts were identified. Cumulative impacts also 
may be significant; however, the analysis 
presented in the DEIS represents BLM's best 
interpretation of available data to assess cumulative 
impacts. Several commenters identified the 
possible risk to wildlife as a significant issue; it is 
discussed in detail in Section 8.2. 12. 

Regardiiig No� 5, the BLM was requested to 
address cumulative impacts to noncrucial big game 
ranges. Direct project impacts to all habitat 
classifications, including noncrucial ranges, are 
given in Table 4. 10 in the DEIS. Impact analysis 
and protection measures have typically focused on 
that component of a species' habitat and/or life 
cycle requirement where the animals are most 
'vulnerable. For example, BLM requires seasonal 
construction restrictions on crucial winter ranges 
during crucial winter periods when big game 
species are under the greatest stress from climatic 
factors and food � least available. Loss of 
noncrucial habitat due to the proposed project is 
unlikely to significantly impact big game 
populations because these habitats are not critical 
to population stability, and very little noncrucial 
habitat would . be directly disturbed by the 
proposed project (see Table 4 . 10  in the DEIS). 
Displacement effects in noncrucial habitats would 
be monitored. 

In response to No. 6, southcentral Wyoming has 
a documented world-class wind resource. The 
KENETECH project is the first attempt to develop 

· this resource on an industrial scale. If this project 
is successful, other wind energy projects may be 
proposed for future development. At present, with 
the exception of the Medicine Bow Energy project 
(see page �3 of the DEIS), there are no wind 
energy projects proposed in the region. Proposed 
development of the Medicine Bow project would 
initially involve placing wind turbines on private 
land. Processing the ROW application for use of 
the surrounding · 10 federal sections has been 
suspended because the schedule for development of 
these sections is uncertain. Other wind energy 
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developers have shown interest in southern 
Wyoming, but potential developments are in very 
preliminary stages (e.g. ,  gathering meteorological 
data). BLM is monitoring the meteorological data 
collection activities. Some companies have 
suspended their efforts and withdrawn from the 
region. There are no prospective projects 
anticipated in the short term (one to three years). 
Changes in wind energy development potential and 
possible cumulative impacts would be considered 
in the supplemental NEPA analysis prepared for 
future phases of this project, in addition to NEPA 
analysis for other projects when they are proposed. 

Cumulative impact assessment areas for big game 
species are shown on Maps 3 . 10 to 3 . 13 .  BLM 
has utilized a significanc� threshold of 1 % 
disturbance in crucial big game ranges. This 
rationale is discussed in Section 4:2.3. 1 ,  Bi& 
Game. Simificance Criteria. Although BLM has 
no scientific evidence to demQnstrate that a loss of 
1 % of crucial habitat will result in a significant 
impact to any species, this threshold was used as 
a prudent measure to judge potential project 
impacts. ·  In the absence of other, substantiated 
criteria, BLM uses the 1 % criterion to prompt a 
more indepth analysis of potential impacts (i.e., 
preparation of an EIS). . 

As shown in Table 4. 1 1  in the DEIS, existing . 
disturbance already exceeds 1 % of crucial winter 
range in all herd areas associated with the 
proposed project. Therefore, impacts are already 
significant, and any additional disturbance would 
be considered significant. This is the highest level 
of significance that can be given during a NEPA 
analysis, and significant impacts are weighed most 
heavily during the decision-making process. For 
the proposed project, the 1 % criterion affords big 
game species the greatest level of consideration. 

No development is presently proposed in crucial 
ranges. BLM will defer any decisions on the 
placement of wind energy facilities in crucial 
ranges until KENETECH malces a proposal to 
initiate development in these areas. BLM will 
evaluate possible impacts of development in crucial 
winter range during subsequent NEPA analyses,· as 

described in Section 8.2.6, using the most current 
information available. 

8,2.9 Coal Resource Development Potmtial 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include C 1 ,  E1 ,  T1,  AL28, and ARl .  

Several comments were received about the 
potential to develop coal resources. located within 
the eastern portion of the Simpson Ridge Project 
area. Commenters indicated that: 

• there is a large marketable and 
economically viable coal resource in the 
project area and potential for its 
development exists in the fairly near future 
(i.e. , within five years); and 

• there would be a potential loss of federal 
royalty payments if coal development was 
precluded by wind energy development. 

BLM was requested to remove eight sections from 
the project area. 

The Carbon Basin Known Recoverable Coal 
Resource Area (KRCRA), classified by the U. S.  
Geologic Survey in 1975, underlies the eastern 
portion of the Simpson Ridge portion of the 
KPPA. When the DEIS was prepared, there were 
no active federal, state, or private coal . leases or 
proposed coal development plans. However, in 
February 1995, the State of Wyoming issued a 
coal lease on 160 ac located iri the SE lA of 
Section 16, T21N, R80W within the Simpson 
Ridge project area. In December 1994, the 
Wyoming Board of Land Commissioners granted 
an easement to KENETECH Windpower for wind 
energy facilities in the same section. 

Coal resources in the Hanna Basin and Carbon 
Basin KRCRAs are described in Section 3 . 1 .3 . 1 .  
A review of comments and current coal 
development potential information has resulted in 

· a revision of the following DEIS sections 
concerning coal development potential (presented 
earlier in the FEIS): (1) page v, paragraph 3,  (2) 
Table 2. 1 1 ,  page 2-38; (3) Section 3 . 1 .3 . 1 ,  �; 
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(4) Section 3 .5 .3 ,  paragraph 3, and (5) Section 
4. 1 .3 .  

The compatibility of wind energy facilities and 
coal mining activities cannot be determined until 
the following information becomes available: (1) 
location of wind turbine towers, (2) location of 
coli seams to be mined, and (3) mining method. 
BLM has sufficient information on the location of 
coal seams to determine that a potential conflict 
exists between wind energy facilities and coal 
mining. The Windplant would be more 
compatible with an underground mining operation 
than a surface mine, provided there was no risk of 
subsidence. Surface mining and Windplant 
operation would probably be incompatible, unless 
developers could mange a cooperative agreement. 

· KENETECH Windpower has not made specific 
plans for development in the KRCRA ponion of · 
the Simpson Ridge project area. No coal company 
has presented site-specific mining plans in the 
Simpson Ridge project area. An evaluation of the 
effect of concurrent use of public land by these 
two industries would be made when applications 
for development are received. 

BLM proposes to issue a ROW grant for · all 
federal lands in the KPPA. Development of 
subsequent phases could only proceed after NEPA 
analysis of each subsequent phase as described in 
Section 8.2.6 and issuance of an NTP following 
completion of the NEPA process and preparation 
of a POD. If wind energy development is 
proposed in an area of minable coal resources, the 
NEPA analysis would provide adequate 
information for BLM to reach a decision on this 
issue. If a federal coal lease application is flied 
before wind energy development is proposed, 
BLM would use the coal lease NEPA analysis to 
reach a decision regarding concurrent 
development. BLM would take into consideration 

. wind energy and coal development proposals on -
private land in reaching a decision regarding 
federal lands. · 

8.2.10 Mitigation of Impact§ on Public 
Recreation Lands 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include W3, AE62, AE135, AE148, AP29, AP44, 
APSS, AP151,  AP152, and AP161 .  

Approximately 35�� of land within the KPPA 
is public land (federal and state), and much of this . 
is accessible and currently available for public 
recreational use. Legal access by foot is available 
to the two public land parcels (960 ac) on. Foote 
Creek Rim. There is no improved road access 
into these parcels. In the Simpson Ridge area, 
there is legal access via improved roads to 3,240 
ac of public land. This land is within the 

. private/public checkerboard and no parcel is larger 
than 640 ac. In addition to these lands, . WGFD 
currently holds a recreation easement covering 
over 2,000 ac of private land within the Foote 
Creek Rim area. Historically, hunting within the 
easement area has been ·minimal . KENETECH 
would obtain a quitclaim for the portion of the 
WGFD easement to be deVeloped (about 30 ac). 
Because the remainder of the easement would 
remain available for public use, only minimal 
impacts to public recreation within the easement 
would result. The proposed development would 
not occupy the lands of the Wick Wildlife Unit. 

In exchange for. direct (i.e. , loss of access to 30 
ac) and indirect (e.g. ,  loss of aesthetic quality, big 
game displacement) impacts on recreational 
opportunities on public land, KENETECH would 
give the state of Wyoming an easement over 
approximately 640 ac for incorporation into the 
Wick Wildlife Unit. Other mitigations are 
discussed in Chapter 5.0. 

8.2.11 Preparation of a Supplemental EIS 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include ALS, AL13, AL14, AL17, AL19, AL35, 
AP9, AP26, AP66, AP107, and AP130. 

Two commenters requested that a supplemental 
DEIS be prepared and circulated so that imponant 
information regarding evaluation of alternate sites 
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and alternative turbine designs would be subject to 
public scrutiny. 

The CEQ regulations require the circulation of a 
supplemental EIS if: 

(i) the agency makes substantial changes 
in the Proposed Action that are 
relevant to environmental criteria, or 

(ii) there are s i gn ific ant new 
circumstances or information relevant 
to environmental concerns and bearing 
on the Proposed Action or its impacts 
(40 C.F.R. 1502.9[c}) . 

Although the comments do . not assert that the 
Proposed Action has changed, several comments 
claim that a supplemental DEIS may be needed for 
the project because of additional information which 
the comments assen must be included in the EIS. 
However, as explained below, none of the new 
information called· for by the comments requires 
the preparation of a supplemental DEIS. 

The decision whether to prepare a supplemental 
EIS is subject to a "rule of reason" .  Marsh v. 
Oregon Natural Resources Coundl (1989) ·490 
U.S.  360. A supplemental EIS is not needed 
"every time new information comes to light." Id. 
Rather, a supplemental EIS is only required if a 
major federal action remains, and "if the new 
information is sufficient to show that the remaining 
action will affect the quality of the human 
environment in a significant manner or to a 
significant extent not already considered . . . " Id. at 
373-374. As one coun stated, J;teW information 
does not necessitate the preparation of a 
supplemental EIS unless it "provides a seriously 
different picture of the environmental landscape 
such that another hard look is necessary" State of 
Wisconsin v. Weinberger (7th Cir. 1984) 745 F.2d 
412. None of the additional information called for 
by the comments (e.g. ,  information with respect to 
the infeasibility ·of alternative sites or turbine 
designs, the disclosure and adequacy of 
methodologies employed, the project's impacts to 
raptors, etc.)  reveals any significant new or more 
serious environmental effects than were disclosed 

in the DEIS such that supplementation would be · 
required. 

Additionll information has been included in the 
FEIS for the project to clarify why alternative sites 
were not considered in detail in the DEIS. This 
information does not reveal any significant new 
impacts from the project; therefore, additional 
analysis (i .� . •  a supplemental EIS) is not required. 

8,2.12 Risk to Wildlife 

Specific comments addressed in this section 
include J l ,  S3, V 1 ,  W l ,  W4, W6, AEl ,  AE40, 
AE57, AE91 ,  AE103, AE104, AE1 19, AEi21 ,  
AE13 1 ,  AL8, AL10, APlO, AP22, AP34, AP53, 
AP75, AP76, AP83, AP94, AP120, AP126, · 
AP1n, APl�, AP1�, AP1�. AP15� �15� 
AP158, AP160, AQ2, AS7, and ASS. 

Several commenters were concerned that the 
project would impose undue risk to wildlife; 
specifically, that: 

• facilities would not be located away from 
know.n wildlife use areas, 

• BLM should not experiment with wildlife 
resources on such a large scale, 

• many species that would be impacted 
cannot withstand any funher loss . of 
habitat, 

• TE&C species cannot withstand much 
monality, and that 

• BLM must assure the public that wildlife 
would be protected. 

These issues are closely interconnected with the 
issues of alternative site analyses (Section 8.2. 1) 
and mitigation (Section 8.2.5). 

The DEIS clearly states that the project may have 
significant impacts on certain wildlife, and these 
findings will be weighed during the decision
making process. During initial site screening, 
however, it was determined that there were no 
serious concerns for development within the 
proposed project area. The site screening process 
indicated that there were two areas that should be 
avoided - Dana Ridge, which contains a mule deer 
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migration corridor and the RCA in the Simpson 
Ridge area. As a result of the initial screening, 
KENETECH abandoned their proposal to develop 
Dana Ridge and expanded the Simpson Ridge 
project area to facilitate locating the project away 
from active raptor nests. 

Unfortunately, detailed data on raptor use, big 
game _ movements, and mountain plover 
distribution are not normally collected by wildlife 
management agencies, and thus the project areas 
could not be screened for these attributes . .  
Baseline data collected for the DEIS on raptor use 
and mountain plover distribution suggested to 
some commenters that Foote Cr� Rim was a 
risky place to begin development. Impacts cannot 
be known until development proceeds. By 
requiring monitoring and forming the technical 
committee, BLM and USFWS have the 
mechanisms for evaluating impacts. If the 
operation of the project causes an. asserted 
violation of federal law to occur (e.g., under the 
ESA), the USFWS (in conjunction with other 
federal agencies) can initiate legal proceedings to 
enforce the provisions of such law. These 
proceedings may lead to a court order limiting or 
_ enjoining project operation until specified actions 
are taken or other conditions met. If project 
operation causes a violation of the ROW grant, 
BLM can require KENETECH to take measures to 
correct the violation and may revoke the ROW 
grant for use of public land if KENETECH fails to 
correct the violation. _ Several comments implied 
that by the time USFWS determines impacts are 
too great, unacceptable adverse impacts may have 
occurred. Part of the decision-making process 
would be to assess possible overall costs associated 
with wildlife impacts vs. overall benefits of 
developing wind energy, which bas a long-term 
benefit for all living organisms. BLM is aware 
that permanent costs, such as loss of peregrine 

, falcons and/or bald eagles . or permanent 

displacement of mountain plovers from Foote 
Creek Rim may occur; these will be weighed 
during decision-making and, if the project · is 
approved, monitored. 

At the request of several commenters, an overlay 
of proposed turbitie string locations is provided in 
Appendix H and can be used to compare proposed 
turbine locations with baseline data on raptor and 
mountain plover distribution on Foote Creek Rim. 
BLM concun that there is extensive raptor and 
mountain · plover use on Foote Creek Rim. 
-However, there is no evidence to suggest that 
Foote Creek Rim has higher or lower raptor use 
than other ridges within the wind corridor, because 
other ridges have not been studied as intensively. 
Use patterns may change from year to year. 
Furtbe�, it is possible that raptor and 
mountain plover use patterns would change 
following development. Because no other sites are 
economically feasible .for this development at this 
time (see Section 8.2. 1), BLM has determined that 
it js not reasonable to complete an area-wide 

· evlluation of avian use. · If, during decision
making, BLM determines that possible impacts 
present too great a cost, BLM can take the No 
Action Alternative. 

Under NEPA, BLM must consider reasonable and 
practicable mitigations for impacts to wildlife, but 
is not mandated to assure the public that all 
wildlife would be maximally protected. A detailed 
discussion of BLM's responsibilities on this matter 
is presented in Section 8.2 .5 . 

8.%.13 Comment Letter Reproductions and 
Individual Reaonses to Comments 

The following section includes photocopies of each 
letter presented in the order received. The 
organization of this section is described at the 
beginning of Section 8.2 in the FEIS . 
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A. Carb9n Cqunty Conqete. Inc. 

Ca rt�on COunty CancNte.· 1 nc . 
P . O. &o" 170 
&arat;OQ& t wv a�:l 
3V71:Zo-H1 1 

u. s. IRJNau of Land f'\anao .... nt 
R&wltn• D a • t r & c t  Off u:e 
Attn1 W.. l t  Geo'"9• 
P . D .  liD• •10 
Rawl l ,.. , WY 82301 

R£: Kenetech lilll ndDC*er l nc .  
l• h ncll::.a.er p l ant prOJeCt 

f'\y na- •• Tc:Na Ptc:&u a re and 1 •� wr s t i n;  an �9ards to 
th• abo'-'• -ntaoned prO J K t. .  I •• &Sk i i'Vil  tf you .au l d  

••peel t t• the peraa t. C i nlil  p roc .. s f o r  the w & nd  f a r �r�  t n  any 
toNy pa•• 1 b l e .  

1 f - 1  1 t  wi l l  be an eco�ac: benef i t  t o  the county 
ana .c o 1 Q4if & Ca l l y  1t. •• very •o..md. enerQy product &on. 

SJncer•l Y t  

Q �(� :Jj'�tillf.. 
Pre•ulent. 

Tl't:/M 

B. U.S. Departmept of Tramportation. 
Federal· Bislnyay Adrpjnjstratjon 

u.s.
ot lr.,..•••uuon. 
F-ol � -

Ms . Karla Swanson 
Area Manaqer 
Bureau of Land Management 
P . 0 .  Box 6'70 
Rawlins . wy

.
om1ng 82301 

Dear Ms . Swanson : 

.,. .... 1911i t.. •-a.-. WY IICOI-37&.1 
rw...-uii..Y'�t��<'u,s 

_�_ ... A"'""'_ -� ... 
- Mtlj  
_IIJttl 
- "''ICE 
___ ....... 

We have review8d the above referenced Draft. EIS and conclude t.hat 

tranaport.at.ion iaauea are adequately addreaaed . If - can be of 

any further aaaiat.ance pleaae call Rod Vaughn , at 772 ·2012 , ext . 

4 8 .  

Sincerely youra, 

/i:JA ' AtJGIIN, p . £ . 
For FREDER A .  BEIIREIIS ,  P, E .  

tliviai Adlliniaeraeor 
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C. Wvomigg State Gmlogis;al Sumy 
' ' ' , 

.j··· - ·,� . WYOmNG STATE GEOLOGICAL SURVEY t"j l,;· IOX amt. � SfAftOtrol • �  WVCIIIIWIIG G07l-DII 
-t :! am '•·Z21o • •-.a Jar.,..,.. 
�. - �  .� 01. ... lUll'�·..,._-

-1-.c -----�........ c.. �- �--· -.... -c c- _ , _  .... 

W- E. a-p, O... --Aia 
_ ., l.lod .._  r .  o. ao. m  
-.. WY IIllO! 

.o,....,. ...., .,.. .. _.. - - .... . .......... _ - · -
-·· - ·  --· �·=·---

Dar Mr. GoaoJc: 
w.- _..-.. ...,..,.nEo-'-s-tonlhe JC-.. 
PoC�r.c.orpw.........,. ..._. .. _,..,.faUowlo&_: 

I ""· ------(Ofl___ - l.l.l.l. -1 a-. la llle ..,...._ on C.I ao - H, we - il llle _.,., 1 aa�, ... __ ot .. � ..... .. .... _ • ....._...,.._. it•-· Wcllcl .... ... ...... _...,_ _... -w ... .. .... _ llllfol 
.... '- ..... .... Oo llll - -. .... - .... ... -1 .... -2 1-1-tllola:kCNtkCaolfociii iiM ....... n ... ... - ... _. 
..--. ... .. op l.l _ _  ,.. _ _ _ _ _  .... __ _ ............,. - - - - - ...-.-. l lallileC�.....,_. ... _.._.. JIIIIC l-6, 1t il llhldrd: IUI ""  .... ..... iR CGIII tn. 1M llaMa Caal tldd 11 .. u lf'Ut u .. u.e '"'*r Rt"'t' ....,.. lliccaldlt t.._ 

3 =:-.:::h:.�::.::=:-:�::.;::o.:,... 
raa101 .._. • lht  HIMa Coal Fidel. Tllae ..,..., INUOI.are _. a  f...:nc��� ol cml 
--- ull!ply_h_ - -• ,. lloc i-. Caol fodd an _ _  _ 
1M m.ck a.ls iiDiaed. "'  die .._.., lbwr Billa. 

4 1  �.:..� __ ... _ 3-6, 1he 'feml" - i. -led 1 .. ... ..- .. - - .. -u . ... -iliod toldp�ocor-5 ia _ _ _  ... _ -· Our ()pee file a_.. 92-1 oocl94·2-
--. 

l lo - l.l.l.2 • o.lari< - '- 3-7), M io _ IIM _ II&I _ .,  6 --•tlloki'I'A. Tllll io•-· '111ao -ly _ _  _ - - · -- :16  ... l.5 ot mN. aauw. - ;. - ... ..... 
.... At .. -. ..... ... aliD a rire itl tlle ald � ..._., ... . , _  .... 

I Tllll - - - ·--· · -opiollllle-olp . .. l6 
6 (naM-). la - 5.1.3.4,-J WIIII --_,l-,ofo.lari< 

cont. :=-..=!--:.;:: :::;, :.==.�S::.-::s..::;ot pgiiiMia.l ... .-....c. il titcl)' lfUICf IUo .rt ....W be ir M Ud blal a.aidered M .. _ .. ,.._..,,._._ 
n ,.. _,., _..,..., __ . ,....._.. .. _ ,., ot me  
......U • a.l 01 - lllb..-..:e. Dd IMn HMRI Iboul  diC � OD pld 
,._._ 
-,../ /�� � Gary B. Glal 
518Goolofill 
OBO/ob 
cc: w,....... s- c:wno, _  � llaMa. .. 



Commept Cl: See Section 8.2.9 in the FEIS. 

Onnnmizt C2: The text bu been modified accordingly. 

Commept C3: The text bu been modified accordingly. 

CqmD'!lQt C4: The spelling bu been corrected. 

Commept CS: The text bu been modified accordingly. 

CmpDFOt C6: The text bu been modified accordingly. 

D. 'mdcjp Pac;jfk Corpon.tion 

I/Jc=· ·  •Aic:ft: � 

feb nary 1 ,  19'1! 

Wa l t e r  E. c;.oree 
PFO J II C l  Leader 
l'ureau o f  Lend Mat'laii'•Mnt 
Raw l t n l  D u t r t c t  O ( C i c e  
P.O. 60:11 6'0  
Ra• l t nJ. • .-v $2lnt 

I l'la¥e read t he tt r o f t  on t l'la- o n ,· t ro�n t :l l  ••tta c t  
s t � t e  .. nt !C'If  t h e  � e n  .. t e c h  • a nu Pn•wr PrOJec t . l .. tnd  
•ne r t "  aee•to l t �ll! a � r e a t  td•:t f o r  t h• fut ure! . I hup.., 
t h u .  p r n J c c t -..,v•s fur•artr • t t lt  ,., , ,. I i t t ' • de l ,._,.� a n  
fC'I"ern•O'nt hurw .. u c r :t C I  I n  \lit· • a  t t ll' � t  t n P  ••&sur•' t o  b e  
t•IJI• ... n t • t!  e n  t h• < t i S )  I bOplt . !la.e &r•tt :��o • t i l  b .. a.n r lt'  c ' '' ' ,  r terl . 

I I I ] :  NO .....U:...u_,!l lj,,Uf.t.biJU:'..J. W t l h t n  0 . "'5 • t ltlo of A olC l l ¥ t' f & D t n r  ftCll l . I W t l h l ft  t ht' past I IHe• ;l't& f ' l f rn• 1 t- e tt r u  .. rv I - Ju h l t  Theu· nw!> t l  ,.twu l • l  lie -.nHored ��� ,, -.}n t h l t• hllllo l ll  tn 1'1.: I U t •  t h� ft lf � f  halo llftt b11t11tft 
o�ben&huuu.l. ta " ' l � ptUJifCl a c t r • n a v 11  t o  con t an•• · 

I 
1 16: To protlfCt t-.portant b a a  •••• ••nt•r hab nat 

aRd h t ll'  1••� h t r t h a nt A r e a ,.  ll C"'  a c t a ., t t h t ll  " '  • • r f a c .  u11�· 
._,.,,.d be ��& I IC'wed thuutr Nowe•tter U • JYIIe JG.  Wlla t does 

2 ::�!!!�!, =���" •::. -=�:;. �·.o�'":C,.. -�= ,:: 
of)ff ra t ton etttJ .. a n taaaece "r&ortne l IOtnr t o  .. u n a i n  ur 
ope r • t • t il• •a..-asu• •tnd ...-erad unt unes . l oca t ed an 
Ul• CfYCiMI  b 1 1  .... eraas • 

I 120 : Appruwal rr- ILN. WCFO and t!I"S -utd h 
requ1 red p r  tor tn canst r11ct a on ' "  cr11c u I •r••• . 5..a h)' 

aar••- n t  •'t t h  Ua••• ttlree aow•rn .. nt aaenc i e & .  
-ri. cou l d  b e  p.e r for•d Yftder cen:atn cond t t l ott.a .  Aa t tl e  3 I DI!: I I I  reaela ce r t a a n  a r e a a  wo. l d  be a tli 11 t  ctown to art)' �L£UL.tbaA£1 ror a • • n •  .... or 9 _,..'"' · J.ea w • "• "" ' '  thr•• .afttha for -rk t o  bo p.e r for .. " .  Doe11 t h u  .. . ..  on t "  durtRII cona t rYct ao• <'r whwn t h• IIO•••tech W t nd ..._., t'fOI•Ct Ia J ft  op.e rat tOft! 

O.vttJ f. S l a t e r  
aeao.rce ·•ana1er 
Lou • • •••••Pac t f ac 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
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I 
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Cmmmgt Dl: Nem would be monitored azmually to determin I activity status. In propoeed development areas. KENE'l'BCH ma� . . 
ch008e to monitor nests more frequently to enable project activitie 
to proceed within 0.15 mi (1.2 km) as soon as Delta become inactiv'l 
(i.e . •  it is abaadoned or chicks ·have fledged). 

Cnmgmt D2: The stipulation that precludes surface use/activity ir I important big game winter range and birthing areas pertains tt 
construction only. Construction would be prohibited in· these area: 
during critical periods. After Windplant development. routine � 
activities may occur in these areas year-round. O&M activitie I requiring use of cranes or other heavy equipment would be restricte< 
as stipulated. 

Comment D3:. See response to Comment D2. This response alB< I 
applies to stipulations governing activity in cnacial winter ranges anc 
near raptor nests. 

I 

I 
I 
I 
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E. An;h of Wyoming 
f");- --ll]: 

fo*-Y IO, I99l 

..,, w.., ('-... T-� 
u.s -or..- ..._ 
P O U.. 6'10 
- W-I2JOI 

Wilt 

ARCH OF WYO.Jo�G 

· -..... --,...----·---.......- ..-... 
doe Drlll _.. ._ _ fordoeK_W.....,.. .,..;oa lllld '*-Y I  
ill - Tllo ___ ..., _ ood _  
· - - · �  ...... _ ,_,_, _ ,_,  . .... ... _.. 

.,_ ,_ for __ io ____ IO IIII ..... _.. _, ,  _ _  IO 
....,. _ ,... __ _ 

5teplooo c. Sk••• 

........ .._... .... _ _  

Arek ofW,..... io,._ly -...s io ..- ood -.,- -a  .... io lllo illle of  

w - .OUr - - SurrMe - • 1111 - a.io io _.,,.--. 

_.tr z o - - per -

w. ,..... ., .......,. ,. ..,. � W- Pnljoel  -· - liU oo  
- - · - - M IIIo - -,. oflllo Drlll EIS fordii W..,._ 

l'nljoet Tllio _ _  'No _ or _.....,._ _, ...,. _ oii _, ID  

....._.. .. _.,. _,.. _ IIII KPPA _, ... _iol for _ .....,._ Or 

...... fiiOUfal ifl ... ...... fulurt • ...., . 

c-.., , ... - .,-,••----" "'"""'• 10'�_,,  .. ... ... ,... 

nfrlleOO's. il ro _ lllol ..., __ .,._ -. llll...r -., .. • ..., _ _  , _ ofloolh _  .... _.., ......, _ -

_,._. . _ lli  __ lcd .....,.oi'W.,.... ro -.. ,.. _., .... 

---- _,  _ _ _ _  ... _ .............. .... ... ... 
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Wo _ _ _ _  k _ .,.... _,,_,..._ .., ..... ,....,...,.o( 
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Commept El: See Section 8.2.9 in the FEIS. 

F. U.S. Burgo of Mjnes 

rn.t CRIIt"'L PAlliD (CIID.l'ti PA11S1t) 'to :  MALT GEOaCE 
Dat.et Monday. ll february. ltt5 1) ;:16 
._,ect.t J.ennet.ech 
A repreMfttatl¥8 troa cbe ...,..au of Mu•• called at.aung they 
aa,. :r:ao �t.a . 



G. C.L. Rawlins 
Flbrua7 18, 1885 

Wu111r o..p, Project Dinc&or 
B ........ or Wad ......,._..t 
.RawiiDI Diavict Oflic:e 
Rawlins, WY 82301 

Dear Mr. Georp: 

Thio ia public camment on the KeMtech wiDd pDetlltion �- J hll•e _,. a 
liide .,..._.laDOII by KeMtech and ai8o Yiewed the � aile. Ha-..111 been 
eaqoloyed in amiOIImeD&al --... uc1 air qulity �. 1 NOIIIJiise &be 
-- in"'-! in &be dociaieD 10 permit IIUI:b • prqject. 

J ,..,_ &be JII'OIIIIU} lor 8D iftilial 201 &arbiMe and .... &be �  upanaioD 10 
1,390 &urbi-. a�Mald the lint liMN - -'""'· The Ndeeipod -.a will 
nduoo npcor monality 10 a YOr7 1- I...J. Clf&be BLM io pnainely � 
about np&or monalir.y, you ebollld _, the permiU of-..! or,...., ahoep 
cruen who -tinue their IOIIItime pnc�>c, of ahoo&iDr U>d bUtiDr predaton on 
public·IU>d 1JUi111 ur-&a. Tba)' kill --. np&an U>d ereat.e ""'"' adYane 
imped. 011 wildlife iD - ,..,. dwl &ilia project would iD • -twy.) 
The Yian81 imJIIId. i1 DO crucar than that imokoed in Other forma of _.. 
.....,..tion, and the aublicliar)' impecta are much fewer. TI. abeeDce or wut.e 
piu and poncla makea &hio project much easier on the wildlire than any preeeDt oil . 
and po aperaliOD. 
The lla�t by Arch MiDenlo that cal deYelopment may be ,..;ble laada 10 an 
..w,.;. of benellca and -'"· in which cal deftlopment is &he '-r. CoeJ llliDiDC 
lbould be COIIIidencl u a pouible future land uee, but u ODe hiiYiDr a aboner 
project lire, much -car advene illlpect, and far 1- public benefit. 
The ,.;or faclor in your re--unr 1hould be thllt oil, po, 8lld mal are 
DOIII'eDe-ble Uld will nan ouL Thia bei111 the cue. W)'OIIIiDc'o fiiiDDUa wind
that all of uo curae, naave-bom and pilrrima u� be our blealiDi an 
dilluiM: cleul, ruewa1>1e _.. for paaraDoDI 10 -· 

�ly, 
c..-:£-.�� 

C. L. RawliDa 

at;· . '.r;t;�'" 
•• C. L. R.,,/;,,!P.O. B11r 51 /Bu/Jtr, WY 829231(J07) 537-5298 •• 

H. CarboD County %booJ Djstrjc;t No. 2 

CARlON COUNTY SCHOOL DISTRICT NO. 2 
-- CIWIIM._.....,haNOMCf a.a..--�.c rO.IOII tuO �U...Vt _._...,_. IMAtOOolo.�G»I 

,_., .•• 1111 

- �- -... - .-. 
-·..--- - oo-P.O. ao. 110 
ReMrtl, WY 1230t 

Door .... -.,., 

IE. '" .... � �  
- - -
-- -

., ... ...... ... .... 1ft ...... Of Ke� -.ell "'--ie �-- ..., ....., ,..... It -· -· 
,... ....... .... ... .. . .... - .... - c..... � .... o.a -
2 MG C..... � ... ...... - -.  ... ........ .. ....... ...._. .... .. _ ol  
... .... Dlllna .... eou.,. 
n ....,. . .. .. ..  .,...... ..,.... • • ........., ... _ .. ,._.. 
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I. Jay C. Grabow 

H&n:h 2. 1995 

Hr. Walt Geor•• 
Bureau of Land Hana.-nt 
P .  0 .  Box 670 
kew l i na ,  WY 82301 

lie: Kene�ech Wind-r Dreft E1S 

Doter W•l t: 

ffDJ IE I U H � lDl/ lJl • - s a  ��� 
: __ M'MiiiiC Nl ' 

Aft.er reviewinll' t.he draft EIS on thP. refe-reneed pro,lect I would 
J. i ke to eubmit. t.he fo l l ow 1 na eoanente 1n support oi thl!' propoee-1 
project: 

1 .  I t  ia extreM l Y  exc i t inl to see the potential barneaeinl 
Carbon County •a cone iet.ent wind in auch a product 1 ve manne r .  · 

z . It appears that thie. industry could flourish 1n our are er. �  
thue creatlft8 eoee stab i l ity in ·our econoauc c l l  .. t e .  

3 .  Impacts e n  our landa end way o f  l i fe -ppear to 0. very 
l'linl-.1 with t.he pot-ential benefita beina t.�ndoua . 

4 . Windpo.er appeare to be eo c l ean and non-deatructive 
compared t.o moat other. forma of power aeneret1on . 

I etron•ly eupport the deve lo�nt of this project . It appea�e 
t.hat. BU1 hae done a very c�ndable job in def.ininl i eauee and 
lnlt i8&'-10n .. aauree which .. u thie ProJect very acceptable . 

�;ly�· 

Jay C. G�•-
816 11, ..,._  
Aawliaa# wr 12J01 
Pbafte: l0'•124•.ao& 

J. Lynne HuiJ 
uu _, 

dl .. __ 
- DJvJt» - ArH  
.IIUrMU of z..rtt --t 
P.O. 1/t»t 670 
-J .. , �"" IZJDl 

DHr IJr, 

- (:ltl7) 71s-HIJD 
rAX c\o ( JD7} 7#S:6U2 
. . , 

Ult:e -t - JongtJ• �"V r•J-, 1 • .-�:....- to l_... -
the - tiiU - thet �"V ,_ • llhOI't- of llllfd. !ftJ• Js the only 

-JbJe upJ-lon foe the ldN tlalt the -, -· SUJlJ...,. - GecJ,.r, 
- the .ct1ng dlnctor of the - - Fish Dept, -.ld _, t:otrsldec •ll-Jng 
•enet«:tt - P«:JfJCDI'p to pl.,. .,Jifd turbJ,.. Jn an .,. .. -..e they wJJl •l-t 
undoul>t:edly reault Jn the -thJJ of -.ge,.etJ .,JJdlJte. C!l...,.ly tltJ• � 
of llllfd ,.._Jt«• an IllS tllld> only t:otrslt»n one -Jble lot:atJon tor the 
proi«t, _, t/touflll tlalt •Jte Js -llltwly �J• ,..tl"V - alfll'.tlon-IW>JUt 
foe -1-, -· - ,.,.JfiJ"JM Ult:otrs. 

As .an ...,J..-ulut, 1 truly -.t to _,.t 6JtenwtJMt -m'· r 
"- P«:JfJCDI'p - tarlt:ed IMI'rJ for rqtor .. f.ty on tlwll' . ti'-•Jon u-. 1 1  ..,.,.. the /Uf to dillY the .. e of the cvrcMtly �--' •Jte - t:otrslt»r 1 pl_,t of tlw proj«:t Jn .an .,. .. lllth 1- JIII(J8C't ion lllldllfe, pst'tJatl81'ly 
... _,.,.., - -t- 8p«:J •• 

- -
-· 
_ ... 
_,.._n 
--
- -
_CI 
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I 
I 
I 

I 
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I 
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I Commept 11: See Sections 8.2.1 and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 
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K. Town of SaraOO 
TOWN OP SAU.TOGA 

P.O. llox 486 
Sarat.oca . Wy••nc 8%331 

March 2 .  1 196 

Hr. Walter £. Oeorae . ProJect Leader 
Uni t.�cl StAtes n..-ru•rt•ent nf t.h� l nt•rior 
Hureau of Land Hana«••en.t. 
Raw) ina D i  a t. r i c t.  Ott' ic� 
P . O .  Box 670 
Raw) ina • Wyo•ing 8%301 

R£ : KEN£T£CH W i nd power Project. 

W• &f'prec i at.e your conaide rat ion ir1 providinl t.hP Town of' 
Saratoaa ., i t h  the K£N£TECH W 1 ndpow•r Uraft. £IS and Execu.tiYe 
Su••a r:v . 

Sarat.o1e. • a  Havor and C:ounci 1 H••be ra aupport thi s project and 
flpprec u a t.e thf' e f fo rt s of lhf' part. l C I PB t  l ft8 Corpor& t. l OftS and 
•Snatt • n« agene 1 es to •ake t h i s  pro jPc t. " re a l i t �· .  ilfe reco1 n 1 &e t.h• 
e- x te n t t o  wh i ch KEN£TECH haa prepa red techn i ca l  and f i nancial 
f•a s i U f l l t. )' st.ud 1 e a .  The- d rA ft EJS dPaouat.rRt.P& t hat. th• r�t has been .tttl al teMlH Lu J d ent l f " and •xa• t n.- lth!' •·• d A Lecl 1 a aues and an 
f" V a l uA \. 1 011 of a l t e r na t. l V@ B . 

CArhon Count)' has •�ver J•nceci nu.erous boo11 end lmat c �·r l ea a!\ a reau1 t or e >. p l o 1 ta t 1 on of th• t 1 •ber and • 1 ne r• ! e  1 nd ua t r 1 e 1 . Th• 
tiENETECJI ProjeC't w i l l  bf' bene f 1 c i a l t o  th,. Count )' i n  that 1 t  
pro•otes • d 1 ve ra i f i cat 1 on of th• cu rrent l 1 • i ted 1 nduat r 1 a l  baa• 
a�eLur or t hf" e-cono•Y · The v1n0 far• conC'•PL lfi 111 l oc s ca l  
tan1en t i a l  �P-xtenaion o f  th� ene ray bua1noaa that haa Hen a n  
eaeo n L i a J  coaponent o f  r. yoai n.r ' •  .-.v•nue l&ourc•• f o r  .. ny yea r• · 
Thia p ro,Ject. al lova Wyo•ina to part 1c1pate On t.he 1rouftd floor ot 
a n  a l ter�at. i ve eMFIY aoune . Aa the techn1q_.e prove• it.ae l f  
techn i c a l l y  and econo1ucal l y  f'eaa i bl e ,  i t  coul d reaul t.  i n  
addi \.ional enyi rortaent.a l l y  acceptable enerl)' d e•elopaent t o r  
Wyo1u ncta Cu\.ure . 

This proJect ta tncre-nted tn t•�• of capt tal in•••t-ftt aad 
di aturbancaa . Thia concept l••••n• the iapact on our c�n.itiea ln 
teraa of' deaand tor reaidentia! houainl aad aarvicea. In fact the 
••aociated eaplo,..at potential _,. contribute to the •-ller 
•unicipalitiaa that ba•e been ftel&tt•e l,. iapacted b,. the downturn 
ot coal ••rketinl fr011 thta area . Saf-nted de•&lopee:Dt. of the 
wiDdai l l  aitea wlll ainiataa and apread aurfeea dieturbaaca end 
acc�at.e intett• reclaaation wtthtn the tan. Tbta upeet 
deaonatratea a le&iti-te cOnoern for the brittle envi ronMnt , The 
inc re-ntad inveat-nt of the eapit•l w i l l  produce a preferred 
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0 () 
a•ort. l &a t. ion acheae ove r the u n s t a of enercy prociueed •• co•pareC 
to t.he ret urn on th• 1 n 1 t. 1 • l 1nvestaent sctfeci u l e  of pu t. t J n,:. a nw-• 
roaa . d  f ue l  pl ant. on l l ne . 

We reco•ni&e and •'-PPort that. t h i ��t  t.ecnno l ol)' 1• an eJ.cc�t t e n t  
approach t.o aat. i &f')' new ener&Y deaand o r  replace eneray fora�t r l y  
prociuced b )'  hY.ctro•elect. r 1 c  ·plant.a. For W)'oa1n£ t.hia proJeCt aakea 
env1 ronaent.al aenae ; the enerlt)' w i l l  be prociuced local l y  Wh t l •  .,., 
w i l l  not accrue t.h�t i •pac ta of a i rborne part.lculat.e or bo i l e r  ash. 

Thank You for inchaci1n1 t.he Town of' Sarat.o•� i n the aaaeaa .. nt 
proeeaa . 

Sincere l y ,  

����� 
Mayo r ,  Town o f Sarat.o1a 

L. Patrick C. Eampan 
- c. �  
P.O. Bolr 162 
Elk -· W'f 112324 
107�:�:.

====

h 6, 1995 =�g;;.��-2� 
"r. Wa l t  Geora• 
lavlia• Diat.rie.t Offie.e 
Bureau of Lend Maaaaeaen t. 
P. 0. 801 670 
Ravlioa, WJ · 82301-0670 
Dear Mr. Gaorae : 

I wiah to eapreaa •Y auJtport. f o r  the JtroJtoaed leneJee.b WiRctpower. 
I nc .  project i n  t h e  Ar l l nRtOn - Elk H t .  a rea . Approwal . o f  t h 1 s  
power aeneration p r o j e e. t  w i l l  p r o Y i d e  ee.oao• i c  bene f i t a ·  a n d  auch 
needed e•p l oJaa at for the area vlth e i n i•u• enw 1 ron•ent a l d i s t 
u r bance o r  e f f ec t .  

I n  nearly ·rorty ,ears a••oci•t ion w i t h  cons t r u c t ion projec t s  aad 
a i nin& •entu rea . l ' we obaerwed tha t both aaa l l  and larae aa•e 
anieala q•icklJ adap t t.O these &Ct. l Yi t. i ea aad au f f e r ao ha ra .  
Aad , oace oper·atioaa l .  t h e  project  would ha we  no ef fect of  con
aeqweace on theae an1•a l a .  

Raaardiaa &Y ian aorta l i t J ,  there a r e  probablJ  •ore b i r d  fatal
i t i ea aaaoc iated with near by iateratate t n a bwar traf fic t h.afl 
t h.ia project )'ill  aenera t e .  The b i rd populations w i l l  an ctou bt 
actJvat •ery well to the tu r bi nes , reau l t i a a  in  ainiaal l o a a  
vhi ch ,  vhen projected o•er t he ea t i re area of apec iea babi tat 
wou.ld re•11lt 1• ao •••••rattle dac l iae in ••J &Jteciea . 

Ttle tteae f ita to lte aaiaed f ro• th.ia projec t eo oYerwbe leiaa l J 
outve1ah aay aad a l l  of the poaai ble det ri•eata , I woul d urae 
appro•al witb· aiai .. l coaa.traint at the earlieat poaaible date . 

Youra trul y ,  

·:)�(!.�� 
Patrick C .. la8taaa 



M. Willard E. Dilley 
IIIIJ J J�rd L. lJU !ey 
Chaef t�•turaliat filet . ) ,  Nat1on•l Park Serv1ce 

· l sil $  C1nn.-on Tea 1 . 0r1ve 
Jac&1on Hole. N't . 83001 
March •• 1195 
Hr. Malter Geor9e 
Bureau of LanQ Hanav-nt Box 670 
Rawlins. IIY 82l01 
Dear Mr . George: 

I have re•i- tile .Januuy 19U Clrart or the Ellt'ir-ntal 
I��pact Stat�nt for It-tech/Pacific Corp • e  lli�r ProJect . 
It ie 1 r ... rkably iapreaeive aeeeably of info..ation . 

My bact;round includes n1ne years of exper �ence •• Chief 
Naturalist with Grand Teton Nat1onal Par k .  Dur1n� these years I 
becaooe faa1 l ilr with the Wyooun; envuo,..nt and l t l  wildl ife.  
My ca.aents are confU•ed to th1a area of the report.  

The EIS det'otes aany p.oqe0 delineatin; the areas Where the 
winclpover project and w1ldUfe croas p.oths . l.l ttle note is aade 
of wildl i f e ' s  ability to ad]ult to intnll lOns into its 
envlron.ent . One can dr1ve on uny Wyolunq

.
hi;hway.s end s.ee 

thousands of pronqhorn p.�yinq l i ttle attentiOn to the _,o1�e and 
bustle of hiqhway trafflc. DHr .ave onto th� wind-awept butte• 
of .Jactaon Hole to fftd on exposed veqetatton.. They beCOIM 10 

accuatoaed to people and t"rafhc that .. ny roP the streets of 
Jackson . In the winter, elk, norN UY ahy and wary of people ,  
a oo n  adju.at t o  aied.a of people out on the Nat1onal Elk Re�uqe . 

Ne are all  concerned about dl•iniahinq nUIIbers of Mountain 
Plovers . The decl1ne could result frOID .. ny factors . They have 
a ionq f l iqht to their winterinq qrounds wh�re land uae chanqes 
are occurrif\9 .  Mere in wy011itr9 their breedlnq ranqe hal chan qed 
l i ttle 1n .. ny years. There appears to be l ittle infor .. tion 
about the react1on of the Mountain Plover to aan • s . ln.trusion into 
their Dreedinq ran9e.  If their reactions are a1ailar to the 
cloael y related Ki lldeer ,  they are very tolerant of .. n • • 
actjvitiea. 

The Sage Gcouae are unlitel y to deaert a let becauae or a 
.wind turbine or power line. Sa;e Grouse ha•e for .. ny years used 
the end of • runway of the .Jackaon--ttol e  Airport ea • let . 

Bureau of L.a:nd Manaqeaent 
March 4, 199S 
Paqe 2 

Neither b i rd watcher. nor photoqraphara llave cauaed the seqe 
Grou1e to aove their dancincjl location. 

Clean air beftefitl our veqetation, our wildlife, and .. n 
h1uel t. I do not understand the lonq delly in tappin9 thil 
valuable W�inq enerqy resource . 

Yours �ruly, 

�.t(iJJ,,) t.�.j;p{ 
N ! U o rd E. Di l ley 

\ 

N. 1mJ Hinckley 
- 5. 1995 

Mr W-o-p 
- - · -olw.I"'P o  . ...:.e'JO 
a-. wv  mor 
liE: _ ,._.  

1>-ra.tr.o-p· 

, _ ....,. _ ID _IIIt � ,..;oc.. llla oo ___ io _ ll  ___ 
10 1111 ,_ .... �9-io ...._ - - - --- - 10 ...- ... 
IILN...SIIIt ,.._ _ _  .,_... __ ollllt- - ollllt ....,_ 

_ __ ____ ... �··------,.-, ... .... _, _ ____ _ ...... _ .  _ _  ... _ · - -1 _ _  .... _ _ _  ....,..,. .......... .. _ .,...... _ _  

y _ _  ,_ ..... _ ,.. _ __ _  _., s-.ioiU.- ...... 
--- · -.--r---,.,. - � � V P  ar a BLM 
I IIy oo - - oo - lllt iLM or tlle JIImK • •·-- � - "--I. Iout ""'  
_ do _ IO _ pomK ...,._ if,... _lllt _ol._ __ ollllr 
,.... _ ____ priwl&lllllum)' 
Ju tw lllt poojc. l - � 10 - � - .._ ,.,. .......,_... u 
_...... ... _of._ ,.. -. . • ---. - - u · - - •  
_, __ ICiiollor lllr T- - 5. 1995.p ll  AI I - Ms Cluoi'o --
lllt _ far ._  _ _ _  ollllr 'IIIYIIIJ• _ _ _ _ _ _  so -.,.1  
for • v--...-. "T1Ia KENE'IECI! w....,_ .... D£JS ·Eioc:lricilv rn.m n. ltit·. 
- ����� •A ......,_ ot,._-... .. .,_. __ d ....... tlllaric ,._. . _.. 1 _______ ..._.. ........ .,.__. So --.  ,2 - -· (a-lioe. l!r  _ _ _  .. .,._.... .... _ .  _ _,."l 
1 .. - ....- 10-oltu ...,IO _ _...,. _ _  I ___ IIul 1_ .. . ...,. __ .... ,._ ...... _ If ... ....,. ..... ,_ .. .......... 

3 _ ,.. ......, ._ _ ...w,o _lllt_ ol • - - - llle road -
lllt ...,_. _ .... _ _  ..,_ .,... __ n..__,_....._.or 
_......-.... --.. . .., -- -
-...-----.............. ___ JIUblc_ -.� ..,. so _lllt.......,. lral _,,._loCIIUC..tt._-. 
-..,., ' �� 
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I 

I 
501 5. I IIII �� R Iii ::.:: ,JJ,����� 

....____ _____ I 
Qnpmpt Nl: Mariah's presentation provided educatiooal 
information COilCel'lliDJ the history llld teclmology of the wiDdpowe 
industry. Because tbis is a new . industry for Wyoming, it w� 
appropriate to provide pneral, educaticmal material during the publi( 

I meetings, to inform meeting participants llld DEIS reviewers. A: 
noted, the presentation fOCUied on the historY llld economic status o 
wiDdpower and provided ID ov�ew of the economic facton . 
associated with wind development. The presentation did DOt includt I any di8CU88ion of •what a great project this wu•;  except to say tba· 
with the current teclmology and wind regime in southern Wyoming 
windpower is cost competitive with fossil fuel-generated electricity 

I A transcript of the presentation is available from the BLM. 

The objectives of BLM's presentation were to 1) identify BLM•: 

I preferred alternative, �hich, in this case, is_ the Proposed Action, 2 
to discuss issuea raised during preparation of the DEIS, and 3) l! 
describe how the project could be implemented with minimi7mion o 
potential impacts. Because full development is BLM's pre

_

ferrec 
I alternative, the presentation focused on issues surrounding tht 

Proposed Action, including results of over 18 months work witl 
KENETECH (u well u other agencies) to deaip a project tba 

I would minimim potelltial impacts. Given that the purpose of publi• 
meetings is to receive public comments, it wu not. deemec 
appropriate to disc:ua the details of various issues - the DEI� 1 
provides exteasive detail whiCh will be considered during decision· 
making. . 

Cmprnmrt N2: Based on the current economic climate within thr 

I utility industry (see Section 8.2. 1), the project would DOt proceed a1 
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proposed without the federal tax ereclit of 1.5 centsllcWh for each 
kWh of wind-� electricity produced. 

Commmt N3: Detailed reclamation plans would be included in the 
POD for each 'phase of development. BLM is considering requiring 
a · bond to cover costs of reclamation should the facility be 
abandoned. BLM does not usually requite .bonds from utility 
companies (who would be the owners of the first phase and possibly 
subsequent phases) because of their size, financial stability, and 
lonJ-tenD commitment to service. 

o. Cnmmmioners or Carbon Cogpty 

-. ..... IZJII 

lluc:b 7, 1995 

8ure1u of l.ahd flan�'r .. eftt. 
KMw ) J n s  t':l i s t T S C t  O f f lct 
1' . 0 .  box t.?n 
A:lllf l i n s .  WY A%3nt 

ne•r S i r s :  

P.O. _,,. , 
UWUNI, WY. -1 ........ ,. 

The c:n·bon C:ounty co-issioaers are in au,port of tbe 
ir:enetcchfl••c 1 ( 1Corr lhn�power Projec t .  

W e  are proud of r.1Thon COoty beillil 1 leader i n  eaercy 
produc t i on and w i l t  welc011e tbe diYersur tbe wind aener· 
Mted power w & l l  hri•a to thal production. 

1111e feel the project will he an eccmnic asaet to. the 
county. We a l so feel the receat 80cUU cat1on in the towers 
w i l l  ,ro'fe to he beaeficia l .  

Stacare l y ,  
IIIlARD OF ClftiiSSIOIItiS 
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P. Bow Area Ec;onomic Deyelopment Commission Inc. 

&." tllrM fmnnmir l})I'T"Cinrmmt Commission lnr. 
P.O.'f8n:�: 372 

. Medirine f8mr, H�" 82320 
13(171 379-2505 

Mr. W..lt oeor .. 
Bureau of LIIIICI Mlilla,...nt 
P.o . ..,.. no 
lavU aa, WY 12301 

Dear Mr. George. 

Mareh 1 0 .  l 9 !1 !l  

'l'baDic rou fDr at.teruttn; the leaeteeh Wt nltpower 
PulbUc NeeUng Of March 9 t h .  tn Melttetne ltow . I waa 
IDle to attend Doth the Govern .. nul -•ttn9 and .,ttle 
pulbUe -ung. Keneteeh hll overvhel•ang aupport rroe 
the �un hy or Melttetne BOlli . Any potent i a l  advera• 
S•paeta or the proJeCt are ovet-rtHd lby tt•• eeoaoete 
••�ct. tor a u  of CarDon Coun t y .  Pleaae conti nue to do 
a u  taat rou can to esped hte the appUeu.ton proeeaa tor 
Keneteeh IUndpower , Inc . It •• can do anyuung tc rurtber 
aaaiat aad i Daure the aueceaa of .thia pro)eet . pleaaa do 
not Maiut.e to eonuet "' · 

cc: 

0. Knmrth A 101D Jones 
Hr . £ Mra . lennetb �oa•• · P . o .  Boa 1 2 2  
Medl<:1ne Bow , li T  82329 

•. �!:: ·
�:, •... � · ... :·::.·:t.::;-�l:\·; .:\· : :-:.::'�;�. 

Mr.  wait George · 
Bureau ot Wftd M.aaav ... nt 
P.O. · Boa 110 IIVURI, · Ill 12301 

Sineerel)' • 
..f'.th� {! �l.w_ 
Kly t.. lalbree. Preatdent 

Dear Hr . Oeorve , . lfe were able to attend the ree•nt pubt tt" . .. ettnq 
vtth K ... tec:h Winctpover . l ftc .  and the Wyoainq lndu•trtal 
Slt1R9 coune1 1 .  we .,.. l i fe-long reaidenta at C•rtiOn 
Countr oad fHl that tll1o project ohould bon tile c:ooper
aUon ot tbl ILH. Plene cto Il l thot you con to apeed up 
the proceaa ao that l.ertet..eh ean get thta projeet under 
way .  

S i ncere l y .  



R. Town of Medicine Bow 
' . 

TOWN Of MEDICINE lOW • 0. 101:  .... 
MIDICIOft lOW, WYOMING 123:19-0156 

_ ..,_ �t 01V1de - 
a.r.u ot !Md �  
P.O. - 670 Rowllna, NY 82301-0670 

- -

MarCil 1,6, 1995 

RE: �hemp Wl�r Pro;e:t 
Atalntim: *lt. CieDr90 
Door Mr. Cie<Jr9e: 

cr, boftlaf of the lla)Or Mid ,.,..., Clounc:U of the ._, of Modieine 10w, WyaaJ..ng, I , 8'11 wn t11'19 �a let.ter to 1.nform you that It thel.r 11equ1ar MlleUng m Miltd'l 13 ,  1995, they -.1: m reccrd to 91"'" their 
full SUI'IX'ft of the �Uoorp N� Project 1n C&rtlon 
!h�My, - Arlinqtcn - -· Wyaal..ng . 

S. Connje Sc;jgliyo 

llalUr -.... • ....,,_ LMMr 
Orut DiYide a.- -
-u of UDII .._t P.o. - no .
.. vUu, lfl'aaiJI9 IU01 

llarcb 6, 1115 
Dur iii'. OMI'9ei 

Sl11C1rely • 
�t;. 'tMI!.. 

c;arol D. Cot* 
- Clerltl'l'noost.lrer 

Al� I ._e -1111tl.Df - - u -
--fPaetU1: Wi...._.. ....,jeet, I - -•1 -
re<�anliDII tllia � PRjiiCt. Pl- - ay - - Cbe 
appr-iate illdiYi<Nala. 

I 
C..- -, - 3•U liate- llaUMUII - __. fn. 1 till altlnllltl aitea. 'IIMI info ... tion - -t not- -. a.. 

-rn l.af-tion .... OlltaiM4. Additi-lly. till � did not 

I addr .. • a.. aluraau ait. ... 'l'tlle ua dou not. addreae in 
apecU:ice vby tAe alurnat.e aiua wen di_i.._.. 'ftle IDO't.ta. 11M 

2 1o t.Rat altlnlllte a1te• - to 11e d.i- in -11. 

... r• MecUcine aov, an19vat.er, and ._, looked at. .. 
poeaUtl• al uznau. ai t.nl 

I n �ly diltwlled t.l\at till Villd tarlli- -ld lie 
tlllilt in an araa vtlic:l> 1a 10 .,..vUy -liUII viU> reptOn. Of 
qnnut � ia tlllt ,.n,rine Pa- an in a.. ,..... lftd 3 tAay fly at 7n of tur .. n blade .,.i9llt. · 

I u a110 � -• till -il>la � a.. c-1>1-
-.ld baft 011 till -tiD9 -...aln Pl-.. ai- Cbe -tain 
Ploven an a aaNiiMU for 11H1ft9, I 'thiNe ._.. IR.Udi- need u 
... - to ·- till -11>1• tae. � .. - pl.,._., 

41 I n a llo  � •-t - .-J.tanl - vtliCIII vill 
be .__. II tllera uy pleu to - - -.1._.1 aiUe7 

5 1  'IIMI - liM ia -t .on -liM diU - -"itorill9 - to 
.,. - l>efon U>ia aite - in. �ft nYD IIDD !'0 u 2 1 U:SIE.\IICIQ:D rv;.LY .-& ft& PIIG.7ECr -· AIIOlftOIIALLI ,  IF 

s i:Z� 111, a - lftaarv& -� - -

vr-1a9 1a - for lea •tual ..--. -. - � 
aate lor -e .,.a • ..,_.., •• -icy ia in - UDII. ftia 
project .... till �1 of �l.Df a lot 1M wil.dlife -
villll-·- JOOI.,fOI' ,_ tiM. . 
-i· .. qu- e�- ..kA4� P.o. - uu 7"'7 - ·  � ..... �u. aano · 

Cgmmept Sl: The appropriate cit&Uon bas been added to this tabl I 
Qnpmmt S2: See Section 8.2.1 in the FEIS. 

Comment S3: See SectiODJ 8.2.3 . 1 ,  8.2.4,  and 8.2. 12 in the FEll 
ComJMI!t S4: BLM is fOllowina reJUlatiODJ and procedures und 
Section 106 of the Historic Preservation· Act to protect historic a: I 
traditional cultural properties and minimize project impacts to t 
same. BLM is also ccmsultiq with Native American tribes 
required by the American IDdim Relipous Freedom Act (AIRF. I 
conceming affects on traditional cultural properties and contempora 
relipous piactices by Native Americana. In addition to fom: 
consult&Uon, BLM required the preparation of an etbnohistoric repc 
to determine the nature and· exlalt of individual tribal involveme I with the traditional cultural properties in the project area. 

Project facilities would be placed to avoid all historic or cultur I 
features in the Pbue I project area. ·  For Pbue I, BLM ar 

. KENETECH are negotiating with affected tribes to provic 
protection to traditional cultural values present in the Foote Cree I 
Rim area. As other areas are proposed fOr development, mitigatic 
for cultural resources would be developed pursuant to Section 106 c 
the NHPA and AIRFA. 

Cmmmt ss: See Sections 8.2.3. 1 and 8.2.4 in the FEIS. I �  
Cmpgmt $6: See Section 8.2.3.1 in the FEIS. 

I 

r---------1 
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T. Edjson DeyeiQpment Cwpanv 
ED�COMJ'.A� . . .  ,. . . . ., . . . . .. .. .. . .. . . .. . . . . . .. . . . . .. .. .. . .  . 
::::-:.:-:. -· ... . ....... ....... --
s - ta. 1tiiS 

lllr - 1!. �  - � ..._ ., u,. ....__,. 
p 0. 8oo 870 
R-1. W'f 12301 
...... Droll !- - - - - -.-c., 

- - � c-., -
ONt Mr  � ·' 
E- � � - - - · -·"" - 

ol Und Manegemenl'a ••• etwwDI"WtWWI8f IIIIPKI ......,..,. ....,� 11t5 
_ .... _ 0(_� - - .. � c-., -
rEIS·) ln -OI. EDC __. .. _ .. _ _ _  _ 
_ _. ., _ FOt-. !DC _ .,  .. _ ., .,.  
U S  � of ........ l e-.g M00-2 --a ..,.... llull on EDC'I ....._ 8ow 
RMCh Th&d. - ....... your ettofti iD GIDftiiiiW __, ..........,.. 1ft .. , .-r1 Of 
� �  .. --- � 
-. I!DC _.., _ ..... .,.__. . ... ....... -. _ .,  .. et& _ _ _ _  T,_ EIS _ _  _ - - - ---.. - -.... -....... -... 
� ....._ ._ ...... EDC RM ....... ...., .. MCII ..- ngnt1 10 a  
..,.. __ _ _ _ _ _ _  ., ... _ _  "-
- -. ..  -. - · - - .. - - ...... - - - -

- - - - - - - - oi iDC'I _ _ _  ,, •. , 
- 12 - 1(oi-. T21N) _ _ _ _ _  ., 
,....._ IDC', _ _  ..........., .. __ n . _,  __ . 
_ _ _ _  .. _ _ _ _ _ _  v ... ... e•s -
_ _ _ _  . _.., ..... _ .._ ,  _ _  , 1.S.1 ol "'"  

1 11&• - - - - - -· - on - - - ,.  ........,. • ._ _ :1-44) T._lnt _ol _ _ _  on _ y of  
... - -, - · - -· T,_ EIS _ .. _ ,.  - - -- - - - In c- �. �· IDC - - -- - "-_ _  .. ......, __ ... _ ... _ 
.. _ ..... _ _  .. _ _  �. - 1. 2, ,, 

10, U, 12, 11 - 16 01 -. T21N - .. - - - - "-
_ _  OI _ ID _ IIr  _ _ _ _  . .,.. _ _  01 
_ _ _  .... ,_ .. _ _ _ _ _ _ _  _ 

- - ...... - - .. -- ........... · · - ·  
_ _ _ _ _ _  .. .. _ _.. . .. u.s . ...-. 
T_. _ _... _ .,  _ _ _ _ _  .... _ .,  __ _ 

u.s. -- - - - - - - - - - -

I 
I 
I 

I ·  

I 

I 

I 

I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

cont.l _ _ _ _  ,.,..,_ ,. .,. _ 1n -. Eoc �· 
2 1  .... ... - _  . ... _ _ _ .. _,.,. _ _  oi _ _ _  .. _ _ _ _  _ 

I EDC IIIO _ _ _  No. 3 1or  ... _ __ .,. .. 
3 _ I>;  ... BI.M TIIO _ _ ___ _  o. on - -

Ho 2. would ......, .... � ol tM  ... , • ..,... 
a.- - - - ,ou lor  ... _ IO _ Dft .,. _ EIS At-. 
_ _ _ ... Bi.MIO .. O wory  __ _ ...,..._ __ 
_ _  ... _ _  . ,.... _ ...,. _ _  _..... _ 
- (3121*-U70) 

Commept Tl: See Section 8.2.9 in the PElS. 

Commept 1'2: Possible coaflicts between wind eaeqy aad coal 
devolopment would be uaalyzecl cluriDg the prepuation of future 

NEPA clocumeots if new applications for development (coal or ·  
wind) are received. 

Comment ]'3: 1D deciding whether to grant a ROW to PacifiCorp 
for transmission line construction, BLM will consider the fact that 
Alternate Transmission Une Nos. 1 and 2 would adversely affect 
development of coal reserves in the Simpeon Ridge area. 
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U. Sandra M. Frost. 

...... ......... 
Grell Dl•lllo � ...... . 
a- cl Uolll ............ 
P.O. 8"" 670 
Rawl1ns, W)IDIIIJ ... ImOI 

DearSor, 

�&: Datr1 as for �r"""" w�����pawer Plqocl Clrlolll c-y. w_, 
Tllo lbft as••- _.., lll!duiJ. l wauld  ku ... -. re.· -nopanloDf lbc •&e -. lbc w11dllfe papulaums. and lbc ............. -· 
lllllllluclary - - lllal lbc 1.390-- m ..,  rmat ...,... will 

,_.. � MW , or �  ol lbc  pRIJOCIOd 9,1XXl MW .-led Wlllun �· ,_.. 
ec.a .a-w •tlldJB q r• paooerc••�tt from -,. ..- cl .....,. IS IIIpb. Tllt i'G* 
Cootk Ra ..... .....,. •'11111 ..-ct c1 :n.s .,,.._ On ,..,. 2.33 lbc as- ����� 
SdDprarl Rldp Wllld err_,- is llO'Iio ci i'G*  c..et Rlm'a. TIIR 11 ....... Wllld 1 1  ,_.,..,. rar&oiiiJIIOII RidJe. 

I The wilclife -ft dl..,.rvon "- Cleolt R1m � ID lllat on 2 So11118'M lbclte11-a- -m lbc·repan ,.t�any..-t wtucll 
-.1 elucldoa lbc Ylllllly cl Foale Cleolt Ibm--

................ .. doer . ....... I doer lllld elk ..... Foale CNelt Ran. 
� ... ........., , ...... _-.l aperlllllll wdl aoadoly dle ell; ....,..,... 
prllaiiL So� lbclfl _ _ _  .., - wlnte-taildocror ""')' -Y el� tclepeftdaal ._ .,  Wlllltr ICft!IC tXIIIdii>IIIIS). Foale Ctw� Ibm .., 165 ..,..... - With 
• -•Y ol .-lc: So- RMIJe ..,  141 _..- ,_.. "'"' .7S mule and lbc 
- - - lll - ta llltlr •·ICIIItty. Tllo 6S_.._ ..., "* br ftll· 
...... llawb lllld r....,.... ��n&a. Tilt Maoaan Plow:r, a �ly_- c.,....... 
- ... ..,. cl Foale Cnet 111111. """" .... Eaotent - cl Foale Cnet Ibm .. ..... 
ft !Ma.  W-.fCIIri .cl -���� - - - n,a, .,.... lbc nm W1111 45'11 flyuq! at  ... llalill cl llle ...._ Tllt ,.- _.... cl ....,._...,...., lbc _,.  
- cl Fclllc Cnet RD. 

a ... FedorlllrdrriJIIIIIII�a �S,.....rc..t ill llt 
prajecl- Bold lillloa -cDIMII ca Foale c-t Ibm aat - - fcaod: _,. 
_ ,.,..._ ,.... _.....,_ .., .,_ c:.t lba..tll d ., %7 _ n,11 
• --- --.... fW. -llavedt.-lapatdoal of .-ylllld eiTCIItiD 
....... . ioaldly ,.,..._ JlllllllaiKa _.. . _ .., . bela.); lllack..foolod Femll 
_ .....,..., ...... __ , . .... .._. l'lol<er_ -_ _  f.-.1 
oaiDpllil'aalaCIIilt Ra. � ...-.... IST......_...t �lpDOIII 
...,.,.,. l'aalao.tllia . .  

People iMinla with ... pnlfiiCl-a pal deal. T,. .... .., 1--IDIIIId 
,.....cl AriDrp;lll Will ...., die pnlfOClcm lllp cl i'G*  CNelt Ran. Rillll aaw die rim 3 1 11ar•-,..tdy-Jof 14(8). Tllo as - nac - - llle upper b•t il for 
latiDJ. 5ompraa RidJt -- 8 (C). HunltaJ- bmlp., iDilul ci lllllllors. Almorl 
IS,IXXl lll """"' IIIIID&II ID lbc pnlfOCl - ....., """'-1 1n 1993. Tt- ...... 
__, I&IXXl--. W1111 93,29S - c�ayo ,. ., pqoc�  _ _, die -., -<! 1993. Tllia a a lai  ol people m lbc  ...,... .. ! 

I Ia ....tt.clll. � DD lbc -..ely clare wiad ........... ""'*">' clllle 1M> 
-. FIXu a.ot IbiD aal Sullpoaii Jbdte: on lbc - ,.- dl.,..ty .c1 ...- cl 
lbc wildlde papulauon. - .c1 - ot lbc  faooo c- Ibm and - oa lbc .,... 

4 -ben of -. ta llle i'G* Cieolt lbm : l  _.- an  A....,..o Plut wlooft lh• lrp.,.l el wtad - laUa ...... • ........ Rldto ONL\'. In fiiCI. 
,., _ _ _  llle _cl __ at llle S.- Riclp altar.....,. lhe S11apron lbclfl ate. . 

SUICCft'ly, , c� ,/d_.t' .... �t".;;;r-
- M. Ftasl  
262 N. 61h 
I.MMue, w,..,,. B:!!I70 (30'7) 742.()724 



Commept Ul: 'Annual wind speeds in the Simpson Ridp area 
average 18-26 mph. 

Onnmmt U2: · Avian use of Foote Creek Rim wu inteaaivoly 
stUdied during 1994 and 1995. BLM concurs that the area supports 
a diverse and abundant fauna which is described in Chapter 3.0 of 
the oms. However, comparable data from the Simpson Ridp area 
will not be available until several months or more of monitoring 
have been completed. Therefore, it is impossible to compare the 
relative abundance and 1110 of thelo two areas or to state definitively 
that Foote Creek Rim is llllpOI'ior habitat. Furthonnore, buoline 
data show that tho Simpson Ridp area contains many more raptor 
nests than on or adjaceut to Foote Creek Rim, suagestiDg that this 
area is superior raptor nesting habitat. BLM is implemeatiDg a . 
monitoring program (see Appendix B of the oms and Section 8.2.3 
of the FEIS) to improve bueline data for the Simpson Ridge area. 
Due to the limited extent of data and the need to provide wind
geaerated electricity in the near future, it is not reasonable to 
examine relocating Pbue I within the Simpson Ridge area. See 
also Section 8.2. 1 in the FEIS. 

CmpiJ!!!!Pt U3: According to Table 3.39 in the oms, the maximum 
rating for a Scenic Quality Inventory would be the IUDl of the 
maximum rating for each key factor (i.e., 32+ ) . As footnoted, a 
rating may exceed 5 for Scarcity if given written justification; 
hence, the upper limit could slightly exeeed 32:· 

Qmumpt U4: See reapome to.Comment U2 in the FEIS. 

y. F. Earline Bittel. 

1 

Area Kaa&Jer 
r.r .. at ntvid• Reaource Area 
liureau of Wn.t :�.anar._,.t 
... o. loa �7') � \ - .  -1'¥• I!Y R�:l'll 

Dear Slr: 

I ha'ft reaJ tbe Draft ttS oa the. C.ecech/�acl ficet'l' 

lltad-r �rol••• ... d t·¥..-.that clio Ulll!or co both •.. 
the tU.aratory aDd tM redd�t birds ta that area 

dctatea the the project ahould be -..d to a dlffnat 

part of "-1111 . •-t.lly 1n Uaht of '""· •-lopon 
ICat�t.• tbat the 1:111'0jeec ia Olllr beiDA pro...-ed to 

l do belln that viftd �r 18 a raeource tbat ehould 

be r ... arched but aarely Uwra are are•• tb.at • p1'0ject 

co-.14 be dna lotted that vouldn • t --.aer eo -� 
btrda. 

llh.R tht effecu of redKed habitat ln the aorthena 

tl>ak -· 

:f.. t �'J.bie_ 
r. ladbe auu1 l6 ilopD1a 
C.,Or. Ill' 12604 

Cmpnmt Vl:  See Sections 8.2. 1 and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 
I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

,...--------1 
w. UoydDgnn 

0 
llorco 20, IH5 
''" 
Walter oeoree. ProJeet LeaMr . """ aoa 1'70 
aavUn a .  Wya . 12301 
le• c._ata • Dnft liS or .•••eaeeh/PacU J.oorp WJ.,.dpowr ·Projees. • 

fte fol lowtag are t�tPGnaat. concern• I IMIYe tnYOlYillf the Draft . 
. 111 on tbe propoaed Kenetech/Pactr acorp IU adpower ProtecL tn carMn 
Co•atr. W,.O.&ag. leterettee pegea . ••pa, ••• taDl•• troa tiM Draft 111 
are 111o&ecl vttere applicable, fiUOt&Uoaa are troa tM Draft liS •eat.. 
St..-te .. a&a aot t n  'IH&ea are •tne. 

p .  :J-34. •'!'tte enUre Foote CrHII: _.. area U eoaa tdered winter/ 
yaart.ono pronghOrn range. • •Ttae aajort .t y  or the ll•paon Udga area 
{61 .1") ta pro��tttorn vtater/yearlong range . •  

I '!'he prOft9horn antelope i n  the KPPA can J. u -ettord rurttter aaurpa-1 ::� =� :::!�,�::y• �n:
•

:::!!!!�c::�!! 
d

:!! ":.!::r::-:!:!!::.:::--:::o!;;_ 
ouc ttt. aute and reg ion. 

m 
p . l-44. •1.11 or tM roote CrHt Ita area til COI'Iaidered vhter/ 

J'••rlcing tlabllat tor C e l li: ) •  •• ta •65" or t.ha SJ.apaon Utta• ,nea . •  
A&ao. o n  p.4-lt ' '  -nuoaa the • . .. .  ttab t u t  diaturHaea and poteauu 
d iapla�nt tar elk) • •• a c-eaul& ar tt.e IUadpover ProJee& . 

1 1  My -=-•t t a  tM .... relattag t• elll: •• to pr-gUm � a taoft J  • 
... ,,.., 

p . I-SI. •Porty-tour .... 9rouae lake oecvr vlthta tM DPA aad 
i_t• adjacent .. . . . .  HUer . •  I &CliN ••••· 16 lt.J.etortc:. 

1 1 Mr -=-•t ta &lite aa- relatlft9 to •••• gro••• •• to praagbora 
(&Dove) ,.  I 
..... _, '""'"" ...... J ..... 

I MP 4 . 1  .. ftla .. P t a  a toed Ul•atrattoa of .... of tM reonl 
ldaatrtal • . .t.c-aaaporu uoa. aao reiiOWc-ce ...,.,o,...t project& ta _,,.. 
era lfJ'•J.ft9 Wltlft Non a.,.r .. tapactta •• ttte aatJ.N vt UIIl Ua apecJ.ea 2 ••• aapbr•att/eraaalaad eeoapa�. ftla O..Otag. aad ew.uUUYe. du
pl&ft8eat ot vUdl Ua , artUt.eJ.allJ' tafteed .. rt&U&J' or vUdUta, 
... d HaLr•eUon af vUdUte .. bitat coau ... a at •• actee�leraled pen. 
Tt .. "'·" hae heen t rraaponetbte t n  LMlr .. aate•ent praetioea •t•·'·•h 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
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I 

I. 
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I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

eoe.ent on Draft tJS of WlPidpower Project 
by Lloyd Doney 
p.1 

2 
COnt. I vlldllt• i n  U�ta bt0n9lon. 

!� 
p.l-32. 77.11' ot U•e Foote Creek u .. area Ia In the Wlclr tttlcUtte 

Hablt.at. "•"•9•••nt Unit vhteh I a  •••uqed by the WCF'O •to provide qual
I t y  year-ro�nd nabltat tor • • 1  vtld)tte apectea·, and, •t.o provide 
public aec••• tor 4'"'11ty eap•rtence wlth 1111 l d 1 U e . •  

I 
Thla unit ato�ould not be �o�aed tor any lnduatrtat or reaouree dav ... 3 eto�ent pul'pOeaa atnc;'""the aandate tor theaa WCFD NHH Unl t• n1na 

counter to devato.,..nt ethlca. 

••r• S•ct•• 
tabU J. II C p. l-66. p. 3·67) Thh table l l a u  ll Ptant and antaal 

af>eclaa •novn or potential to the kPPA vhtch are ltatad or candidate 
epee '•• tor protacc.ton by the fSA. Tneae planta .,ld ant•ata anco•paae 
apec:aea as dtverae at the ba•d eagle. the •ountatn plover. the eaatern 
ahort ... hornad J taard, and tht Ute Jedy'a treaae10. 

I lt ta unconac:tonabla that the ILM ae a land aanaqeaent aqency 4 vould perah lnch.tatrul uug• ot land vtthln tlalr JUrladactlon which 
would aurely ba tnjurSoua to the habtt£t and tndivlduau or auch rare 
apectea. 

p.) ... 64. 'rhrae aaphibhn and three reptile apec:i•• ac• likely to 
occur vtthtn the KPPA.. 

Throuqhout the aute 1nd reoton aaphlbhna and reptiles are decll · nino due to hlbltat toaa as a result or oevelop•tnt. 1'haae categorlea 

5 :�.
a
;!�:�:.•::.;

f
:;: !:; !::���;":!:�r:� :�:n P�;�:��!�: ��:!:�!r:r::

o•· 
not v•t auch preas. 'tee. a•phtDuna and rept.ilel are vlrtually tntolet• 
ant to aoverae habitat tapacta. 

!1.!:!! 
p.-4-45. • • • • •  ( l ) t  Ia relatively certain that aa-a aloratory blr4a 

or other protected apac:lea wou•d collloe with wandplant au·uC:t\lttc . . . .  • 
p.-4-44. •'f'he US,N$ hae c:ontandad that • • • •  avtan colllaton ratat.ad 

•orta l l t )'  aay conatle.uc.e violation• of 1.ha H8To\, the arPo\, and the ESJ. . •  

I 
It S a  unac:capUble to the Aaartcan public that apeclaa auch a a  \he 

bald and golden tlg&ea, pereortne falcon, and ferruSJtnO\Ia hav•. l l J  6 rare apeclas atruggllng tor aurvlval and aubjecta of conatderable con• 
aerva c.·ton etforta, vould be ltllled In atgntttcant nu•bera .,. thi& 
td nl'lnl•�ol l'r<» teet. f.v1 chtnC'e 1 n ••I at I ng vtndpover pr<»jacta Is wtarllt 

co.aent 011 Dreft !1$ of Wt.ndpover Project 
by Lloyd oouey 
p.J 

S
lteatt•ony to \hh tact. 

Thla aoatn would be an unconaclonable and tnclafenatble •Uuaa 
COOt. of the publiC truat on the 1>art or the ILH by gunUng the project 

raquaat. 

Vta•al I!O!Cta 

p.4-92 , 9l .  Alao. vhual alaulattona tn App•ndtx r. • . . . . (Y)IauU 
tapacu (or the _,t ndphnt) vouJd be atqnlf1cant.• •The Cvtnd hovera 
provide a change tn acenerr frO• the undeveloped graaalancla and aao•
brlah found • • • • • •  around the II:PPo\. • 

I 
The BLH. •• the prtaary perattttnv land and alneral aanagea•nt 

aoanc:y in aouthecn Nyo•lnv. haa c:ertat.nl)' aucceeded aNoat beyond c:o.-7 prehenalon over the yau·s ln chanQing the ac:enery on neatly the entire 
natural landaeapa. That thta cowld evan re•otaly be conaldared good 
vhen objectively analyr.e6 and on the acale to vhtch It haa occurred, 
and eonttnuea to occur, daftaa cOMaent . 

Oener.a1 e�nta 

In 1 99� It Ia auch eaater to vrecllt the land than t t  t a  to proteec. 
the land. The entire A.•ertcan tnduatctal tnfraatruc:tura aa It nov 
exlata t& aat up, and potaad. to destroy natural landacapes atapty by 
engaging the vheels or prograas tn •otion. Thla can be caadUy acco•
pllahad by aaXlnO ao•e phone calla and ta•••· having adalnlatrative 
aaatatanta ahufrte aoaa pa.,.ra. let the lavyera 9at the naceaaary per
alta Cvhlch are aeldoa. I t  aver, tn doubt) and then tlrln9 up the bull
doaera and backhoes and aattlnv the• tooaa. o\ ttaa proven proc•••· un
fortunate ly. the polittc•l cuaate ta c:onduc:tve to t M a  atyla ot dav
elop.aant and land aanaoaaant as evtdanc:ad by the nearly carte blanche 
tnduatrlal and davelop.aanc. peratttlng pcoc••••• of the ILH and Foreu. 
Service throughout the Neat. 

To vreck the land. public land aana9eaent a9anetea at•ply ha•• t.o 
go thcou9h the aottona or coeplytng vtth the HIEPA pro�:eaa and quickly 
proctuce 1 dot:uaent vtth pretecre4 •lternatlvea vhlCh tortutc.oualy alate 
tnduatry •a vanta and daatraa. The recent plague or ainlnq, oil. gaa, 
and coal davatopeent throughovt th• waat ta aaple teatlaony. Hovevac, 
land protection uaually lnvohaa convreaatonal ac:tton often tailing 
yeara and having to rvn t.hrou9h a ••••tngly tapoaalble gauntlet of 
political and bureaucratic aanauvartn9. tt., by contraat. Ia eatraaaly 
dltflcult and rarely aucceaatul. o\ prodevalopaant envtronaantal revtev 
can tlke aa 11\tla tlaa aa aavecal veeka. and even batoca coaplatton. 
the nota• of the earth deatcoytnv •achJnea ta heard rv•bltn9 h the 
bacltgcound. tt Ia an all too taatltar acanarto. 

Any perceived need or daatra expreaaed by ••netech Wttfdpover tnc. 
to eatabUah • wtndplanl I n  order to generate revonue tor the•ae)vaa. 

co.-ant on Draft. Cl$ of Wlndpover ProJect 
by L.loyd Doney 
p. 4 

aftd that Indeed Ia the aole reaaon tor their prOJect appUcattoft. 
ahould be a\olpareeded by \he lntereata ot the publtc at lacqe tft tho•• 
reaourcea anct values placed tn jeopardy by the pro)ect. It lll.enetecn•a 
propoaad proJeCt ••r• truly • nonpolluting aourc• ot tltctrtcal pover 
oeneratton, then the Inherent daatcvctton Of a atontfiCif'lt portion of 
a preaently healthy and functtonug and ftat.ural aaqebcwah/graaaUftd 
ecoayataa vould aot be lf'lcluded In tfle PCOJeC:t propoaal. 1t ta aiMut 
aa aonpollattao •• a daa on the Coluebta uver. 

I If large acala vtndplantl are •••r to poaaeaa aertt. proponent• 
of auch project.• •uat learn to locate the• tn aatatsnv (an«' nonre•tor• 

8 ��!:!a;:�l::!�:�
.�::!� '!�:p�:�:: : :�::n 

·:�n:��=�
a -��. �·�n!;r 

t�::·�::u• 

theae projects be )udqed In a favorable envuonaen�al light. 

!�datlOD 
91 J t t a  tor the above reaaon• that 1 reco-end tht No Actton Alter-

native tor thta propoaed tundpovar PtoJecl.. 

Thanllt you tor your consideration in thta aatter. 

Sincerely. 

Comment WI: See Sections 8.2.8 and 8.2.12 in the FEIS. 

Comment W2: The elk habitat within the project area is noncritica 
habitat; habitat loss is not likely to affect populations. See als< 
Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Comment W3: The Wick Wildlife Habitat Unit was purchased b� 
the WGFD in 1964 ·to provide winter range for elk. The Unit i� 
now managed to provide quality year-round habitat for all wildlift 
species which use the Unit. Additionally, WGFD acquirec 
recreational access easements from private landowners adjacent l( 
the Wick Unit. These lands are shown on Map 3.9 (page 3-33) o 
the DEIS. In the DEIS, the double-hatched area depicting the are: 
of recreational access easements was mislabeled in the map legend 
The label should read "Recreational easements acquired from tht 
Bear Creek Cattle Co. as part of the Wick Wildlife Habita 
Management Area. • Also, Section 18, T19N, R78W, W&! 

incorrectly identified as recreational easement lands. This section ir 
the project area is federal land. A revised Map 3.9 is in Chapter : 
of the FEIS. 

No project area lands are located in the Wick Wildlife Habitat Unit 
Phase I lands in Section 24, T19N, R79W, are located on private 
lands where WGFD bas a recreational easement. To compensate 
WGFD for loss use of easement benefits from project facilities on 

30 ac in Section 24, KENETECH provided a replacement easement 
for 640 ac located in Section 2, Tl9N, R79W. 
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Existing legal access to the Wick Unit or recreational easement 
lmds in the Wick Area will DOl be reltricted by the project. The 
project area and propoaed turbine strings or individual towen would 
not be fenced. The general public may not cross lands where DO 
recreational easement is provided without permission of the private 
landowner. MaiD access roads to the project area are propOied for 

· these private Ianda. See Section 8.2. 10 in the PElS. 

Commept W4: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Cgmrmqt WS: Impaets to reptiles and ampbibiiDa are eonaidered 
in Chapter 4.0 of the DEIS. Because only about 3 � of the total 
land area would be disturbed due to development, impacts to these 
&Dimala are expected to be minimal. In addition, mitigations for 
wet1mds and riparim areas, wbieh are important habitats for these 
animals, would also help · minimize impacts to reptiles and 
ampbibiiDa. 

. Comment W6: See Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comment W7: BLM is responsible for the balanced management 
of public Ianda and resources and their various values so thai they 
are considered in a combination that will best serve the needs of the 
Ammcan people. Management is baaed upon the principles of . 
multiple 111e and sustained yield to produce a combination of UleS 
that takes into acc:oUDt the long-term needs of future generations for 
renewable 8Dd nonrenewable resources� 

Commept W8: See Section 8.2. 1 in the FEIS. 

Cgmrmqt W2: Thank you for your recommendation. The No 
Action Alternative is.still a viable alternative and will be eonaidered 
during decision-making. 

X. Carbon. County School Djstrict No. 2. Board of 
Tngtecs 

· 
llarch 20 . lft5 
Wa l l e r  E. Oeort• 
Pro J e c t  Leacter 
Bureau of Land M&nata .. n t  
law l ina ltl l t r iCl Office 
P . o .  an 610 
••• • i ... • .,. 1230 J 
Ia : Draft kene t e cb/Pac i f lCorp W i adttOW"er ProJ e c t  

!nY& roaee n t a l  l•p.act ' S t a t � .. n t  

Dear Wa l te r ;  

Tbe fo l t  .. • • a  are c-• t •  i.n reaarcl1 t o  J'Our D! l S  on 
tbe kanatacb/Paci f iCOrp wand,...r Pro1act . 

W i nd lft&tl1• a ranewab t e  ra1ource . appear• to be a 1reat 
ictaa for a future �tr aource. Tl'le utea o f  conve r t  1n1 tt11 s 
reeource a n t a  an e ft v a roftMn t a l l )'  c l ean Mleeb l e  product u 
1 1c i t • n a .  Ttua concePt •t l l  be ano t l'l � r  oppor u ut i t )'  Cor our 
a t ud e n t a / a t a f f  t o  enhnce t tle u  111uca uoria l bactarounda an 
our echoot d a a t r t c t . 

Ot her p l uaet for our d i a t r i c t  wi l l  be ttle 29 fu l l  t iae 
W i nd l• a t hl t o  opera t e  and •a t n t a a n  tbt co•p & e ted SOO - •• 
W t nd p t a n t ·.· A l ao .  a l l tbe cona c. ru c t  10n wartera for • •• 
d i f f e rent pl't&aea cel l O )  W t !  I ,  De l � our taa Nae in ttle coun t y .  

Your D!tl acta••• t e l y  actclr••••• rtrOftlr • i t iaa t Jon 
..aaurea 111 r•••rcla co fo•r lftiC i f i c  reaourcea - baa .... . 
cu l t u ra J .  Y i aua 1 .  and a a a ratory b 1 rcla - wtlsch appear to b" 
t M  eoa t Hllftt i a l l )'  l t&n i f a cant . •• e-nd J'0\1. for 
t he&e e f Cor t s .  

TJ u a  pro J e c t  wi l l  te Tcry poa i t a ve for our 
d h l r t c t  and couR t )' .  The clo l l ara aet�erated wi l l  
we l ca.ed add t l lon for our actloo l a .  

Ttlaftt. J'OU for t h u  op•o r t vn u y  t o  c�nt •• 
eo•e atle•d to brana t h a a  proJect t o  fru • t aon . 

a:t:.oo : 
be o 

S i nc e r e l y :  �:���n::?c:;����� �; 

I 
I 

I 
I 
1-
I 
I 

loard of Trvat••• � 
.....__ _____ I. 
r--------"----------1 

Y. South Central Industrial Association of Wyomip 

S C I A  
-'-*" 
-
--
.. _ 

11r. •leer ....,_, � "-1ft aut Mwh.na Daatnct Ofhat 
P. 0. IDa 670 
..,h ... W'l UlOl 
IE: onrr. 11w1.....u1 lllfiiCt au..-,c 

-.ta-s� - Plo)Ct 
C.r •lt; 

PO. a- 700 
� WY 82JOI 

- ZZ. IIH 

jfi; _I I II I W  fil/ 
jlJJ IIU 31115 ��� 

I I .. 

Qar .-..:a:UUCII'I � tN •)or induaUJ• of catlin Qulty, � ... 
� an: a:n:eme::t wtttl t�Ca��a�c ......_i'-'t CIIIPX't.untu• 1lfttctl will � tN 
hv.a ot u. caanna or ttue ar... ln lldctu.aon. w ........... lldctil:JCIM.l J.tdultry 
� of tftl -.uu tNt KU.- &o ell  of ua w1ua a .an dawene DIM &o · 
�r. a auble t.OrttOC"CCC -.d wa atruecun. 

WiM -.rw. • nn..ttle reeaun.. ,._.n ta a. • ttnat idlle tor a ,....r 
ec:urc. . ,_ � of cawenanq ttlh cl.., � iMo .,. ... t�wur 
.-able pcaduct. •• ..:aunq. ,..,. � pro)ICt wall a. __,.r opparrcuntty toE" our .lQIIal 8131a01 chauact.a &o ..v..noe t:ne tetcnen "/a� · eotuclt&GM.l 
� wtua a k:lrl81 .._,1• Of thte .u&rot-vw-en. t.eciMOIIDIIt'. 

otMr pl .... for cur .._ wt.l l a. t:ne � cr.ted. tilt wl- the .. UMted 29 tull-t..., wt,...IU. ....-rt LO upgr•c. and -.untean u.t �l.Ced !DO *  whwt 
pl.nt . on... cauc•y ..t &a• a.... of tt• ua. will al.o a. � Clurlnq tt.: lD'I"' •&.ruct.JCII'I .... "'*'1CI• •• pro� &o .... u. tn -.pl�t of Mo.lt 126 I&IC'Uia • 

taur *-ft as ..._ --....ce1y u. � attltftlaft -- tn ,........ to tN tour •:JOC' ,_....-IN9 .-. atCJra&ory bUda, end culwral ..r va-l aanc.nM�� ....-c' to ....,. JICIUIIIU•l ._...ui...-. • -.s JliiU for CMM 
euon.. 

'lhlo prDjoct •lll 110 _, -itiw Ia< - ciUotioo Dl elllo -· - llollon 
..... .., will .. .  •.'-� lldct&Ucln - ClUe liCtiiDl di.at.naa .. CDI&'It)' �· ,_ pcojla. ..... • IDU&iw -*-t &o .._,_ .... .....-c. &a _. .. � 
- wltn - -�·o pl8lf9o -· -09 IO - Ia< --·· 

'DIMk ,.._ Jel' tNa .....,.._,ty tiD -..: M J11a1 _.. ._. to  Mlp aRt .. ..... _,... ... ,.......... . ' 

1"-nly • 
.:2>--.t-ci �-

Dntd r. a�ur .......... t 
klutA CiiiiiiU'al llldWtdal AMiilcWU$\ 

I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
• 

I 
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Z. John H. CoJ1amer 
n Cf;c!:.":. 82331 20 ,..rch lH� 

Mr. Wahar E. Geort"•· Pro.sect. �r 
lMiuef S&.at.ea o. .. rlaeft\ of C.be lac.eraor 
luPHU Of ..... ......... nt 
R.llu Dtec.rtct. Office 
P.O. - 1?0 
-ll.aa, w •• 82:101 

I -•• U.la ....,.., •• - aJIPl- u.a effort ,... forCII 
br &-.. ..... la .IIWOlwecll &0 .U U.la pro,teeC a reellC.r. l a. .. 
_. Cai'Doft C.U.c.r .,. a- for 15 ,..... . In thla tt• I hne 
vu ... aMd Utree ,._. tn c.M , ooel i..OUaC.PF tlfO ln- Ute foreet 
Uwh•t.rr aad a booa and buet. crcl• tn UM oU ladllatrr all of 

which hal .. &.allen c.Msr hll on C.rbon CoYDtr and the Scaw of 
Wvoatna. 

!be IDfi!'!"'I« proJect wU l De be:nl ftoal to C.rboft Councr 
and t.h• Stac.e tn e.n,• ....... h wU 1 help replace .-.venMe loet. 
to O.CreaMd atataa and c.t-.r M ... at. U. wUl •'" ... dtver .. 
t lcaC.lon t.o t.M U•U..cf lftduc.rlal ..oc.or of C.he eoono.r . Wblla 
havtnl a alan.Utoant. s ... ct on countr rewerMM�e U .  wi l l  aot. 
areat.h ,.,.ct. t.M c�uuuaa tn c.ar.e of houetna and .. rvloea. 
The .. plo,..nt

� pacanual •r MnafU. .... ral of t.M ... uar 
ca.unlUaa that. M•• l011t Joba due to cleore.M ln •tnln.c tn C.M 
.,.. . . 

IENErEOf•s wlll lJWMU c.o ldeatifr and ..... " the s ..... and 
eapecilal h t.� bave a aonu.erJ.,. pla

'
n bu l l &.  lnt.o Che wtACt faN 

cc.1na on H.,. -••• LhJa ooetP��nr ••&d thla proJect • lo•lcal 
a•LenaJon of t.la. an1•rar bu•t.,.•• In C.rbon Count.r and LlMI St.et.e. Thl• pr•oJecL a) low1111 Wyoe.lft8 t�J parLtclpate on t.ho 1round f loor of an al Lernat.av• eaaer1r .ourc:• . wu.h t.ha .ona LerlnM t.o ... t.Mt 
t.rte prooeaa la t.ecbrUcab • .oonoaloau,. and envl ro..nt.allr fHalbl• l L co�o�ld reault. ln en acldlt.lone l h  ac�pt.abla eoeer&r clewelos-ent 
tor WrGe�lftC and ocMr area• of t.he Val &.ad St.at.ea. 

I recoplae and ..,.,.rt 1.hla ceotmolon •• an ..O.uent. .. ,. 
t.o NUab ,.... eoear1r cta.aDd or replace .,..•r•r procfuoed br tt)'dro• 
a ) ect.rlc plant.a. Thla &eohnoloar wlll alnl•l .. t.he �ct. t.o Che 
brlt.t.le envlr�t. Uta �nr and u.a· ua.f .... t.ruot.ure lihUe 
provldlntl eoonoa1o ....,.le ... nt for U.. c.unt.v 

'l'hlll\ll: rou for Cite opport.YIIlCI' t.o f!U'C.IOlf!at.a tn 1.M ._... 
.ent. prooeu . 

M. William Saylor 
�II!Jt!IL..JUit-..-..�Tlf .... ........ 
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Comment M1: See text modifications ill the Executive SUIDIDIJ'Y 
ill the FEIS. 

Commept AA2: See Section 8.2.6 ill the FEIS. 

Commmt AA3: The POD for each phue would contain lite
specific erosion control and reclamation plms, revegetation succeu 
standards, and actions to be taken if revegetation is UDSUCCeaful. 

Onnnmi M4: The wiDd direction aelected for use m the analysis 
of potelltial project-related noise impacts wu bued on wiDd data 
from the area. The wiad in the area is from the west at 250° more 
than 55� of the time. Because this is the cli.rection which would 
result in the highest noi&e levels at the nearest noise-sensitive areas, 
the westerly wiDd direction Wa.s use4 for the analyais ill the DEIS. 
The analysis used conditions whereby the greatest potential for 
noi&e impact would exist. 

remnmt MS: Text has been ildded per your request. See 
Section 2.2 in the FEIS. 

Cnmrmgt M6: The text has been modified accordingly. See 
Section 4.2 .1 .2 in the FEIS. 

Cnmromt M7: The analysis was completed in the Pacific 
Northwest, not nationally. Averap MW is defined the averap 
amount of eneraY (number of MW) supplied or demanded over a 
specific period of time. 

Qmnmal\ M8: Most dust mppreaants are only partially porous 
and impede infiltration. Therefore, surface water nmofffrom roads 
treated with dust suppreaant would probably be greater than from 
untreated roads. Ditchea and culverts would be designed to 
accommodate the additional runoff. Non-pollUting suppt IIIIDts 
(e.g., environmentally beaip polymer resins) would be used. · 

Cnppppgt AN): Congress enacted the 1992 EDersY Policy Act, 
which included institution of a· 1 .5 cent/kWh production tax credit · 
for utilities buying into renewable enerzy resources. The 
production tax credit provides 15 milllllcWh for generation from 
wind and biomass re&Qurces for the tint 10 years of power plant 
operation and applies to all power plants utilizing renewable eDeJ'IY 
in &erVice prior to July 1999. The tax credit is in 1993 dollars and 
escalateS with inflation. The EDersY Policy Act also instituted a 
1 .5-centlkWh production incentive for renewable re&Qurce facilities 
owned by public utilities. The production incentive, which affects 
EWEB's part of the project, can be received for up to 10 years, but . 
must be appropriated by Congress (it has not been yet). A facility 
must be placed in &erVice before September 30, 2004 to be eligible 
for the incentive. The impact of the production incentive is not 
reflected in the cost data in the DEIS or FEIS. Transmission costs 
and wheeling costs are I)'Donymous. 

Comment MlO: Surface water quality standards do not exist for 
hardness, calcium, magnesium, sodium, or sulfate. WDEQ-WQD 
standards for the remaining categories are as follows (WDEQ 1990; 
personal communication, May 16, 1995 with Robert Gumtow, 
WDEQ-WQD, Cheyenne, Wyomina): 

• pH should not be <6.5 or >9.0 for any surface waters. 
• Chloride must not exceed 860,000 and 230,000 

microgramslliter (acute and chronic values, respectively) 

• 

• 

for Class I-m streams; there are no standards for Class 1'11 
streams. 
Activities should not result ill an increa&e in turbidity (whit: 
is the closest to a TDS standard that there is) of > 111· 
nephelometric turbidity units (NTI.Js) for Class I and 1 
streams or an > 15 NnJs f� Class m streams. 
SUipCIIlded sediments muat not exceed levels that coul'l 
result in sipificant degradation of beneficial ·uses 0 1 
aesthetics. 

Cnmomt Mil: . Defillitions of eligibility criteria have beeo addec�'-. 
to the text. See Section 3.3 in the FEIS. 

Cnmomt Ml2: Class I � m surveys for paleontological ancl 
cultural re&Q\UCeS are of aimilar . type. Class I surveys involv.' 
searches of existing literature and databases for known re&QUI'Ce type. , 
and locations. Class m surveys involve on-the-pound 
compreheosive searches of the project area . by qualifiet;l 
archaeologists or paleontologists approved by the BLM. All survey: . 
are documented in a report submitted to BLM. Cultural resource: 
reports are also reviewed by the State Historic Preservation Offieel 
and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation. 

Cnmrpmt M13: There are no occupied residences within thl 
KPPA. The closest occupied residences to the project area are th · 

highway clepartmeat residellces west of Hipway 13 at Arlington. . . 

Cmpgpt M14: Foo
.
tnotes have been added to Tables 4. 18-4.2:,. 

accordinalY · 

Cnmomt MIS: The table· has been modified accordiQgly. 

Qnnnmt M16: The � had  been modified accordinaly. 

Cmmpmtt Ml7: Table 4.23 has been modified accordingly. 
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AC. U.S. Enyironmental 'Pmhrttnp Alepcy 

IINITID ITATII 111-IIITAL NOTICTIOII AGIIICY - -
.. , .. """" . ..... ... 

DIW¥111. COL-...o . Hfti·NII 

' let: IIIM•MP 

Ar'Q MIM91'r 
Bureau of Wnct •na�t , 
law Una Diet ric:t Of h.ce t • . o .  Uoa 61U 
lawl ha•, NY 12J01 

1 , '-f(" .  r.: . r. 

le: !Pit. l'ntew of tlte draft 
Envtr�ntal l_���pac:t Stu-nt (ElS) 
for tbe l.erwt.ecn Windpower project 

In acconianc:e with our �1t11Utiea under the Nllttonal 
lnvtrc.n.ental Policy lt.c:t tNIPAl and .. cuon J09 of the ClHn Air 
Act, tbe Region vrn oU:u:• of the bvt�ntal Proc.en.a.on 
Agea.cy bee reviewed the eu&::lject �at . 

, The project appear• ,to have -..ch MrH •• a •areen• 
altei'Dat.ive t.o tbe toadl fuel or maClHr type of power. 
product ton pro,ec:ta . The u.e of the wtDd •• a l'e�JetMble energy 
eourc:e ia very �Dle. It h ftC'OII)ftiaed that tfte propoeed 
project will have an i..,.ct on n�ora. IPA eneoun,.. all 
part1H imrolvecll with tH envi�al protal- or tfte propoeed 
project to coat.taue tu Ml'itOI'i.,.. euen.• c. ... t ..... -.a MCM 
up to U1i1 U•. 

8aeed on the p�r" D'lt. .... to ... l .. te tM 
eavt,.......l t..p..c:t.a or en. � acttoa aDd alte�"Datt,.. ..ad 
the adequacy of 1nfon.t10B PIVV1oed, tU aPA Regioa YUI l'atu 
the dn!!t Ill •• ca:t.,oty IIC·2 tanvt�t&l eoaeane. 
laeuUtcteat. lalo�tion) .  lfttUe tfte project appean to ealll31r With la .. &ad nt»lattaa. .-tlli•tend by UA, w .... 
envi..--aul coocene ..,. to the i.811Mc:t of tbe.� pnject loa l'apton. 'fbi aLII le � co won ritJI ttte u.a. ftall aDd 

1 WildlUe .. I'Yice to dO .... .,.t.blOI t.Mt•a �· co ai.Ai.ain 
t.fte c.a1ut of Dii'U. 

· 

UA .,.pnctat.a• en. opporcv1u.ty � raw.ew C.U,IUD)eet 
�t ADd all tfte eUort wtu.Ch Wn'C"·;�.mo t:tae -pr.pal'auon Of H. It J'CIU ..... uy .... ta.ou. pl .... COilc.&Ct. a1tMr -· It UOJ) )ll•i7Gl. or C&rl ._..t.t ot � lt&f\s...f,!; .UGJl .�n.;.�JS'T. �;r;� 

.J. WUh• Gea.H, ,Jr,. AcUCct Ou.ef 
&nva.rO-cul AaMI�t arueb 
-.c.er IIAM�t D.1va.aa.on 

Qnpmmt ACl: See Sectioas 8.2.2 and 8.2.3.3 in the FEIS. 
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AD· Wyoming Apoc;jatjon or Professional Arcbaeolcwitts 

� WYOMING ASSOCUTION of v PROFESSIONAL ARCHAEOLOGISTS 

.. u �. �.tKt � 
....._.. D4 ...... � ,... • .,.. Da•tract Oftau •.o . .,. 670 -
..._..,.. tlr'. c:IOI 
r.r. ..... ...... , 

,._ ...._'"0 -..:.aatJCFI: o• �a.- I �l•a•u ,..,..., ,.. ....,,...., 
•lP'&••• ,..latal"'9 10 t1W ......UCI"' _,., ifwr9" ""'IUKt ..a n• .. Jr.. W D+ ...... ,uw �JlOolf'l9. 
A IFDJKt ctf tN• ••• .. - .-&11 ..... ly nDt - Mil• to MGICI ....::UI"'q 
ha•corac .....-ta... IJI!rofa.G CNl ,._ ...,._,. .. y, a&�u_. .. �. ... ..,_, to �  0" •l aa.Mt• ��· W .... CDrlC ..,._...U� .... Cllll"a&'c.G ..a r...-ua UID"'. ,,. � ,_. ,._ •)Kt&_... W -1..-.tal"t;; UW IFDJ'K t .  1 ..,. •• ,,. a.., �•l _.-c..- taro , ,.  .......:"' praJ..:t. • .o ..,.. .,..,ta � · tNt cwt\&lf'•J �· ,......,.UIIP"'W' • .-...�t&CI"' ...a a&U .. u.O'I a::cY"• +or- t..U IIP'OJKt •• _.., •• ...,.,.,, ... Ot- l..a •W\UI.. 

1 _. .,.. ....,.. U.t •a.•uh.CM'It �ie.,. ll'lda., CG\'fhct• ..,,., �'"0 uw aro.MCt. .. .,... tMt ..,.. ..,..,. ct-ht ..atn �ac.,. ,,....,. .....,.. to �,..,. u... c.tflact• &1'1 • •'"''' Of -.. ... l �•taa'\, W -� to tr'& .. Uv r•ciii''U.NICI �ac� .,_..,., --.:wh•w ._. a.-.utacauO"' .,. ,_lt.rut:r� of ,,....,,�, cultwr•t ..,._...,...,., -..ct"a�D •n .. ..a ocr.r CG\'"l&Ct'l. 
....-. ...-..:aatea t1w anblr'W'tect _..lY •wcu. ;.ff.or'ORI ,,. .....,ualJ.cr. ..a ea,&G &a-. ta rK.a ... • CCDor ot tJw F..,.,_l £15 .. � Of  i*:.l'l&a"'. ,.,... .,.., fO" .,-. _..-tiiU.tv ta �t .  

Cmmppt ADl: See response to Comment S4 (above). 

AE· Wymnj .. Game and FISh Department 
W'IOMING 

GAME AND FISH DEltAATMENT =----e---- P. E C E I V E O  
111120'95 

...... 1 7 ,  1H5 

VYOIIIIICI liTAft: aDJll-SE 
A'r'nl: .JVLlE IWUL'ft)OI 
OPFrCI: OF ftE 

liTAft: CAPUOL 
CBE'RIIIQ:, IIYIIICDC 12003 

O..r .. . llaaUton; 

EIS 'fill IYNIIU Of Land II&MI.-..t 
a.vuaa Dtacr1et Ofhce 
Dnf< b¥1-1 ,_ ... acac-..� _ __, .. cit1CCUp 
... ..._ .. Pn)eft 
1111: ••-a1o 
caraon CowttY 

'!M acatt of aw .,_ift9 oa.. alld F1ah Deparc..flt ltaa 
rwiewd tll:e draft lnvJ.rOIWIIntal lap,�ct sc.•t-nt for a.. .. �.- II&IICI . lfteW9r Dlwel.,_.,.t Pn;ect .,.. tM a.vuna 
Diau1Ct . ... otter uae tolloviRq �nc.a for IUl'a 
..,.i .. nti•· 

brzusriel s;pn,tUp$*••: 
CiYen tM Mtion, noi.aa, c:l-. ..-cift9, nltiple I'OW'a ,  low 

llllMe ewep. u&aaelYe dJ.atriDutlon. and MMitlv• locatlona of 
tne villd tullli,.. of Uia pro)aet. it h preiNble tuRlM 
atrtDp trill i.epect • •anety of Mbit.at fW'ICtiou . Jn 

I &OCOI'de-1101 vtt.l'l to en nao . J fa) , to en 1102 . u .  40 en. 
1 1102.16, aac1 40 en 1101 . 1 ,  taOH concern.. aNNld noea•• r.&.qoi'OU8 tnetMnt "' a.. aM1)'8.L&. 

I 

I 
' 

fta Dill abeu:ld --.uat.aly cU.aclOH tt'la .,..._..nt.-MttiDq 
Mftl'e Of Ul& acti... ' !'Ilia MpertaeM eftOOQ' ... a U.. 
de¥al�t of Z'eftMIUila ._IVY cec:aaoloriaa, llut ve an 

2 =� =:.- ;:.-11-:i� •r;tn-:"•..r:::u•;; :!: 
-1- v1tll1n UOe _._ cU•Uc alld 111o109.ical -1u
ot -- ..,...... fta -urea. aaa1,..., aNI -1•1-
ultiaately ·- in UOe fUS will 1rratractallly aUact tatun 
cleaiaiOM abou:� atauer p.ropoe&ll. 1� 11 ialpereci•• co .... 

I 
----·--- I 
�----------���--------------

..------· 

1 2  

8-44 

.. • .J11Ua BUUton 
Mereta 11, •••s 
•- a ·  en •en 

1 )  a!: AlUnNitivea Aaalyail (Sec: 2 . 4 )  -- CO C nt  1SOJ . U (a)  
requirea a9enciea t.o ri;oroualy explore and Objectively 
evalu.a&a aJ.l UUJmllli &.l.t&J:DI.l..i%u • • • includinq ( 4 0  CFA 

1502.14 (c) 1 reaaoneble al  terMC1¥ea out aide Che 
ju:riactict.ion or t... lead · a41ency. AdcUt1DnAl federal 
9Uidai'N:e (federal Jleq1aCer 416 (55) . 11026•110ll, l/21/1•11) 
aucea t.IMIC .... eonaetle al ternaci••• tnclucte cnoae thac are 
practical and t .. a.l.Dle fro. a caottn1cal a'taftdpoint.. we ara 
concaei'Md tall altent.ac&••• c:ouidered in daUU by auc 
-n1cc v1t11 co cnt 1101. 1 1•1 Ul . 

•o en J.I02 . 3J at.iPulacoa, •zr a aa.t-beMf'it anal,..ta 
relOYanc to tM choice aM119 envir.-.ncallY ditfehftt 
alt.ernactv• ia behll COftaidered lOr t.be propoaed action, 
tc &hall be inoorpontecl • • • •• an aid in evaluaCiftl tM 
envtron.ental CIOA&eti'M:ncea. 'To • .._ Che adequacy ot 
oaapliance vith aec. 102 (2) (B) ot t.lte Ac:c t.he ac.ac-nt 
aba l l ,  vnen a GNt-ben&Ut analyata 1• p�red, diaouea 
tM relacionab'ip betveen t.bat analyaia and any analyaia ot 

I 

I 
I 
I 
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Ma. Ju.li• ... ilton 
llarcn. 1 7 ,  199!1 
Pa9e l - EIS 1415 

2 )  

aniJUIInC.itied errvi�at.al iapae'Ca, Yaluea, and a.niti ... • 
'l'ne lat.ur include vtldlita naou.rcaa, pt.&bl.tc ftCI:I"M&iOft, 
ec.c. 
'ftlia DI:U r�ianally o:onaiclen Dftly OM .alUmaUYe -
v.lftd eM1'9Y CS.velopMnt in the DPA. If econoaica ia tJM 
tou.nclation tor eli.al.aaC.ii'MJ eeolovioally N1llld alumati.,.., 
t.ben 1 t ...U u be tar IMitUr ca.oc:-n.catt. RPA cloea aot 
allow pntit ... tn or una of a client c:oftU&C't to ..._.. 
u. driYJ.IIir force MhiiMI t.be a.ouftt ot ialpecc to 
enviror-.,nc.al N8DU� 110eiety _.t. ac�. 'I'M DElS baa 
tailed to ••&Uli&l\ Vbet.Mr otber attea in vv-taq could IN 
developed proti�ly or teaaU�ly and tl'tentora, cloea not 
prov1de a&�fUcient ;uatit.a.catlon for elJ.JU.na.c.,lnq � frae 
furtM!r conaiHI'&tion. ILH ahOYld di.clo- tba apeci f ic 
pnya1g,l and econoal.: ta�Wa vnteft define fMaibility aftd 
uoulcl provide Ntiatacury juatiUcetion for alainatin; 
alternatlve a11.ea, or inclllilia taa11 in ca. analyaia. 
u: aaHli,.. Wildlife Jnforaation (Secrtion 3 .. 0) . - aa .. u,.. 
vUcUlte intoraation in t.tu.a DllS taila to actequau.ly 
Cftaracteriae the attect.ed environ.e:nt. apppan. • 
quantiut.a.ve analyaia of iapacta, or enable clevelopaent ot 
effective aitiqation. •a erR 1500 . 1  reqvirea diacloeure ot 
accurate ac.a.entit.a.c infor.ation to tiM pu.»lic and a.,.ac:y 
otficiala. 40 era U G 1 , 2 (bl req\l.irea U..t errviror-.,n-tal 

::!:!!ca�!na�ra!.�
ti

4
f
:�t

n
1,���:�

1 .:,.::at 
Acqu1re inforaat.a.on vtud\ ..a.a eaaential to a reaaonecS eboic:e 
a.onq altern.at.a.vea, provicSed "tM overall eoata of obt.ainii'MJ 
it are not exorbit.ant. It inforaat1on cai'LftOt be Obt.ained, 
the aqency ia reqvind to e'talute reaaonatlly fore .... ble 
iap.acta ltNIMd \lpol'l t.heoret.a.cal apprOacaea or r ... arch 
••tnocl• � � in t.be acJent..a.fic ea.au.t'lity. 

Wildlife infomatien for Foote cn.Jc Ri• vu collected froa 
February Uli'CMMJb: •oveaMr, 1114 . very little ruouree 
intoraation baa been collectad. in tbe Siapaon Ricl9e are&, 
vbid\ ia alao covered in Ulia II'!PA cloc:niMnt. Pnplnn 
aCUOWledqa •ao ... ..,.1 .....,.t petterna b&Ya Heft 
dal..a.neat.ed tor MU.lope • • •  • (p l•31) aacs. • •• .. ..-itic 
aule deer �t p.ttemA vttbia t.be KPPA an 8Dk8llllfft • • •  • (3-42) . Sped ric - petce..,. ru alt IP 3-411 an 
a1110 aot ... u cs.r�. ..P'ft llli.U.t.IID\ian aac1 uti•iCJ 
patterrta receiYed --.mat 9ft&U.r anention (pp ,..,.., to 
l•52) , bUt one field ••••on cao.a not pnwide au.ttaticallr 

11a. Julia Kallilton 
March 1 7 ,  lltS 
Paqa <& • ElS 741! 

aCIUnd cs.u ror _ .. u .. .  ,..1.,.... --1 - patUZM 
are not wll defiMd. A tocal of 301 -npcor MII'Ca wen 
located llllrinq ua 1tt4 ilal'ftl'. - on -.alUM -
at coal • ..�. .... . ve antiaipate MftY adcli�i-..1 neau aiat 
and vUl .,. cliacovancl in ......_nt ,...,. or -itorl.a9. 
Subatantial penqrina falc:on a�i•tty at F- c:net ltla 
•-•ta ella PM&illiUcy or ....Unq and aivration IP l-7 1 1 . 
but U.... fllftC't.iona be•• not ... ,. .. fiMd.. llooftUin 
ploven 11ut em roou creek aw and ._. vr-• cUatribution 
::�!:!:ion

ar
�f -=-���:.�t!'ma )1:21 :.._.-=:;;r • for add.!!!:! 

iapact prediction and c�oc:�a.en-u.Uon of Cbaft9e8 . 
one Haaon of uta collac1:ion ia � aclequau to .. tattUall 
a rel..a.Ule Maaline for iapact prediction and futun 
-nuUon · or projeet-inducad ...,._, perticularly ror • lar'ffe acale pro;� of pr...CS.n-t-eettinq aiqnificaace [4G 
erR 1501.2 7 ( 6 ) } .  Unet&et�•a  COMUlUn.t, VEST Inc. , aqreecs. 
at -tinqa held on 7 ant;� 21 OO'COMr, 191<&. tbet -.altiple 
yeara of data collection vould 1M -.ntial to develop any 
.. aninqful analyaia of uiatinq cond.iti·

on.. and to aupport 
infenncu about pro)ect•inchloed chaft9& . It vaa detera1ned 
l ye&ra VOUld be: a re.aoMble coepraei&a Vithout Uftdvly 
diarvptlnt; t.ha pro;ect. 11nce tJM project ia planned in 
phaaaa over a 10-14: year periOd, �dditional dau colleotion 
for the tint phaae (201 turt:linea) adl.eduled tor 
eonatruction on roote cnet a1a in 199! vaa eacuaed, 
provided •t l•••t l bioloviul ,..ra of -nitor11'"9 ere 
coapleted prior to all future phaMa. 'ftlia &9reeMftt. waa 
incorporau.d into the draft .-.it.orinq protocql (dated 
11/S/94 ) Hfore rel .... of t.be D£15 (- lnt,rocl\&Ct:ion, ,... 
l) . 
-teen •--ntly _.talll vaiftr or ua ....,.i_t 
to 9attter l yMra of data if deYalo.-ertt on Foote Cnelt lia 
ia preeaptad by unfo� c�caneea. lfa � in 
conaept, provided a at.andlll'd ot � waa MfiMd and Mt. 
'I'IM auu-nt vnich appaara in ._nlllia 8 (p 11-6 ) -· not 
reflect t.h&t aqr...enc. [•�tcMM¥er, it KDfE'rECH 4as.IJau, not 
to proceed vit.b f&�rt.aer clevela,.ent at .. ooca er..Jr. Ala, ckM 
to vilcUite or ·crt.Der ccmcemA . .. . •J PlMH Cba..,. thia to, 
•HowwYer, if wildlife or ot.ber ooncanta JU:IDCI.ItC. IZIIIT&Cif 
froa p..-inq Vitll �ul'tber -i-t at I"DDU cnat 
IUa, uan IZIIIT&Cif .. Y apply ru a aUI lloti"'" to -

8-45 
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Ma • .ltdle Ma•Uton 
March 1 7 ,  119S 
P- 6 - Ell ?415 

l) 

tor the lil!peOfl aidt• area. 1"1\a appl.tcat.ion Aall 
thOI'OU9'hly docu.ent tiM reaaona •••elop��ent cannot proceed 
on foote Creek Ria. • 
We are alao ••ry eoncerned by atat-nt.a .. da t.hl'aUCfbOUt 
ttle DIIS whiCh 1-..ly the ILH AO aaa-.a diacretion to 
eurtaU or -Uy -it.ori"V and ..... u...- cs.u colleetion 
or '"""rtan ua lead U•: "'ftla - ror alllcUUonal -Uno 
eMi-Ul Illata ..... lleetion for rutun ,..._ vUl .,. 
•uraiMd lly t.be AI:> at leaat 1 r-r prior t.o deYel.,..nt• 
IP 2-11 1 •ai�peciUc Ueld data eolleetad vithin the 
aPPA baYa been ..ad to deaiqn en intenatva aonltori"'9 
proqra• (Appendix a) to be i.,.l ... nted vitl'l ('?J t"a 
conatrvction of eaeft pheae• (p !t•t ) . 

We reque8t a fira eoaitHnt to initiate the vUdlt re 
•nl t.ortnq PftMJra• eo.Mnci"'9 at lea at J yeara prior to Ute 
iniUaUon or . all phaHa c .. elucUnq pbaaa l) . 001\UIIUinq 
throuqn t.be operational period at all pha: .. a tor at l•at. l 
biolovical l'Mr& after t.ha laat. .ptsaae ca.ea on liM. At 
tbat tiMt •ufficient data ahou.ld exiat for tba 
intardi•cipl inary tea• to aate a detenaible �ndatiOft 
vbet.her .onitorirMJ ahOuld continue. If 180ftitor1ft9 detect.• 
apeeiUe pr:obl ... at any tiM. tl\e Had for apeeialiled 
at.acuea of a Mre det.ai_led ... ture can M ••-••eel in 
ac:conl&ace vit.h t.be protocol on ,.... 8-4.9: •A Uc:hftical 
coeaitue .. da up of eJQ��ert.a fro. tiM cooperati"9 ... nciee 
and Jtenetecl'l repnaefttatlve• Vill be eatabliahed to Met 
and dlac:v.aa the rea�lta ot the Mnitor1nq at.acliea and 
evaluta MthOdolovy. Tbe need for further atudy vU J be 
Heed on reaaonable c:riter&a propoaed by the tec:hn-ig,l 
caeaittee. •  PleaM eliainate any ptoViaiOft Jn the P'EIS 

· •ut .. atinq BUt vill aaaUM diacret.iOft to define and eodUy 
future Mllltot"inq and Maeline data collection without 
proper conaul tation. 

u: PncUccion of Wildlife J..-cta -- '!'here ia a lack or 
relwant data fro. aiaUar vtnct tara pro;teet.• t.o eupport 
prediction of 10ft9•ranqe iapac:t• .thia pt"O)ect vU 1 bave Oft 
vUdlUa. BUI acltnovlad9aa .. ny or ella 1-et pnclietiona 
an -latift IPP •-n. 4-51, 4-61) . Al� 
-u co -ide an illCenaift -itori"V provna -
turlli- an tr1 pl-. uan ia no --t t.o cornet 
prebl• &aniaea.. We are ...,_tort.altle vit.h after-u.e-ract 
aaalyaia, aal... leMtech PI'OYid• aa affimati•e 
-i-t to oornct eipUiant -.... i-•· -ld 

lla. Julia IIUIUton 
... rett 11 , 1••s 
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t.bey ocmar, ewen. .....,al et taarbinea if no other ..... ,.. ia 
..._.ta. 

1 5 14 ) RE: Klt19&tion -- 'riM DI:IS c:ont•ina no executable 
proviai0ft8 to •iti9ate advera• 1apaeta to vUdl if• or 
vildU!a babitat. 40 era 1SG0.2 (e) require• federal 
a..-ciea to identify reaaonabla altemaU•e• the\. vUl 
avo&d or •tni•iae adYene ettec:ta. 1"1\ia baa not been .done . 
40 era 1100 .. 2 apea.ifiea ..-nciea Pall • .. .. .  vM all 
practioable ... na • • •  to. . .  •inia&ae advei'H effec:ta of 
their acct .. "PG" tM cr-lity of tM h._.n envir-...nt. 
40 en 1502 . l t U )  require• federal a .. ftCiea to • • • •  incl-. 
appropriate aititation Maauree not already included in tiM 
PI'QPOIIed action or alteraativea� •  4 G  e n.  15G2 . 1a(h) 
requirea federal aqeftCiaa to diacvaa • • • •  Mana to •lti9ate 
aclvei'H erwii'OftMntal iapact.a (it not fu.lly covered under 
l502 . l4 (t) . -t i�antly, 40 CFR ll02 . l aUpulaUa, • . .. .  M1ti91t10ft lnd o�er c:onditioaa eatabliahed ln the 
errvii'Oft8ental lap&C:t at•t.-nt or durin9 ita n•tev and 
aa.aitted aa. p.rt of the dec"iaion anau - i.-pl ... nted by 
t.he leld "anq or otl'ter appropriate conault1"9 ... ncy • 
'2'ba lead a .. ncy aball • • .  inclUde appropriate C4)ndition.a in 
qrahta, p&l"'lita or other approvala. • 

1 6. 

Tha latter require.ant ia • key 1aaa. The lead aqanc:y 
cannot alipport or defend ita Hleet.ion of an alternative toy 
nferencinq a at ti9At.aon procea• tbat aay never &d\ieve 
•iti9&tion. 7t'II'CMMJhoUt t.hil DEIS, IUl defera apecific 
•1ti9Ation to an intei'Ml proceaa called the Plan of 
Develop��ent or POD (&ec 2 . 1  .. 2 ) . BUt atatea, •aac..,.. of 
tl\a! lndetaraln.te i�cta or the Windplant on apec1fied 
re.aurcea, perticulai'ly c:v.ltvra� reaourc:aa, birda and, biq ,._,. IUl baa iftClUdad prO¥ieiOM in tl\e EIS tor ... ncy 
COMIIlU.tion and pua.lic invol,...nt du�ift9 POD clevel...-nt 
and .ct��itori119. •  ._.,.r, the toO ia not a�ect. to tbe 
.... de9ree of Krutiny and pua.lic diacloeure •• aa EIS. 
It ia i,..PPI'C'Priau. to defer nMUfttiM IlEPA aa.pliance 
ian• to an eRemAl proceaa without Mre cleUnitlft, 
anroroaaltla dincUon (apeciUc aitiCJaUon conU..,.nci"l · 

ltiC alai• it baa no aut.Jaority to aitiqet• iapaqta to 
public re80U&"oea vnid\ occvr on priYate a11rf&oae .anlaN 'tiM 
aurfaoe owner OOilC\In Cp Yi, p a-21, and p t•l ) .. 'fttia 
appaara inc ... iaunt vith NEPA, vntch requir .. VM of all 
praet.icable ... na to · •ini•l&e adYei'H effecta and an 
eftecrtive ..... fqr iapl-nU.tion ot t.JaoM MUIII'H. It 
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i-CU an antiaipat:'ed on privata lo-. t ... n tH project 
prapanantl fond Uo lead ... ncrl alKNld '-Otiata 
coatraetual aitiqation •tre ... nc.a "1\ic:tl oaw. be reliably 
awacuted aftd thararora, at Uraati..,aly a\apport the deciaion. 
A •&ttqatlon aqr-.. nt an be vltf'l tM private landowner 
or, 1 t  tMt iftdhlc&ual h not reoept hra, •lt&qation an be 
r•loeat.ed to otMr auttabla federa l ,  auu, ar pri..,ata 
aurfaoea. 7tte po.trat ia, IlEPA recp�iraa use of all 
praatiaalolo - to oiu.au. 11e90tiation or a oiti .. tioo 
acra�r II&&8U tH •EPo\ -nt io vritun ia -
praatiaal>la - or aaauri119 i�aatl on private land will 
be oiti.atod. ,.. option or nloaati119 oiti9Uion u 
public land alvaya axtau. W. r.rueat BUf pnwida a plan 
to aitiqau tapacu on privata land in axacutabla tor'a81t 
witnin u.. nu. 
IlEPA ctoea •t 1�• or author taa a •t.bnahold o f  
aiqnificanee• ataftdard vttiefl ... a t  be M t  Defore aitiqatiOft 
ia trJ..,.nd. •stpificanee• axiata it it J.a reeaonabla to 
anticipate a CUMIJ.ativaly aipifiant 1...-ct on eM 
envi-nt 1•• C:Fit ISD1.27 ( 7 ) ) .  IWI """ ack-lecl90d a 
cuaulatlve atqnU icant i.,.c� to crucial winter rant• 
al ready exiata (Tatlle " · 11 ) . !ben fore, project iapecu 

auat be treaced aa aiqnifiant. Specifie aittqation for 
doUnad i-�· (a.v. dioturl>anao in c:nocial winter ra119a) 
abOUld 1>o -lopod for incluaion in tho PElS. IUtivaUon 
of actvene t..-cta Vbich are ro�la, but . cannot be 
-fttitaUvoly prodicUd, ai>OUld 1>a ri9idly tied to 
.onitorirMJ ruulta, and -;oapulaory aitl.,.tiOft cor�tirtqertelea 
ahOuld be del: iMd in ttM P'EIS • • · 9 .  turbine retroUttin; or 
relOCIItion, Mbitat enhar.ca .. nt project-a, .ctevel�nt or 
altern.ti"e aitaa, etc. } .  Unl••• .-pulaory proc:edvrea to 
tapl...,.t aitiqation are included in the P'EIS, aitiqation 
•r not 1>o aaa-li- urauvn Uo 1100 proaasa. 

It£: Diapla_...nt EUeeta CP iv} -- In aclditiOft to bi9 .... 
diaplaceMnt aauaed by buaan aeth•itiea, diapla�nt aftd 
reduoed baatitat aUeotiva ..... f� noiM and .a.tion affecta 
of t.arbinea are auoacantial conca.ru. flMH �lttdfa. 

24 I I) RE: --·SaUi119 MUon (pp 1•1 and 2•1) •• lie 
boliovo CSQ R9Ulati- ClMrlr pl- �nt-t1119 
a�i- in a oatovorr -••11119 ..... rito- analrota 140 
c:nt 1501.17(111 11 and I) . lt ie �t u dtacl- U.. 
pn-t-�till9 na�un or tnia projaat in -U Ml"lr in 
t:M analroia. -- -lei t>o tbe firot 

Jla • .Julie N .. Uton 
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24 1 cont. 

J....._trial•aoale, �roial vindfan aieect in .autbem 
.,_iftlil, and clearly arraota z-aaourcaa tl'&at are unique co 
any axi&tiftlil wind enerqy project. 'he project ia alao 
auaa.untially dir tarant I� oonwantional aow applia.tione 
in .oala, acop., J.ntanaity, oparat1on and 1�. 'ftla DEll 
Aould elaborate bow tbia �� d i f fan f� other, .on 
conventional ROW actiona. 

25 1, 
26 1 10) 

27 I l l )  

29 I l l )  

10) 

30 

111:: Daocription or llind -rae (p 1-fl •• ,.. DE%1 raUo 
to edaquauly c:oepara wind reeource oban-.riatica at a 
variety of aitu tnroutbout U.. 6311 vida •wind corridor.• 
1'M J:PPA And McUcina low aitaa • ....._ •• 1 tract10ft of tM 
corridor, &Uft&atint tun COYld lie .. ny auit.abla 
alternative&. Th.a.a in.fo'Nition aiNNld De int:luded (CO en 
uoa . a a ) . 

It!:: GDRA IUIP IP 1•1) ·- 'l'lle DE%8 oiiDUld diaclooo tbat tllo 
GDRA RMP did not conaicter or evalvata co..ercial vindfarae 
of tba ac&la propoaed for thia project t••• co en 1502 . 9 ) . 

az: 'rablo 1 . l  (p 1-t) (aat11Grilill9 lovialation) ·- In 
aclcUtion to the Piah I Wildlife Coordination Act, other 
appliaabla R9llhtiono incll>de •• CPR uoa . lt t a l  • •o c:ra 
15D3. l fo) {a ) ( i ) ,  Stau -nciea autnoriaed to develop and 
enforce an..,ironaencal &Uada.rda ( ia, Ny Ga- 1 P'i&h Act) , 
and •o cnt 150l . 7 1o1 U l .  Scopift9. 

Rl!: -rune Deot.,.• IP 1·111 •• Olendortr at al. 1111 """ 
Man updated a� recefttly diatrlbuted to .. ny lUI officea. 

RE: Dlopl a-"t Etrocto IP z-z • a-• , 'hl>loo a . l fa) , 11>1 
and (C:l -- Acroaqaa •nd cypoa of diat .. rM.nco &hOWn I n  tl'&aH 
table• do no� account for diapl ..... nt of wlldlJ Ia or lNa 
of Mbitat t_.rtetion in ...... aurrCKtnl.l&nq diat,urtJed altaa. 
AltJtcNc)h noced al..vMra in the DEIS, Che UbJU abould 
alao be foo�no�ecl. 

R£: CUOillaUvo �-�� IP a•S) - 1W1 llaa not -idocl 
avidanca Cba� Che Maa11ne wildlife at.udiaa or ..,.icoriRq 
prococola an aoeqt,�aca U deCanine cu.tla�1ve i..-ou ( ... 
•• c:n 1102 . 1 1 . -t or PllaM 1 wUl rely on lou Cllan 1 
y .. r of dllta. At laaat l yeare of beMline intetni&C10n ia 
needed (and waa a9fted, to wit.b. lfU,.) . aut atKNld acipulata 
in Uo DEIS tlMit notiaa u prooood wiU> - ror --...nt 
,..._ abould be con.Cift9&111� on ottuin.int ac l'•ac l ,..n 
ot boMlino wildlife data. 

3 1  

32 

33 
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U: laMliM Intonnion troo si-on •1• IP a•ll · - !llo 
Dill ackftOwledfaa tl\at infor"Mtion for ttle llap&Oft Ridqe 
portion of ua proj� ia i�lata. Jilu� ot t.rua 
inforut1on 1a zoe41Vired to aupport an acteqvata 
arwi�l analyais ( .. e •o en. l!OZ . 9) . ftll& landa 
racionala for evaluaClft9 PbaH I ac J'ooca Crw&k R1� •• an 
i...__,.t Altomauva . / liE: Rill Diacrotion �o Alter Intonation J10911irooonto 
IP a-a) - ftO -iur1119 prouaol (appandix II r"'ll!in at 
lM&C ) yun ot III&Mllne diiU pi'ior Co aa� pbaM. BUt 
.. ould �· the PrDYlaaon afforcUnq the AO dlKNCion to 
MU deC1aiOAS abou� D&aaline and Mnitol'li'Nf raqu1reeenca. 
ftia contrachcu. ·ttM ••�nt with llaftatech a .. cu�ad 
Cbi'OJU9h CM&r npnMntat&ve, VEST. one y .. r ot dau 
collaccion ia inadeepi&Ca. 

U: Avian ti'aak Force CP 2•t) -· Doea the avian taak fonre 
l>avo ally apaciUc h�-·· Uoy .-.-...! toati119 in 
Cttia p�l? llu Cl'&alr iftpUt .._n aolicicad? I ll) 34 U: IIIIMn Di&CU"rtaanca (p 2•1!) - Pl .. H deecribe .... U.N& 
tbat could rect�.aca Che t1a1nq, frecpMftC)', •nd dunC.lon ot 
di&CUirbance to wildlife by pro)aet pei"SSftft&l .  

3 5  

36 

37 

l lt) 

l aO) , 21) 

IRE: -rline 1_.u IP 2•111 •• PloaM indicuo tiM 
ewtent u vbic:tl .ra,per1an t&aDluta and ot,Jlar Mraaltive areaa 
will ... •ltarect .-y piowarli'M conatnaetioft ( e .q . ,  Cree 
cl .. rint) . llow will ue .. 18p&ft& be 0081Mn•a�ad? 

U: Bill Recl ... Uon Policy IP a-all ·- Dooo Uo BUI 
l'ecl ... cion policy (8U'I 19901;. •t a} provide aici.acion 
off•&lU if .., •• ,�. a1tiqa�1on ia ftO� t .. &ibie? It not. 
plMM develop proqra ... tlc: proced.u.rea for iftCluaiOft in u.& 
FEll � a�Ciqata LOP lap&C'U . 

U: fto1ect-llido Nit19ation IP a-211 •• lie reiterate our 
concam t.baC Ufty ot t.ne pro)� •a iapeet.a .. y not be 
aitl.i9Acecl UlnM.afh tft.a POD proc:eaa . UPA l'efl\ll&Clona 
retraire u.ac aiC19&Ciort atf�i ...... a be �raUd. 'ftle 
DUI �d define an adequata, da.,.-le p.....,... "*''"" 
._a ai�i.-UOOI Will bo l.opl-ted. fto Dl:%1 -d 
- toftll a RJ190 or aonti-i• ntHr tlMin ._..,.11119 
- -· ' 

�--------------------------------------
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421 1'1 
431 
44

1 25) 

HI �-� --t (p Z•ZI) - Por j� a .... - .  
--to ..... u ... data fwlth aon�rola) an ....,ired u """ 
CtGe�Nri..., of 80ftitortaq reavlta. We lla•a no� ... ,. 
aaauranoe• taa� an adequate 8efon/Afcar/COntrol/lapect 
deaiqn b&• bMn provided (... aco1091 •7 :929•140. 
7 l : 11li•1•0.t t &colotical AppliCatioraa 4 1 a l•61 ) ,  or tut 
aclequace prediatvi1Nnoe inforaation will be aollaotad. 

MitiqaCiOft o f  Japecta co Avian Speciaa (pp 2-a and J•ZI) -· 
Wl'&at an the apecUic reco-.-ftdatioaa froa Kanetecn •a Avian 
,.aak Foree for thia pro)eet? We ... no avidertee that 
IMIMliM inforution waa uaad to aite· windplanta aw•y fro�� 
ar ... of hi9h avian u.aa for PhaiH I (COitp&re Map 2 .. 1 with 
llape ) . 14•:1 . 17 ) . 'l'fte .. P eo��pariaona alao e...,.a� th.a aiae 
and apaclnq o t  Uta windplant have not bMn adjuacad to 
rechlce iapaeta. Vl\a� type• of otr-ai�• aiCiqacion an 
conce.placed �o aiciqate hiqh avian .ortalicy nta• if they 
a�ld occur? 

U: llll'rA 'rat1119o IP a-211 -- 'l'll•n h no diacuaoion 
rovardill9 IITBA t1t1119o . Haw will oitivation ror the 
initial pbaee of the project (not ju•t ••ub&eqvent• pn&aaa) 
M •cbia•ed? A,tain, che DEIS &bOUld iraclulta aiti9ation 
con�i-nciea. 

U: Daai.,. llodiUcationa IP a•lt) •• PloaH deecril>o 
-1Ucniona bnetach ""a - at oUor aitea to a1Uvau 
i-fta and tlMI •traativaneao or tHoo -iUoati-. 

••• aeuoUtt1119 Uaitationo IP a-at) •• The ota-ftt on. 
P 2•29, •aatrotit of prior ph&••• would no� irteluda 
replaceMnt of capital iteM (e,, . ,  raun. tower, 
neoell•J •  i• \&MCCaPC.bla. If uw.n are Uki119 raptora, 
tile IISPIIS •Y ....,in Ule pro'ect -ra�Cir co ,  lopl-t 
--r ro�rofitti119 ia r- .,. ..... ..,. u noolva tho 
probl-. ReUOUUi119 .. y inoludo -r -iui-ift9, 
nlooation, repl�c, or 1Mt.allation. ef per"ta or 
dovi- -i9nod u u ... oan or tH prol>l-. ftn -ld 
Dl-rlr -1-.a - -i-,..1••· 

U1 C:Ollection L.lnu IP a-21 1 'ro ainioiae avia" coUioi
witbin wind plaau, we ...,..t burylrMJ collac.tion l inea 
froa U.. end of &\ll"biae atrinve to windplant aubataciona 
-ro r ... illlle. Repur ......- -ld 1>o iNitalled to 
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47 , 21) 
48 1 "' 49 I 30) 
50 1 5 1 I n) 52 1  53 1  54 r2 ) 55 I n) 

prnent perCbtnq Oft any collection ltaea . U..t an not 
Wlde1'9.-. PlHM inc:oJ'POrUe Cbfte ... ivn ewnunle in the nu. 
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conetnccion and operational phaNI ot the project. Detifta 
•.ceruin araaa• enc:o.paaaed by t.ne ltOW 9rant . 'l'be8a ahoulcl 
be dalinee� on a Mp. 
u: -ru.. -..tNIItiOft IP 2-u, �� 121 -- vn� 
tra .... t .. ton 1 1•• be I'OU� u · avoid 91'0UM leU, npur 
Meta, wetlanda, and oUter MHitiva bab-iUU? 

·aE: bpCor •eat Protaet:tva eutten (p 2•U , ltaa 11) -· 
W•it 11'9 ttth raatrtction to •active• raptar neata 
conU tcta with at.i.pulat1ona in tt'la GOllA IUIP. lUI raptor 
aui'Vaya an uaually conchactad attar tt'la ansucceaaful naata 
bava already taUed. l.adatinq tnvafttoriaa are not likely 
Mequta to dataraiM it a raptor Mat vaa actJVa within 
tiWI lut J yean. .-pur at�iaa for tt'lia project were 
tniti.ted late in 19•• . llawe a l l  potential neatinq ar ... 
been adequately Narcned tor J or aore yeara? 

RE: sate CrauN lAic Proteotift auuen (p 2-n , I� 17) -
Liaittnq thh natriction to •known active• leta appear• 
incoaaiat.ant vttt'l tiWI CDRA MP wildlife atipulationa. 
A9ain, iftvmtory daU Uve typita.Uy been inadequate h 
verity activity at laka. Mt.at ia Mant by tete reatrict hma 
on conatruct.ion actswitiaa around •tnown neat aitea?• Doea 
thia ... n around lata? NUl 1..,ac:La to leta on ,Priwat• 
land be avoid.._. or aiti .. tad? ,,c DEJS ahould ao ata&.e. 

flew .. ny lek• vould not be aitiqated? 
RE: Japact Aftalyaia ca.t..,oriea fftble 2 . 1 1 )  ·- .,.. tabla 
ataould ackftCMfiadqa potential dianpt,ion ot bi9 9aM 
acweMnt p8ttarna and reduct1011 in t'labitat a ttectivaMaa 
ar• alao potant.Lal anvironaanta l conae�. 

ltE: llrceptiona to COMtnct vitain sena iti•• aesoaroe Ara.a 
CP 2-Jl , lte• 20) -- Tt'la DCJS Mould detlne dafertaible, 

ob'ecti•e criteria an AO wuat obearve co aucr.ctriaa 
conatrvc:tion acti•itiaa in .... if;iYe looationa pnt.actad by 
federal or other 1'-.u,latiOM. 
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liZ: Alten�&tiYe A fp 2•321 - AlUnwtiw A lldde litUe 
ooneU"Ueti•e input co a.. anal yaia. � nate of 
elun�&ti,.e end tMir aaal,aie en t-..ul -" 
of ftPA decieion .. kinq 1•0 en 1102.2 aJid 1102 . U ) . 

liE: 111¥1-llUl -· IP 2•UI -- Jn .....,.rill9 _u_ e f  
alternative a i t  .. . were vilcllifa o r  MtVi.....,.e&l -. u  er 
po�entt.el air.iqeti.., -u oelCIIll&Ud Md iDCl-7 
liE: Al�emetiYea Cafteidend ""t .. :lecucl IP 2•U) - Ve 
t'la•• noc.ed otMr altarnatl ... witbin al'ld ... r ..,_t.ac::tl •a 
project ana vhieh abOuld be analyaed. 'ftM DEU d�a 
eivnUicent ........ ......, uet .-ld 1>e ,__ loy_ - I at 
Foo&.e Creak Ilia. 
RE: IIC1'D Cl .. nncee IP a•U) - Pl .. M elUonU .,.� the 
1992 conaultat1ona ancl WGFD clearance li'WOlwed. What vaa 
propoaed . n¥lawed., cleared� and VbO cl .. nd it? 

RE: Iapect c:ateqori .. (p 2•311 -- SWift fox ellll -win 
plover Uould ba added to TaDle 2.11 
It!:: coaplience vith WUcllUe Leva !Table 2 .11 ) - �iri119 
federal and atate pai'Wltl tor incidanul UU ot federally 
prot� b.ln&.a ia not aitiqatien. · 
liE: lAnd UN ITal>le 2.11) -- Pleue d18Cil8e - ....._ &o 
ua vtility ot laM• tor recreation will be ...,.naatec�. 

at: kHl iM VUdlUe Jnfonlation ll�i• 3.0) --'ftNo DEll 
ral i .. on IM:Hline vildlUe data cut an iMCierquat.a co 
·� tM , IMlyeee, &o -ide "•lid -ru.. 'll!itll 
-i&oriftll neulw. or &o -ivn efteotiw aiti9at1an. 
Detailed inlonoati.., ....,.t _.._ in tbe 1� Ri.,_ 
aru and &10D9 traaataaion line I'Mltea ara a1aa1ft9. CIQ 
nvuletione ,.....in -�1.81 iaf-tiOft fDr • -de<:ieion in the ElS C•o en 1102.22(1 ) )  • -ral otMr 
dOCNMitCI ara not )"'t availab�e tor nv1ew (e., . ,  
bioloqical ........at) .  wa viab u nwiw and ._.,.t on 
- · 
liE: "-""i"" kMUM Detl IP 3•2•1 - ...... u.r -Uti ... 
typa ia an -.ntial co.ponent ot llabie&t MliDHtiDft. 
Tile ,_.1 u -leu .. PPlftll ill rutun - - IlK 
fulfill dew 10011�1o11 end -lrai• ,......t....s to 
Cberac:tariae -. eftecucl loy tbie ftPA -t.ei• -
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to ..,..ort at tt91tton al tenwtiYe&. PleaM co.plet.a tt'le 
..PPill9 tor iMluaion in the FEJS . 

Ill: 1W.tlanU ca.poattton CP J-J2) -- Watland •A9•tataon 
ca.poattion and production charactarlatlca are t'liqhly 
wariabla and ait.a apec:Uic. 'Tb• ICS .. Mric deacrtpt1on h 
of ftO .walua. lpecific Cbaracteriatica of wetlands 
potentially attaatad aftould be ..-ariaacl baaed �apon' t.L.ald 
Yiatu. 
1&: Jarilldi..Ci-1 V.tlende IP 3•32) •• Mlti-ide 26 
appliaa to J..lalald vetlande leae tt'l&ft 1 acre in aiae. 
When i.-eta to ... u vatlanda . cauaed by a a tnqle pro,ec:t 
collecti .. ly exceed 1 acre , thf'y no lonter qual l f y  aa 
iaolated wetlanda under tttia provision. Pl•••• ensur• ... u f<l ac vatl anda} are inventoried and tracked to 
deteniM col lec:tlva diaturMnce. · 
•t: li9 - I'OpllletiDft hti .. �ee IPP 3•

U
. 3•U. 3••0, 

l-•2, l-•4 , and 'l'•ttla l . l O J  -- Ybe OI:JS a�ld Nte that 
bi9 ,_ population object! .. • apply to poet-aNaon 
populatioaa, not erld-ot•bioioqical year eatiut.aa •• 
deacribed in Uta D!JS. 'l'fta population eati .. t•• are 
post•Maaon, .not end-ot-year a1 labeled. Alao� WGFD (199•a} 
Nte. tblt Mveral aat.abliaMd ob'activea tor pronqt'lorn 
Mnle are l>eiftll reviHd. 

U: -u 118-1 au .... ,. CP 3•06) -- Jtenetech etetea thot 
eneral apaeiea at • • •  M:u. .. .  are a lao likely to oc:cur an 
Ctta llPPA. Howe .. r� no totwal aurveya of beta were 
CONhaet;ed, deapite ue proHble occurr•nce ot a u . s .  Fiah 
and Wilcllifa candidate 2 apect•• ( l onq-latJ9•d •Yoti l )  and a 
wy•iftll euu Mnettin •pact•• (hoary l>etl (paqe 3•701 . A 
diac:taaaion at potefttial iapacta of vindplant develop.ent on 
aull M-.la OOI'ICludecl that loea ot t'labicat due to 
conatnctton and huaarl activity vould be tt'l• truteat 
tara.t u tbeM apaciaa (paqe •-•J ) .  HoveYar, tt'le 
potential at aiqnU ita.nt bet -rtality Yia ooll iaion with 
turbinea or tnnRinton linea vaa not diaouaaecl. Pluae 
conaider beta in tae i.-ct diac:uaaion and, if curreftt 
ifttoi'Mti• .,. rante. and populaf;ion at.at.aa ia inautticient, 
pl .... GOIIIIIuCt bet au.rveya. ' 

U: Roptor lAVe IPP 3·•• I '""'' ) - Jn edditiOII to 11.1.  23•1•101 and 23•3•101 , eppliRble ewte le.,. 1Ml- .w. s .  23•3•101 ""iall pnllibite t M  deetructi.., al ,_-pndlc1-• 
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bird ....U or 1991 and c:bapt:ar LII, Section • of tha o. .. 
and riah Jle9Ulationa vnich prot'libita the take of any 
ft0119AM wildl Ue inclucUn; raptora , except uncHr a falconry 
and p�ation pai'Wit. 

1&1 A¥1en lliqllt 111qretion IP 3•061 -- 7he DEJS note• tl>ot 
peaU in raptor Obeervations occurred durinq •tqratory 
period& • .,.._. nflact only diurnal uaa. Many bird ap.ciaa 
•terata at nilht and at haiqhta atJcwa tt'llli crouncl tbllt 
differ f'...- typical b&bitat ue by t� apeo.iaa. fLow' ia 
avian JIIOCt.uraal ua• 80tlitond? Cltt'ler wind. power projacta 
bllva been OOftCluctinq ra4ar atudies c.o await.aat• t•t• avian uaa . lftta .. tional a.nawabla Enerqy Wb (lfRI:Ll in Golden, 
C�lorado provide• tunclanq for aueh atvcUea. I<•Mtach t'laa 
reaaived tVftd.inq tr011. NRI:L tor ott'lar pn1acta. 'ftaia 
intoraetion ahould be obta iMd to ful ly uncleratand avaan· 
uea ot tt'la propoaed project. area. 

liE: ltln'AC lhlview (pp 3•07 thrCNCJh 3•561 -- 'fho Roptor 
Jl .... rcl\ and hellnita.l AaaiataRQe Canter, 1185, Boiae, ID 
eftCOUr..,.a technical review of aUf raptor pro"t..:ta . The 
BUI ahould recru••t tt'le ltRTAe to review theH paqe• and our 
qveationa and ......nta conc:em1nq this aec:tion. 
RE: ata- in Pooled Data (p )••7 and ... ,... J . u  - ) . 1 6) -
Pool inq obearvationa or different •pac:ie• aay ••rioualy 
biaa nalt.a, unl- tbere are no a iqni Ucant dUfarencea 
in babitat ltM. co.bintnq dit terent Maaons .. Y alao biaa 
raaulca. We recoMend davalopeant of Mparate .. ,. tor 
each apeci .. cturinq neatinq anc1 non•neatinq a .. aona.. nae .. 
-ld 1>e incl...Sed in tile nxs. 
a1: .. liability Of Raptor .. aaonal Uae DIU (p J-4t, Fiq 
J . 2 )  - t'hia :Uqure ahOUld iRQl...Se cont ioaac.e intervala 
aa.out tbe ...,. ......_r .... rved per .artthly aurvey .. 

U: 11tift9 coneidentiou to lliniahe I-cte to Reptora 
CliP 3 ... 9 &o 3•51, ll&po 3 . U-3 . 16) . IITC •�ri"9• end 
aueciated I'Mda ahown on �p 2 . 1  abot.ald be a..,.ri.,...cl on 
rapur d iatribution t iqvna to d..oftltrate bow tha 
vindplellt bee -.. eitacl &o e¥Did i-c:u to r•ptan. 

1&: 11•- in -led Dew IP 3•
5
2 •nd Toble · 3 .U) -

-11119 -rv•ti- af dUten"t epeci•• &o report f1191lt 
hei9hCI nndel'l 'thia daU VMleH . ... . ,_,_l!ld analyliftt 
tl i9bt Mi9ht d&U aeparately tar eact'l apeciea anc1 ... aon. 

I 
I 
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76 1 cont. 
acanolal"d deviaUOM or COftUdance liaica -ld iM balpfl&l 
in '!'able 3.12·  

II) 

U: bpCor SU""Y c-an9• (p l-52) - A .oft tbo� 
di.aauaa&on or raptar neat aurvey coven.- ia needed. 'I'M 
r&IS atacNld iKlude loc:atton of avr"Veya , apec:ific: d.a&ea, 
and a .. P of the area recaivan; intauiva covara;a. Hov 
•'fea&tva wa Ute .-aney? Old u.a a11rv.y loaata · lOt, 10' 
or 100• of tM IU'eedia; pain? •1 .... -t�. 

78 

Ua aapcar -inv 'rerriU&"iaa IP l-121 - -.y -a eM 
dt..-.aon focn.&a on t.oul ,....._,.. of capcor .... u. 
tncludinq larqa INIIIDen of tnac:tiva neau ? WA& tftere any 
atteapt to identify br .. cUnq tanitora.. or an•• with 
co.pl&JtU of altai'MC. IW&tl? TIM D&ll .raUl to 
incorporate tile Mat i.apor'Uftt para-tara far aatablilh1119 
beaaliM infoJW&tion on neatlll4 raptor populataona. �· 
par ... un anclucte: ....ater of pain that oc:cnapy a l:lraadint 
tanitory: patcant ot hiauracal tanitortaa that an 
ocaupaed: aftd density presented •• pain/Dl and 
hrr1tor1H/D2. 'I'IMra b avuuntial biatorical data an 
raptor ... cinq vit.tt.1n the KPPA. 'l"nue claU ata.ould M_ 
pr-n.&ad and coapared vit.:l lite rnul ta. 

56) 

11a baUava cand an confidant t"" IIR'rAC: viU ., .... ) that 
u.ie aect.ion providea al ... t DO claU t.bat can. be UNCI_ for 
future evalutiou of raptor papulation tnncla. �e &ra 
deeply CIOfteerned taat pnMntat1on of irnlevant auney 
clata MY aleo a...,._t a Uaved approac:ft tc field 
teeb.ftiquu. The ptc)eet. (or at least c:oaponenu follOW1ft9 
pe.&ae 1l .u•t Mve atat11t1cally •OU:ftd clata far Maaur1ft9 
tuture iapa� on rapt.or populationa. 

80 

U: Jloptor DIIU Jlepo&"Uft9 C�ula l.U)  - 'l'bia utile ... ould 
be NCIOM uinq ataMal'd tac:tmical protoCol for eollectinv, 
ane1y1i109 and npa.-c•nv &"apU&" naunv cSaca . aa- .,. 
ha.atoric data and the pre .. n.Utlon of 1e•c find1alfa, 
results MY indicate aeveral different aitv-ata.ona : (1} tM 
qolclen H91• and pra1rie falcon paJNl&�iona bave HrlOU&ly 
dacllnad: Ul aivnUi•nt faUu&"O oc..........S auly in c... 
ne.tiaq -.on or Multa did IMK bned: or CJ)  •I"'H'Y• vera 
aoc eftacci,.. - nol&l.U and -Ual - OIIOUld 
1>a 41- in tllio -pear. 

83 

84 
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u:: aapcar DIIU AMlyaia ('rulaa 2;u ....s l.UI - � .. 
Ulllao and auociaUd di-iono aava Uttla uUUcy al
doca van aoc aoU-d and analyaad acaoninv to acaridan 
p...-1 .  SCudiaa ca -nc boNUM p&"Oducuvuy 
�yp1caUy p.-aoant producUon aa ..-r ot ,_ Uad9ad par 
neatia; at�t doc:u.eat:.ed at or before inau.N:tion. 

11E 1  IUac:tivanaoa of 1 .. c bptor •uc a .. rcbaa (p l-121 -
aapcar neat aaarcllaO .,. ... iniUatad lace in ltU and Uuly 
aia.ed a ....-.r of br .. cUa; att.-pta. IAaf-out and harah 
viftda appenntly alao .hin4end raptor _.t aurve,.a. The 
111:18 -ld diacloaa Cba UaitaUona of tbia rapcar cSau. 

Rt: bptor Meat. Dllta (pp J•ll, l•Sc . and '!'able l . l)) -- An 
there no accipiter neata vitl\in tM aul"\fay INU'era? WM.t 
percentaqe of naata vera aiaaadl Tabla l . ll •U99&'•t• that 
co.poaition of raptor naata Mtwaan the - tva ara-aa differ. 
How would apeciea co.poa�t10ft relata to aorulity riakl 

IIIE: haaarine Niqht IUtratiOn (pp l•IO to l-'2 aftd c •6G 'to 
c-62) -- Pleaae co..ent on tM poterttial aiqni Uance or 
rtiql\t •iqration throuql\ tlba ltPPA. aaiNd on experience viti\ 
otMr -pro;acta , to vhat extent ara colliaion protll 
(particularly for .. naitive apaciea) l ikely? What 

aanitorlnq and aitliiJ&tion conti119enciea vill be iapl ... nt.ed 
t.o addraaa any protll-• · tftat ar&H? 1 61) 85 U: .. liabil ity of Paaoarlna u .. Data (p

·
l-1 1 ,  Flor l . l ) 

Confidence interval• attould De prcwidecl vith tba •ana on 
theae f iqurea. 

86 
162) 

87 ltl) 
88 IICI 

liE: Enda..,.rad apacloa (p l-651 -- A us,. lloloviool 
,. _ _,.t i.a eaaant1al to ...,.art a ne.....t -.ice &aa119 
altaruti ... , to aaau.re co.pliaace wit.h � CIA, a.nd to 
aupport devalo,..nt of nitable aiti9&ti.on. Pl .... incl\lde 
t.IM ---.-nt an4 any aeoe ... ry aonit.or1nt •r •iti .. tioa 
acljuac.&nta. 'ftlia ia &lao a pua.lic '!liaclMu.re i ..... 
u:: ..,Itt ru IP l-701 - � ..,itt fn •Y be a noidallt 
of t.he KPPA. Are aurvay crew trained to idefttify &wift 
fox atqn? ... n any att..-pta aec1a to loaau lhi�t toa CleM? 

REI AMlyaia of UN by -.......... 1-i- (p l-70) - 11a 
ara diocour.,..S by tile cuuol c .... -t and �.-cinv at a 
wld -1• -t and lO paravrina fal- -rvau-. fta 
IIGPO wuld .,.,. appnciatad .--ivinv npofta of -

88 1 
cont. 
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obael"\'ationa in a ti .. ly .. nnar. ,.... unexpected reaulta 
indicate tM ftfMd tor •n inteui•e aonitorinq; --. of 
vhieb cauld .._ .. ...... coapleted in 1••c to •trenqtlban the 
analyaia in tM Dill. vcro could heva aaaiated vitll aoa• 
of tu additiCiftll aonitarinq. '!'he Ned far •re intena1ve 
avi"'Weya ahould M attdrHaecl in Appendi• I in tl\e FEJ:S .  
Reaidallt bald eqlea ahould M IIOnitorad to eatabUah 
activity patuma and key uae areaa, including tfta ewtant 
tlba KPPA ia aecs • .  We vould .appreciate receivinq ·• co.pieta 
file on all p&.NIJI'"iM .... n'ationa. Jf ai9htift11111 a....,.at. a 
_.tiDt pair, aurveya to looata 'tiM peir at.ould M 
iaitia&ad in April 1•••· It ia Mt wrpriainq 1994 ..,.,.,.,.. 
failacl to 1008� neatinq per .. rinea Hcauae tl\e 
-thoclolooiaa •nd deaiqn afforded a low probab i l ity of 
detec:tinq neatinq per.C,rinaa. 'l'ha :JD aiql\tinqa al\ot,tld be 
analyaad in qreater deta i l  and diac:ueeecl in thia c:aapter. 
Ple&H tbOI'OUIIJhly aaaeaa the proDabUity tMt FoOte C�k 
1t1e ia • hi9hly aiqniU .cant vortex tor pereiiJriM• ·�r&tlnq 
to .-1 fraa' ,.....rinq popu.lationa in ftOrtl\em Wr-ill9 and 
JIMtntana. An � aiqhti.nqa Npeat ObMrvationa ot raahtent 
indiVidiJala? COUld --. of tl\a Olaeel"¥&t1ona be • reault of 

•iaidentifioation? ,.. .. ..-•tiona Ned to be conaidered 
and addreaaed t.lt.f'GiiiiJI\ aodifioation of t.he aonitorift9 plan.a. 
-nc:iov in 19ts • .  

9 1  
f.,, U1 -IR".in PlOftn (p l-7l, llop l . 171 -- om: otri119a and 

.-.ada depicted on llop J .1 IIIOUld 1>a overlain on th• 
-Uin plOftr ai9bti09o to -trata - toc:i11Uaa 
.,.,. - looaUd ca aY1t1d i� ca thia apaciao. 

92 
1 .. , liE: llorUne (p l-71) -- llerUu -u- Mat In 

eotteMfOOCla, INt iaolaUMS atancla of potlderoe. plna are a 
•re liltaly taabiUt for neatinq 1n tlba KPPA. Jilanitorinq 
-ld be -i9- ca foU.., up -rUh ".19htl119a durinv th• 
Matinq ... ..,. to cletamine 1f ueta •n praaant. wa would 
appnciota a -leu cSaU Nt of •rUn ai9hti-. 

93 
1171 all:: Vi-1 - l-eta to •n4li 1fa ltecraaU-1 u.an 

IP l-us, llop l . U )  -- Viaual ........ ...,. cla ... a aout11 cf 
1-ao aiiOUld bo iacl- ainca the p&"O)ec:t v111 i-ct 
Yiaul r-ot.t:NH t'or recreatiOAil uaera on usn and vcro 
lanola. � can -ld aloo 1>a nvi- ca incl- - in 
UOa -lyoio. . 
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U:: � -lyaio ICba!Kar c .0) - Di._i_ of 
-..alat1ft � wn luited to 't.IM loaal ana of 
aouUteut Wy•inv and ou..r type• of projecta. 'ftlia DUS 
dou not Udr.. U.. poUfttial far taia project to 
atiaulaca addiU-1 vind-r p&"O)act.o . - .,..,. -n 
p_..t -r ua DPA and oc...ro an p...._ad in --· 
tlbat an tM pn.aatial cu..�lative 1apa� of 't.IM vinclpover 
indaat.-y on aivnca.-y biru? 

-r _..al _..,. ia c... vaat -t of pui>Uabad 
inf-tiOII 011 wian aivrauon and Uyvaya Vllich appannUy 
•• DR. ZW¥i� ar &YfttllHilad for 'thia D&JS . How 
111pon.ant 1a taia project ana 1n aa.pariaon to .Hber 
a19ration corridor& in t.ha vu:t? Are there •ny ca.par•tive 
couata? COUld a1qnt1D9 bil'da f�Ml t.hrouqh Utia ana far 
tbe .... naaona \Aat it ia an laPOrtant Vinci area? Caul·d 
t.here De • veatun affaet. Vitll a1qratirtq b.a..rda? . 'l'lta 
cztr ... ly· iapol""tant allb)aet. of c:o111a1on potential durinq 
n191\t aitntion waa ftOt evaluted. 

U:: -UIIla RIUption IP 4-1) Plaaaa includ• 
a-iUc pn)acta ca ait19•t• defined i_.:t.o 1•·9· 
diaturtaa..-. in crw:ial winter ranqa) . and develop apecif ic 
aitiqat:ion oontinqenciea for naaona.bly fon-able 1apacta 
Vfticl\ cannot M quantitatively clefined at Ulia t1 .. .  
lliCIIout -loory dinc:tion for til• POD p...,.... , 
.. t1afactory 8ititati.on. ia unlikely aftd t.here ia no 
cla:fenaibla Daa1a to c:ancl\lde that tile preferred alternative 
co.pli" v1t.h •ititatiCNt nquire.enta under JrEM. Otn 
aKp&rieftCI8 Ua been t.hat aut-required aitiqati.on ... aurea 
an -c nUat>la -n iN:l- in tba ns. lacludinv 
-ti.....,a, llit19&Uen in Cba EU aU- full ...... lie ...,i_ 
and leu pn)au -racara - vtlat ca •-c:t up front . 
.,... ua -ld indl- attivacion for tile ... "'. ot �cca 
Cbat •Y - (CO cnt liOJ . U (f ) ,  ll02. 11(b) ) .  

17. 0) 

97 . 

liE: SipiU- 'l'b&"HIIolOio IP c-11 - BUI atacaa , 
"li9ftiUCIIIIt �c:to (aa daUMCI in CEQ 9UicSa11-a co cnt 
1500-1501) an effacta &bat an ••t aw.unt1al ,  and 
taaftfon, abould receive' tM · 9nat.eet •t&ea�ion 1n 
-iai_i.,..• llbile c... aipiUcanoa of anaou 
- Cba - for "" U& and 1ntuit1Y111)' , Cba -t 
aitrnif1aant et'facta wanaat u.e ifrM:Uat •tun�ion. IIUCb 
dal.I.Mati- - eo avoid aittvation by nw1vidi09 
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•tvnittcance into ... u tne..-nta. All twpa"a to crucial 
vlnhr ,..,... aftd oc.ber 18POrt.ant reaow.raea ahould be 
•1C19Ued . 
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liE: Aebtnabla NtttvaUon CP 4•1) -- lf'he DEts •hould 
••••lu how aUI•a poltey of not requ1r1aq off•atta 
altlqatlon, or •1t1qat1on ot iap8cta on privata landa. vUl 
a ltect tJte 1.,." analyata . Do theaa poltctea canatltuta 
all �1• -.ure. c.o aitl9ata adver .. iapecta? 

aRt .. 1.. lapecta ANaraja (p 4-2,, -- Prapann ...... at 
the ... t a..ervattve aulyata of notaa iapecta ta 
OCNMivetect at 10111 aC.O.ptaerlc t-peratura . Thla la 
p.-.c1Mly op,..ita vtlat loqlc dictataa. &inca at.ospftera 
aPOrill nota• at 10111ar ta�raturaa. the potential i�cta 
of a 9tven nota• laval M!Y not De datactabla and vould laad 
to a talu concluaion. Cond.ucttnq tbe analyaia at hivher 
c..,.raturaa 11 �r· l i kely to data�:� • prottla• . if one 
a�tiata. Thia ta t.be conaarva�ive approach; I f then ia no 
prObl- •�, a hi9h teeperature, �hen we .. y conclude tben 
wUl be no probln throuqDOUt tAe en�in r•ft9• at 
t.-peraturea typical of the ai�e. Ua ift9 0 deqreea C ia 
inappropri•�• tor tae anaJyaia .  Pl•••• rHYalua�• Mia• 
tranaaiaaion •� AO,...l day�i- a..-.r teapera�ur••· 

a£: J1eYe9at.ation epeciaa (pp v U ,  2-la, 4•l l ) ••a•veqet.ation 
vi�h crea�ed vtwat.qraaa and ather &9freaa1ve , non-u�iva 
&p8Ciea ia UMcceptabla, revardleaa Vbe�ber inl�ial 
a�u-�• •� rn..,.�a�ion taU .  !'heaa •bUnett• apeciea Hv• 
quea�10M.ble value tor aoU at.abiliaa�ion and aprud 
rapidly into ft&�ive co.acani�iea. Pleaae develop 
alternative Mtboda to deal with prabln aitaa. 

RE: Wetland Delinea�iOna (p 4·22) - ronal we�land 
inventories are a ... nti&l to aupport a reaaoned. choice 
aaon; altama�ivea and to develop effective aitiqation 
al�emativaa. All wetland• potentially iap8cted .by 
devalopM�nt ahould be quantitatively naluated tor 
incluaion in th11 D!IS, ftO� a tuture POD. lf'he inventory 
Mould be caapie�ed and included in the DEIS aa part of the 
analyaia, public diacloaure, and dOCNMnt.ation ot 
aitiqation eftec�ivenau. 

1 02 1 75) 11E1 119 - 119ft1t'- crtcerta IP •-Jll - ften ta no 
, c�er-tlllo rat1-1• for clet1a1� • a19ft1 t1e&ftC 1-ct to 

1119 - •• • project-related lMa tlaat -· 1 .,......,t 
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of tile GI'UC1al winter rente vitbJn a �·ret unit. ft1• 
arbitrary Oeoiaion erihrion oon�radicc.a the •1�if'ation 
requt...-ftu of HI!PA olld 1a AM<J11"19 to tile roaource. 
PlMM reaove 1� t� �bia IlEPA cloouiMnt. •atpitioaMe• 
••iaca i t .  1� ta I"HIMD&ble �o antiei,.te a �latively 
a11Jft1t1oaftt 1.-ct 011 tile •-1-ftt 1•0 CPR 1501 . 2' 1'1 1 ·  lUI boa oc-lecl9ed o .,....latiw a19ft1t1caftt 1-ct to 
crucial winter ranqe ali"Hdy aaiata t1"able 4 . 1 1 ,  DEll) .  
lf'banfore, project•nlated i_,.c:c.a auat be treated aa 
aivn1Ucoat4 HGPD •1Upt1Dft poUc:y plloea CI""IIC1ol vtntar 
ra .. a in the •vical• oa�-.ory. ,.. Dep8rtMnt ia directed 
by tAe CC..iaaion �o ra�nd no loaa of b&bit.a� tune�ion� 
Full project, ctevel-at vUl pe ... nently 1-ct 31 ecno 
of pronthom crucial vtn�er rant• in the S i8�on R1dqa 
area . Habitl� aftacttvaneaa of crucial raft9• could be 
reduced OY'tlr a aucn broader araa due �o d iaplaceMnt and 
dianap�ian of 110v-n� JNt�ema. !'he ax�en� of th1a affect 
vUl be de�amined thrcM.NJh .anicoriaq . 'l'ne DEIS ahould 
include an explici� plan �o ai�iqata the ll acraa 
,.,...,..n�ly a ffected, and an ••ecu�abla con�inqency plan 
that coapeua�•• any loaa of bebi�at ettac� 1veneaa 
docu-n�¥ �brOUtJh .onitorii"M) Ue, �iaplac:e .. nt) . We •�"• 
leaa concan.«� aiMMI� �n. �eaporary 1apac� u. o&l acrea of 
-.le· d .. r crvc:ial vin�er r•ft9• and 1G2 acne of an�alope 
oruoial vinter ranqe �h:ed �o coraa�ruc� powerUnee, 
provided cone�ruc�ton doea ftO� t.all:a place be�veen 15 
NoveaDer and lO April. 

a!:: Iapacta �o Vi n�er/YNrlOft9 .. ,.,.. (fll"' 4•14 t:a 4•U and 
,.able 4 . JG) -- 'nhl proj...:L -.ay pt�raenent ly 1...-ct Ill acr•• 
of elk wintartyearletMJ rente , 10' acraa of prontnorn 
viMet/yearletMJ ra.,., and •tl acre• of ••• dHr 
vinUr/yMrl0f19 ranqe. 11&111�•� aUect1..,.... vUl be 
racNaed OYer a IIUCh • ....._r area chaa to diaplaceMn� and 
dlargption of ..,.,. .. n� JM��araa.. ,.. ••�•n� of �hie effect 
vUl De detenlaed tarouth .ont.Urift9. VOf'D ai�iva�ion 
Polley placea vint.artyaarJcmq bl.tli�a� in �be •ntqtt• 
oa�ory. 'l'be Dep&n.-n� ia direct.&d by the c-taaion �o 
�nd. no M� lou of Aabit&� tu:nction vi�bin the 
1>1ol�1oel -1cy Vll1eb -- ciMt pro)oct atte. 
fte · DEIS. ataould anelyae t.be i.,aortaftGe of vinter/yHr10f'l9 
b&bit.aU vitbin tM project area in urwa ot _....n� 
pattanaa, CI'Ylity and avaUabUity, jYxtapoa1tion of otber 
vinhr/ya&rlOIWJ nnreee, ,and acoeaa ac� &Jtee to ac�;aoan� 
crucial I'SJ19U. A •it1 .. �1M oon�il'l98ftOY plan Mould be 
d&wlloped to acldnaa any -� loaa of biol09ical tunction 
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preclieud aa a naul� of tbia analyaia. 'l'ba analyaia would 
illepencl lartely on ....ul�• of �ha d iaplace.nt aulyaia 
planned for .-n1Ur1ft9. I f  no diaplaceaen� ia Cletac�ed , we 
would uve no further COftC'erna attou� ua iwpac� �o 
vin�ertyearlorMJ rafl9•. 

· 
n: cv.ulative Jwpacta co &19 GaM (p 4-tl and ,..ble o& . l l )  

Under t be  C\laUl&�ive i•pacta d lac:u.aion , BUt 
acknowled9&• -iatiaq and torneeable d1a��o�rbanca al raady 
eXONda 1 • of t:H �:rucial ranreee vitlllin affected herd 
uft1ta. Yet, BUt atill doH not acknowlltd9• the additional 
•�� of crucial r&ftl9e affected by �hie pro;ec� 1• any 
particular concern. If �hare ia a tbreabold , anytb1nq �nat 
axcetHSa tne tnraanold adda to the prottl .. .  we would aubllit 
there ia no� a nan! uni� in wyoainq vhere ••1a�inq 
dta�urbanc:ea and land uae prac�icea curren�ly iap8Ct leas 
than 1 ' of �he crucial vintar r•ft9• · All add1�ive 
inc�nt.al eftac�• are a concern. o&o Cf'R 150I .Z7 (bJ ( 7 ,  
aUpulata• •stvni t 1cance caNtO� · be aYOided b y  � 
breakiftCJ t•n action) down i n�o ... 11 caeponen� ,.n.a .. • 

Rl: Prediction of lap8Cta to ProRCJhOm (p o&•Jt) -- Japacta 
to pronthorn on vin�•rt,.arlonq ranqea , iftCludii"M) 
diapla�n� . could be aar• aiqni ficant tun the otis 
acknowledf&S . !'he uauptton t.bet iwpacta would be 
neql iqible .ia pu�ly apeculative. •Noctara�•· iapac�a to 
non-cru�:ial winhr rantea could ���iwaly � ei9ai t ic:ant 
1•o CPR 1SOI.I7 111l l'l l ·  

, , R£: Stud1ee of llecUclne low llind ,.�ra (pp t•lt and o&•S5) 

1 07 

1'fte otiS aiacbarac�eriaea Yeo at al . (lilt } .  Tl'teae 
author• aade no •�•t ... n� aiMMI� bov •quickly• pronqbOrn 
adap� �o inc:reeaed �rafUc. The D£15 tailed to Mntlon 
tha� Yao at a l .  (191t:51) at.atect, •'!'hie doea not preaUM, 
however, tAl� develo,..n� of l&rCJer vindUelcla would 
evidence a aiaUar lack ot diaplac ... n t .  • Prep.lnra a lao 
failed to poin� 0111� tnat Yeo •� al . (1914) found doe•favn 
qroupa •reuined MM1t1ve co traffic even tftCMath other 
qroup typea appear ha�i�uated• (Yeo •� a l. .  1114 : '7 ) . Doe•tavn qroupe coapriae a al.lbatantial portion of prcmqborn 
�·u-. 'ftte pllyetcel proparttoo or tfte -1ctne -
wind c.-n an waa�ly diftarent �� vt\lt ia PI'OPMM at 
r- -�� a!• olld lbpaoft R1ctp. 'rllaM dUfe.--a ven 
pot- OIIC ft911ni1JIV eppl1....,U1ty of •tucty n&11lta to 
repton IP •-<61 • fto - cout1DM •pply ....,.nl11"19 t.pacca u Jti'Oftlbom and .... vrau•• and abo-ald be pointed 
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out. trra.. taave been l0C81ted within ProtMJhOrn r•"'• in 
Mont.ana. Have aqency paraonne 1 and opera�or• Dean 
con�ac:ted aiMMI� their ot»serva�iona on pronqhclrn ruponaea 
to vind:plaMa? 

Rl: IM.erpnt.a�ion of D1•1•�n� Conchaaiona fr.· other 
8eudiaa (P o&•l'7) -- 'ftla DEIS a�taap�a to aini•1•• advarM 
concluiCNLa ·tn &.,era�roa (1112 ) .  · a.,aratrH fouftd 
prQft9hOm ,._.lned aiqnif iean�ly f'arthar troa dia�urMnc•• 
at •ine aitea �n expected •� randoa (&eqera�roa 
1112:111) . '!'be ract �nat aa.e aniaala re .. in in d ia�urbed 
areaa C••9• • &aa�arly at al . ,  n.d . ,  Seqarat� 1112) doea 
not fteiJ•ta tlta t•ct �hi� other aniaala wre adverHly 
i.,.�:�ed by �baH pro;acta and were d i •placed frOII i_,.cc.ad 
areaa. 

RE: Pn41ct1Dft or l-et• to Hula Dear IPP •-n alld •·n) 
-- '!'be aa-.p�ion �fta� iap8c�• �o aula dear would r•aa1n 
neql iqible i• p-arely apet:Vla�lva. 

liE: l-et• to 1119ntory llule DMr (p •-n) -- llule -r 
a�ud1ect by &aa�arly •� a l .  ( n .d . )  vere p�iMn�lY 
AOn-ai9ratory. IUqra�ory aula deer aay De diaplaced �o a 
qrea�•r en.nt by a l ien feature• �han non•a iql'a�ory 
aeqaen�a . 

Rl:: atv CIM llo¥e8en� �nrouqn •�rint• (p o&•o&O) -- Pronqborn 
avoid croaal�tq "ndar overhead •�nac�urea. za �h•r• 
evid&ftOII tb&� proftqt\Orh vU 1 aove �brOUtJb NTG •t.rhMJii? I a 
�here nideRCe �ba� •lk or aula Clear wUl tqnore' �heH. 
•�ructuree? 7'he atauaan�. •sine:• tba 1ndlvictva1 IITG ' a  aftd 
IITG •�ri119a would not De tenGeCS. 1� ia afttloipacect �bat biq 
,.. .. �� t.hr0U9b -tne Wtndplan� would raot. De curtailed 
or hinclerec.t• ia p�.�rely apecula�iva . on PMI& 2•22, �H DEIS 
au� ... •tf IGM:ift9 ia uHCt, only the baaa of .. cb �urbine 
would be fencecS . •  Pl•••• clarify wtt•�her fenc:ift9 will or won • � be llaed. 

· 
U: AYian IIIDZ'Ulity taqlalation (p o&-o&o&) - fta DEI& laalta 
diacuaaion ftl91rdiaq apecitic Maauna &anetech and o�her 
operator& Uve aaployed �o reduce bird aortall�i•• at 
uiatift9 pro)ect•. TH DI'II ai'IOI.&ld &leo di.cloee W.tHr 
panica ave Men 1aavect �o •&a�hor1&• taka and VM�ber 
Jtene�ecl\ inca.da U i1ipl-n� Meeurea: noo.a.ftdecl by tMir 
avian t.aat. torce or ouar acti ona to recluca .an.a 11 ti••. 
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u: &ppUeat1Dn or .... arch ,,... Avbn ,. .. t ro ..... (p f•fll Ill) 

1 1 5  . 
-- We find no clution.a ntarrlftiJ to n•ulte of atudlaa 
COftduct:ed by t.he avian taak force. a.c....ftlllatlou fro. 
t:he t.aak r�rc:a taaida fro. usiftiJ tu.bUlar �oven) aueft •• 
aitlftiJ away free aeultiva ar .. a bave not Men applied to 
PftaH I ac POOU Creek at • • 

1 1 6 ' .. , 

1 1 9 
'

.

,, 
1 20 Ill) 
1 2 1 

' .. , 

It&: .. � MiU9aUon IP f•f&) •• ,..,. DUI baa Mt 
1....,t1Ued - 1-cta to rapton un INi 1....,t1Ued IIOd 
a1t19ated. fte DC1S cr1Uc1a• t11a leek of ........ 1>1I'Cie to 
detai'WiM population 1.-cta in t:ba Grloft aftd Flanrwry 
u•t2} report. lat . ..  J;'klftiiJ binla ... not plai'Wied for thla 
project. · Tl\a aecond part or the al9nlflcance crlt.arla tor 
thla DCIS (GacUftlftiJ raptor population.) .. Y M iapoaalbla 
to detect withOUt that type of atYCSy. Wa uftdarataftd MllEt. 
ta MlPint f.md .ae ... ucn' a Ul-ery atuely of 90lden •••lea 
in califol'ftla to ctetan1ne U vlndplant:a are jeo,.rdl&i"'J 
population vtabi.llty .lor Uat apeciaa. Wa underaund tM 
tint ,...e of that atYdy ..... been coapleted. can 
infocwation fro- tbat atuely be applied to tbia pro,ect'P 
Mea KeMtech been able to a19nificantly reduce rapt.or 
Mrtalitiea at ottter project aitea? Pi•••• elaborate how 
reaul ta of otMr vindp.lant atucUea have Men incorporated 
into ttte pro)eCt deaJ.9n aftd thia DEIS. 

B: .. ptor MiU9eUon •• fte orloff end Plennery (Uti) 
report aiao advocaua aitiftiJ vindpianta to avoid avian 
concentration ar .. a. !'be DEll ..,..,.ld inclUde nterance to: 

btep. J.A. 1119. Avian Mrtality at larve viftd eM'1'9Y 
fecilitiea in CalUornia: identiU�tion ot • probl••· 
California amtl'tr Ca.aiaaion. 

U: eo.parieon Raptor DiatrlbUtion tO California (p t-!2. 
Table 4 .15 ) T1M table ahould iftcludie otMr apeciea 
cl.ocu.eftted in &M kPPA «•·9 · ,  pen9rine tal�. turkey 
vulture, etc. )  

RE: Plan t o  IUniaiae Rapt.or J.,acta -- '!'he atllt ... nt, 
•tectuu .. •r1tll1n ta. DPA -ld INi --ted to 
a1at1a11e 1-cta to repton• J.e 1-1atent v1tll t11a 
feUun to -J.der -Ueo J.at-U• in -19111119 -
1 , _ _  13) .  

tea .  Julie -i1ton 
llareb 17, 1 •• , 

1 22 

1 23 

1 24 

1 25 

1 27 

..... 2f • 1:11 7UI 

Il l 

U )  

1 93 )  
I ll) 

U: .. � IIOrteUty Pnd1ct1- (pp 4-41 to f•lll -
IIDrt.lity rat•• ara pn4iRecl IMMel on oolliaion eatJ .. ua 
tr• calitonaia. caiifol'ftia raua {otber tun lleatrela) 
Mve not been GOI'Tefted for 808Mft9ift9 or detection biaHa. 
fleue ectju.at tbe raua to a�t jor tMH atiaau -.tore 
applyiftiJ tbni to tbe wy .. a,.., tu.l'binea. IN alao a�at 
�ltipl)'i"'J c.tta na-.ltint precUC:Ciona Dy · an adjuc.ent to 
account tor different population clenaitiea. If autUcient 
data an not avAilable to correct tfteae biaMa, they ahould 
be -re clearly auted and av&l.aac.act in the diacNaaion. 

a: Cl'1ter1a for .. � ...... let1on StUdt .. (p •••• , -- Tile 
D&IS ataua, •It .onit.ori., of raptor Mrt.lity on tbe kPPA 
auvveau potential Mf&tiva iapacta to populationa, 
detailed atwUaa of rapt.or population ctyMa1oa .. y be 
initiated to daterwine the aitn1fJ.canoe of the iap8Cta 
(AppendiK I) .• Pleaae de tiM apac1Uc criteria tMt would 
tri9CJer the rte&d tor •r• detailed population at"diea 
(datacubla popul•tion decline UNt daviataa froa control 
area? h19h colU.aioft rata (specify f) for particular 
epec1oe?) ; 

aE: Take Penita (pp •-• • ,  •-•s, and •-61) -- Pleaae 
contact the UIPWS t:o detemina wttetMr take pemita vLU be 
required (and are available) to operate tbe turotnea. 
Raavlta of tnat con."ltation •bOGld be J.nciuded in th• FEIS 
to .upport the aftalyaia and deciaion, and to docuMnt 
aitifJatiOft ,aquira-nta. WCfD will beae co.pli&nce With 
atata requlationa ' atatvtea protactint raptora upon usrws 
dec:iatona uftdar the MUTAf NPA• &ftd UA. 

Rl: •- c:- -- to -1o1ne - 'f\ir1>1Ma (p •·Ul 
- T1M D&IS aU c-at, •too at al. ( 1•••) det.enined tMt 
U..n vea r.o deer.... in .... 9reuaa .tete attaftdanoe • • •  • 
•iacbaraotariaea ttte a.ataora. Yeo at al .  (lti4 1 1 2 J  at.eted 
•since attend&IIC& and location of tae atu A let '-" been 
erratic. tbe affect.a of vind .,..1'1Y devalop.ent on • ..,. 
9rouae populat1ona oan net .. ..... . • Pl .... correct. 

Rl: -nta1n Plover D1eUUout1on (p 4•17) - flMH 
CIUCr1M 1\011 .ounuin plover aauftdaftG& on Poou C:reek Ria 
_ .... v1tll eur-109 e.,_, 

B: Puoer1M 1.-ct Cl'1tor1a IP f_.O) - -t -lyUoel 
epproeCI\ vUl be - to -nt -tbar .,.ooertne 
-lett- en -11111119? · llbat -n1tucle of .._ • (or 

lie. Julie. -Uton 
��arcm 17. 1••s 
.... 11 • 1111 •us 

1 27 . 
cont. I dn.lat101'1 fro. eontrol popul8tiona) will be eottaidared a 

4Mc:11M tlftdar theM i�t crit.er.ia? Pleaae al&Dorat.e. 

1 28 ' .. , 

1 29 
1 .,, 

1 30 

l .. , 
1 3 1 119) 
1 32 

1100) 
1 33 

1101) 

U: h•HriM Miti9ation CTJterh fP 4-t l )  -- Pleaae �Ylt ca. usnrs to defiM an allowable take rate tb.tt 
:t=���.:U:!!!.r��Dft ::"" o�r rot'!!!!!!.":: App._tete a1t1 .. t1., -U-nci• ellcl 1apl-..uuon 
- -lot INi -Uctu, .. u_ in t11a DCll. 
Rl:: Aapll11>1en end lleptUe J-et C:rlterte (p 4•&2) •• ..,., 
aulyt1•1 approaCh will 1M ..ad to docnaeant vttetMr 
rept11a aftd aapbibian populationa ar• decUnu-.. 
particularly ainca r.o 801'1U:orift9 ia plal\l'led? lfbat 
8efll'litucle of Cftaft9&! (or dev18tion tro. con·tr.ol ,...ul•tiona) 
will M COMi•NCS a clec:Urw under theM 1apa.ct criteria? 
Pl- •1-te. 

U: ...... r1ne Pel- IP f-16) •• A9e1n .,. en d1etai'INid 
v1th tae •aual tna.t.Mnt ot pereqrine falCOMI. aaaed. on 
our eJrper1enoa. lO oDMrvationa in -.. year ia &1fJniUc•nt 
ual-. a1aidentification wea involved. 'rite pro,ect •a 
potential i.,.ct to· pe..-.rirwa ia a aubatantial COI\Cern aftd 
.._.. further dete collection and analy•ia. surv•y• 
aAoulcl .. coapleted to OCII'It'in vttet:Mr per .. rinea ar• 
,..t:iACJ ift &M vicinit.y of the ,...jeot, and to eataltliah 
WIMIU..r ca. ana 1• vic.bin a ai9ration corridor. 

IIIE: Prediction of l.,..ct• to Mouttt8in Plover• (p •-&'l -
,.. analyaia MoUld inclUde • c.parleon ot Nap l . S'?  with 
llap 2 . 1  a�M»Wift9 the r•lation of aountain plover 
-rvationa t.o IITG •triftiJ• on f"t• c:t .. k Ria. 
U: PNCiiction of J.,.act& to MounUin Pioven (p 4-11) -
Wa ...,..t addi"'J a aut ... nt acJtncwledqinv anow drift• 
could ...... veqatatlwe pattanaa t... paqe • - : n t  �� 
au1t*l• neatinq hab.iut to den.Mr ...,atation taat i' 
evot- lly plovere. 

U: -te1n Plover MiU9aUon C:r1ter1e (p f-&1) - ..,.t 
eMl)'U•l _.... VUl 1Ni - to ot-t -r -in plover bal>1tet effeot1- 1o --1097 
Pl- •u• cr1tor1a to -t.UUIIII - .-ctton 111 
-nte1n plover bal>1tet ertecu-.. or Vbet f- of 
co1Uo1- vUl tr1ft0r ta. - tor atu .. un. Pl
-lop atu .. uon -t1119enc1ee tor 1ncl ... ton in t11a ora. 
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r- u - 1:11 ••n 1102) U: auta Sauitiva Specie• (p 4•70) -- !'ba HIS atataa 

•RabiUU fnquanted by AMrican vttite pelJ.cana and 9reat 
blue Mroftll ( 1, ••• , wetlaftd •rea•) aftd .. rlina (i .e . ,  
rlpar1an a onea )  would taz:r 1M avoided durint Windpi•nt 
deval�nt .m.E'a faaaible. • Wa •••.... tnJ.a a cleric:al 
error. PlaaH correc:c.. 

103 ) aa: 1-cu to lAnd Uoo (pp •·n end •·"l - J-et 
criteria ahOUid oonaider Vbatbar the vindplant Cftaft9e• 
utility ot the laftd tor pvblic recreation. If 
wildlita-be.acl recreation decline• over the loav ten on 
IIGFD c:onaervation aa .. Mnta and otber pubU .c laDdl in tb4t 
area, than aitiqation ahould be required. "'tiqation 
deacriiMd on p89& 4-lt ia inadequate to addrHa Mqativa 
uaer ruponae to davalopMint of project fac1litiea. The 
aut ... nt, •wu.aroua diaperaed recreataoftal •cttvatiea are 
available throuthout the year; bOWeYar the nvabar of 
individual& and a.ount ot' ncrution ti- apent 1ft the DPA 
are not known• ia a au:bluntial beHline cleficieACy. Tl\ia 
intor.ation needa to be collected and 1nclYCSed in Ua 
•ulyaia to detarwina .mather tM pro1act adveraely •ttecu; 
recraatiaft&l liM. aecra&tion ahould 1M aonitorecl. All 
in:creaaa 1n a.rioaity-type recreation doaa not oo.peM&ta 
loaa of vildUta recraataon. Appropriau, In-kind 
aiti9ation ahould be aaaured. 

104) R� l:ncut&lole Miti9at1on (CIIepter ·51 •• Very little nel 
aiti9ation ia p� in thia DEIS, -.pita ita aUltloua pr-Uon a1U .. uon vUl INi ede-te end effective. 
Mny of t11a -raUonal ao41U.,.Uono ... u.., a1t1 .. Uon ere 
-UUIICI end will be iapl-nted •-r• feeo11>le. • Pl
cliaclOM criteria that v.ill cMc.amtM fMeUtUtty. 
•1ti .. tion contiiMJ&ftCY plaM and GOIIPUl-ry criteria tor 
tapl-tetlon .._ld INi de•eloped to edclnu ell 
re•-l>ly f-l>le 1-cte v111c11 bave boon .. terrell to 
future .aniuar1av. We reiterate our conc:en that ait1oation 
-u-nct .. -t be pl.- in the l:lS ntbar tban dea1-
1n t11a POD. · 1 101) U: -le M1U .. tlon (p 1•1 ) - 'floe Dl:lS -lei eet 

1 37 �::"-1':.. ":..T-�!. -:1
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-· lie INiUeve tb1o 911icle- 1o -tel to • ..., ... ta. 
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1 371 cont. 
ao -U•• vitll Cite Iotter end intent ol tilt PI:II 
analpie, and to ueua pertorwarw:a tallOWift9 the RJ:I doea 
not OOUIIUI"Mnd t11e .... 1e al ita Undinqe. 

106) liE: ....... uuon Pracedurea (pp 5·7 end 2•l0) - Pleaee 
develop epeci tic -cs •i••• and revef&t.atJ.on procedure• tor 
... aluetian In tbe FEIS o llhere r-I:UUthMnt al Mtlve 
ehrubaf particularly ....-ruM, ia a priority, &PI'int 
•-inq end llroedcett •t- only -ld 11e -IUedo 1 38 1-rul> nue ol l•l lba plo -ld lie opplled, "" -1 
..... 9r ..... abOUld 1M iMlYdad, and van -.on 9neHa 
-ld 11e .,.._ to .,.11 the nanal rete. -lnq -ld 
taka plaea only. VMn. and .u. there ia ad81plal.e aaU 
.oiatura to auppon .. ninatian. Thia .. ttMtd h&a proven 
reliably euactive an coal ainea in wyoaift9 .  · Plaaaa 
al iaiaata anraaaiva, introcluca�d apeeiH (created 
vneattraaa) trM tha Uet of epaciea eQiUDla tar 
nc:l ... tion. 

1 3
9 1 107) liE: c:onetn�ctlan In c:ruclel lllnte�1

aanqe 
.

!�·
1

1 ) •• M't
1 direct loa• of MbiUt or racluced ba .. tat a ... -� vaneaa n 

c:rueial ranqe llhould be •itiqated. Sae ooa.ent.ll 75 and 77. 

1 101) 
1 40 

It£: 819 C.• ColUaiona (p 5•1} - •Appropriate� apeed 
l iaita ahould H apecl tiecl in the FEJS. we ree�ftd cs 
_,h tor a=eaa and Nintaaance roada in 9ood condition, 30 
..,n vMra viaiDUit)' ia liaited. 

1 4 1. ,

10
9

1 

liE: Paeehlnq IP 5•1 ) ·· AniNI eondltlonlnq to h....,n end 
vehieular activ&ty t��Ul ,be atronqly 1.-p��ct.ed by n-.attva 
axperiencaa euch •• po.C'hhM; or har•••-n t ,  pantcwlarly on 
winter ranqe . We •Uft••t the D£15 inclllde • pi'OYiaion ror 
daa l i n�;�  vith any aaployaa CAVI;Iht poachlnqo within the 
project area; · 

1 110) RE: a.ptor Kiti9ation (p 5•1) -- Miti9atJon altantati ... 
1 42 ehould Include retroflttlnq end relocation -re l-et 

crit�ria are axc .. dad. 

1 43 

1

111) RE: 1Aa4 Ti.. tor ltap&or Nonitorinq (p 5-9) -- '!he DEJ:S 
J.ncUcatea raptor .ont tarinq could be deiayed at.U tbe 
conat�ti.on of .. ct. pft&H. 'hart ahDUld clarity nptar 
.ontto�1R9 vill co-eMe at l .. at l yean prior to 
COI'Wtrvctionf purauant to tiW eq..-ent � vit.a 
Ke�t��te� ·· aoneulunt , ... -=-nt 111) . 

1 44 

1 45 

*· .Julie KaaUton 
March 1 7 ,  1115 
Paqe aa - �J:a 7el5 

112 )  11£: 'tul'tllne Pla-t IP 1•11 •• 'I'M PI:IS -ld include 
proqra ... tic atlpulatitma iHntityinq the liMit aenaiUve 
locatiou and Vben tul'biM plao..ent vill be avoided. 
baaed upon t"e Mat 1nterpnUtion at exiatill9 data. Par 
exaaple, ia there any plan to avoid bi9h uae ar .. a · on  tiMI 
central weatem alape aftd rilt9e )utt1119 fro. ttta nontweat 
pon.ion of POOC.a er-Ic Rla. (p ,•J7) ?  J:a tiMira any "plan to 
avoid pl&Cift9 and tul'binea . on villdVanl ecl9•• at blutta or 
benc:Ma (probln areaa iclefttitiad durift9 acopinq J ?  
Detarrift9 auch deaiaiona t o  t.b e  POD vitt\out well developed 
direction ali•inatea IlEPA acc:auntabUity. It ia unclear 
\lbat couultation/analyaia procedure• are involved in a 
POD, and W.thar they will Uftdarqo the .... deqraa of 
public and aqency ac:rutiny •• tba IlEPA docYMnt. 

I 1 1 l )  R E :  Canatruetian i n  &a98 Grouaa Neat Mabitat (p 5-10) 
Ple••• daaerii:M: the eircuuUr&eea under vhieh exeaptiona to 
eonat.naet VOYld be o .... d appropriate by t-,a AO and the 
crttaru that vauld 1M obaerved in 9ranttnqo thea• 
exceptiona. 

111 4 )  R£:. Rapt ilea and Allphibiana fp t-10) 'f'fte relation 1 46 between pro;ac:t odors aftd •it19ation tor theaa apeciea 

1 47 
1

115) 

1 48 1
116) 

1 49 
1

111) 

evade• us. 

RE: ·1.-c:ta tc;» Mouatai" Plovers (p 5-10) -- Tna i...,artanca 
of Foote creek Ria to .auntain plovers Ma Men docUMnted 
alah'Mra in tile DEtS. Avaidift9 individual naata ( i f  they 
can be located) vi l l  not adequately •ititAt• pro)ect 
i-.aaeta. DJ.ainiabad attaetiveneaa of neatint babitat ia 
the -t prabellle alld -tiel �-�. Mltl9atlan 
aontinqanciaa !abauld M cteaiqned. u acldrua thia affect. 

U: MiU9at1an tar �- &a .. c:netlan (p 5•121 - ftle 
aaction providaa no aiti9ation or contineenc=iaa to 
co.penuta diainiebad utility of the area to •upport putllie 
raereatJon (&•9• • tba Vlek arotbara Unit) . ( ... �nt 
116) 0 
U: t.wellllix · A. Aorlan ICU<tl•• Protocalo. In -nl 
plaou, Appendix A 4ia....,. 110ft1toriaq activitiu Cblt 
c:anUlct vitll (.,. a.._) tlle oUlc:ial -itarinq -a• 
In "-""ix I (o.q. p A•l6 ateteo. •De&eUecl eu...,.ye vUl 
M Gaftducted i• c.be tunine &tl'ift9 ...... 1-2 ye&l'& Pl'i•r to 
-1-t"l ·  Pleae• olarlry t.wendlx A It included only 
to -ibe lH• end urUer date aolleetian euaru and 
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1 49 1 cont. 
-· not apply to onr oupUnq or aonitarinq plana tor 19

9
� 

or later. 

1111 U: Appendix 1. -ltari"'J l.ead Ti- IP 11-61 o Dlec:uaalano 
Mre do not ratlect. the •tr.-nt nacned dYrinc; 

::::!!::!'"n· =� ..=. C::· ,a��·��:.· ,:::: 

1 50 
ctevela,...nt at Poot:e cr .. k Jilia, due to wUdlUe , or ather 
conaerna f • • • to •However, if vUdlita or ather C:CWW:ema 
� JCDftiCH tne co.platint devalopeeftt at .Foote craek 
Aia, tbeft kDIITEC'H •Y aJIIPlY tor a IUf lfatice to Proceed 
lor t1le li-on llld9e ereeo 'I'M eppUceUon ehall 
tha.--llly d-t the ,_._ deYel-nt -• 

· 
be 

curtailed on Foote cw .. k Ai• to eetabliah a at.anoard at 
neec� . •  ClAri fy • . . .  •• atiMir araaa e_. an line tor 
developaent� ackUtional at&tiau will be eatabliatted and 
aaaplect• ... n• Hapled at laaat l yeara praor to 
conatruetion. 

· 

1 5 1  

lU) 11£: INI9ht al Iori- (p 11-1) PleeH dlaelaee who 
deteninea Vben Che •wa19ttt or evldanee• ia aufficient to 

, .. Ice • ctaanqa (pe9a 8•1 ) 7  JlletarrJ.nq to tha ••i9nUicaMte 
criteria• diacuaaecl throuqhout Chapter -4 r ple•··· pr..-re a 
tabla axplaininq vhlch or the criteria aay, and vnich My 
not be reliably avalated uainqo thaaa aur'\'ay protocola. 
SpeeiUcally dueribe vnat pro1ect•nlated ettecta, it 
d�ntad tllrtM,MJh tbeae protoeola, vauld raquira 
aitiption or cornc:tive ac:tion. llbat c�itaria will be 
uaed to tri99&r tiWH dec:iaiona? 

, 

1 52 

I

UD) RE: Pro:nqhom sur.ey Protocol (p 8•31 l -- What ia tbe •wcro 
Pronqnorn &ur.ey Protocol .. Hntionad on B-31? . la tftat our 
OHOlata trend count technique? Tna protocol tor uain9 
ciear window c.e.,lataa ia axtr ... ly Hneitive to 
-••u�nt error. Haa thia -tllod been uaecl tnqvefttly by 
project penollftel ?  Mow accurate ia thia .. thad? WIMira wae 
it t.aatacl? How bi9h vUl tM plane be t10Wft? Mow 
ctetactable are aula d-r durint uaaa aul"'teya? 

1 53 

1 53 1 cont. 
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1

121) aE: Pellet COUitta (p I•Jl) •• How aanaitive are pel let 
OOVnta tar datectiav diatribUtion chanqaa? Can COftaiatant uee by a fhl iftdividu.la be diatintuial'led tr� Occaaional 
t�aa tty la.,..r ..,...ra? Diacuaa the potential tar tttia to 
coni- aMl,... ol the diopl-t elleet. · - ... u 

Ma. J.alie -Uton 
Mrch 17 ,  1115 
P- lO • EIS 7U5 

122) 

bave pellet oaunta voruc1 al...mere? An aaa...,tiafta of 
tile .. &aod .... aonattly .. t? lUll tbaH M evaluat.ect •• pert 
at t"i• project? 

REt caraaaa ... rabea fp •-•u -- •aa•rabe• at· ta.e � 
tul'tJiM atrift9• and electrical dietribUtion linea vU l be 
COftducted OftCa a week • • •  once aU turbine atr.tnqa are 
operational, a ayat-atic uapla at ta.e atrinqoa will M 
Hla-.4 tor &NRhinqo an a qiYen March day. • '!hi a 
eta�t COJ\tradicta ua a9r.-nt nacMd durinq 
..,otiatiORa. 

n.. 11/5/14 draft .onit0rift9 protocol apeciUed aearcttea 
vould �nc• as atrinqoa ara c:anatructacl and all turbine& 
VOIIld be aurvayed anea a week cP l Z ) . '!he plan to aaaa1a 
atrinqa tor rap&or aaarcnea ia • vary aub•tantial departure 
frO&I tha oriqinal aqra ... nt and ahould be corrected in tha 
DEISo 

12l ) RE: soavenqoer ,.riala (p 8•4 l )  -- Plaeae apecify typea of 
c:ARa&Ha c.a M uaad in ao.avenqar and atticJ.ancy aurveya. 
Tna 11/5/14 dr•ft .anitorinqo pratoc:ol indic:atad hen& of 
varioua phaaaant and quail apeciea woul4 be ued to Mttar 
ai�lata cryptic color pettarn• and various • i aea at 
raptora . We MUna elaaa appra�ri .. tion of the raptar (aftd 
peHarine) apec:iaa in the area ia .eaaant1al c.o accurac.a l y  
data nine t h  ... aouroea of biaa. Wa a lao quaation Vftether 
• &ift9l& trial each aeaaon invalvift9 zo c:arc:aaHa ia 
autticiant to reliably aatiaata bias; penicu.larly 1n tM 
M9irminq. wa ra�nd rapUcatiana u aetiuta errar. 
Accurate bia• �d1��&tMnts ara critical to interpretation of 
.aniurift9 raaulta and detaninift9 Mad tor •iti9atton. 

1 55 

U• ) 
' ' 

U: aaptar -ltarlnq (Bee • .1 .1 ,  Appendix 11 -- 'I'M raptar 
.anitorint plan preaanted in Appendix I .. y not accurately 
detanine tha aet.ual affect• of viftd bll'binea on, nptor 
utiliaation far t.t1a tollovinq raai&Oft&; 

•I Tl• peraitUd lor reptar _...,.Uw et tteti- le 
•o alnutat, tviee daUy (pa9• 1•16) . A/ •o-eiaute 
obeervation period ia lnautticint to docNMnt raptor 
utiliaation at • apeeitie area. Durift9 certain ti ... 
of the yur CHrly •print, lata ...-r) , oiDMrvation 
pui- 9Neter tllen 2 .._n par tUUan wn etten 
reqvlnd to -nt any utniuuan ol t11e netlan 
aru by repton. ..pear ,... l.._ntly -l'ftd in 
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cont. 
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Ilia. J11Ue HnUcon 
11arcm 11, 11•s 
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125) 

atriat tlurriaa ot a�ivity l&IC1ft9 10 ainuUI or laaa. 
ooearYaciona laacinq only 40 aa.nu.caa MY Hr�oualy 
u.ncteraaCiMCa rap"tor uCiliaacion ot &ft area tly aa.ulft9.. 
t.beH abort lnlt: .a.n.t:enaa tlwcaa ot npcor act.1vit:y. It 
vUl &lao INI tlitUc:lllc U _... - -linq 
per1ocla v1U pn.....,.l-nc auplinq by .. r1an vnoa• 
ODaerYat:ion pera.Oda la,ted ) bOua per aut:a.on. Plaaaa 
previda a jut:iticat:a.on for c.ha aipiticant reductiol'l 
at OIIMI'Y&ta.on pera.ocla, ancl axplaa.n bow t:M d&ta vill M ca.pared to pl'e-Cievt�lGPMnt oaa.erYatiOfta. Alao, 
pl- clarity - u.a -.iUed P1'091'U v111 acleqllU&ly 
ca.raccer11a rapur utiliaac:ion. in &he viftdplant aru. 

II) 'I'M p.,_cl nfannc:a area ia aurf1c:1atlelf d1aa1aUar 
rna- tba project aru cut we crueat:iotJ ita a"iUDUity. 
Baaed on Ut.a MP preaanted in Appendix I. naa.ther 
topoqrapl'ly or vind pattama cloaaly raHabla conda.ta.ona 
on. root• c:r .. k Ra.a. Jn adcUt1on, Ua clo.a proxi•a.ty 
of a larqa vaur Dody (Sua.noe a.aarvoJ.r, ,  and larqe 
aurtace aiM (NechciM aG¥) .. Y atteft rapcor 
uciliaa�ion, diatra.Duta.on, aftd dan.aity, aftd cra.proaa.••• . 
�M aa.paraDUity of any raptor dat� collected _ttiere. Pleaae )U:&tify the aalaction of uua reference area, 
iAClucUnq an explanata.on of i�s aui.taDUity tor 
ca.pariaon va.th va.nd plan.t aitea. Lackinq aata.atactory 
jua�a. tication ,  we reqtHat Hlection of a acre ••ncabla 
reference ana. 

111:: --al'8M1nq Pa .. ar1no Sui'Wya (Sac: • . 2 . 1 , Appendix I) 
-- 'l'br .. point counc aurveya tor ftOft•raptor avian apac:iea 
b&Ye been propoaad tor Cha brHIS1ncJ H&aon only. Several 
:�:�·::�o:�c��.:::� ����=�� �� :;o���� ... :

a.
�.::!::r 

naourcea available tMra. Soarveya rea�ra.cted to �e 
ltreecUnq aHaon viU not acc:vrately cftarac�ara&e utila.za�ion of tt\a va.ftdplant area Dy all avian apec:iaa and 
My a.it critical data . Ple&H clarity bow CM.ae apeciaa 
vill H accounuct tor. 

1 5 9 

1 126) RE :  Paeaerine aurveya. Data CoaperaDl lity (Sac _ 4 . 2 ,  
Appendix 8 )  - - Given tfte di.fterenc:a a. n  aa�la.nq �ecftna.quea 
and loca�ion.a, pleaae explain how Uta colleGted dura.nq 
acnicora.n; will De co.p&nd va.�h llara.ah Aaaoca.ate•a 
-u ... uu . 

1 60 
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lla. Jllli& -Utoft 
Maret\ 17, 1WI5 P&9• JZ • &IS 'CI5 1. 121) 1 121) U: -u1n Pl-• Ia....,.. (lee: 4 .a.a, .._..,1x 11 -

PlM ... iftdiea�• aow -..c.ain pliD'Hir uu vill ·M u..d �o 
...... 18pacta � taaDa.u.t etfec:CiveneM. What are t.he 
cr1Ud.a 't.Mt vould iftdioaca an i...-� blla accuned? la t.bere a concrol popula�ion? Do ..unuin plower populations 
exi•� on u.. propoaacl con�rol area? 
u: .....,. •vanu111cy nady, La-I'PI>• 1•ppendlx 11 '- n 
ia uaclear vneCMr indivichlal �ra.wecu t.o •a.ple 
1..-orpna will 1M ctriftn acre Chan once in u.. N8plin; 
per10c1. 'l'tua •Y reault in an ina�rau populatiOft 
iftdicat.or aa.nee Y&ri&D1UCy vi�t\ln one ai�e ia not 
"'-1U�ed .  Tbia conc:am .ia parcic:u.larly eri�leal on the 
reference area vMre only one �ranaect ia propoeecl. Pleaae 
eddreu Uua concern, and add a repla.cation ot Maplift9 if 
appropriaca. 1 129) R.E: Data Analyab, 5-.pla Siae (p 1•47) - Will H•Plin4 

1 62 incen•a.ty De .inc:reaaad 1f •u.�a.•�ieal u•�• indicate paver 
ia lov? 

Aqyat;is Spaeifsret;ipna: 

lwpaeta �o tiahari•• and wetlaftd• vill M netJli91ble it the 
pl-oject-vida •J.�a.qat"ion •uurea 11•� on �NHJe• vi-vi.i. of t.he �IS ara iapl ... n.�ed tram the outHt. 

ftar• are two aqu.a�ic-rela� eorre�ion.a �bat .abould be 
aacM to eM r�rt: 

, 
6

3 1 ,.9• 3-64. Brook TI'DUC an f- 1• lloc:k, c:nek M&r .lrl�Oil, 
alonq vie�� Rai- and • ......., Troo&c. 

1 641 ,., • .!-:ti .�.:=..:"u�. Inunuu 10 c:c:nu1na 

'ft>ank you tor Ule -rtunicy to -· 

""' .. 
c:c:: M1lt111fa, Flab, BATS, I D1v1e1-

Cnm!M!!t AEl: See Sections 8.2.3 ,  8.2
_
.4, 8.2.8, and 8.2. 12 in thl· 

FEIS. 

Comment AE2: See Section 8.2.7 in the FEIS. 

Cnmrpmt AE3: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Cori:unept AE4: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Cnmmmt AE5: See Section 8.2. 1 in the FEis. 

Cnmrnmt AE6: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comrpmt AE7: See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE8: See Section 8.2.2 in the FEIS. 

Cnmmmt AE9: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Cnmmmt AE10: See Section 8.2.3 in the FEIS. 

Commmt AEll: See Sections 8.2.3 and 8.2.5 and response 
Comment AE151 in the FEIS. 

Cqm!Jl!!lt AE12: See Section 8.2. 1 . 1  in the FEIS. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
�t 
• Comtm!Jt AE13: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. _,..., 

Cqmmpt AE14: Text Oil pap B-6 of Appendix B in the DEIS hal,, 
been modified accordinJiy. See also Section 8.2.3.4 in the FEIS. 

Cnmontf AE15: 

Cnmmmt ASt6: 

Cmnmmt AE17: 

Cnmrnmt AE18: 

Commm�t AE12: 

Comqmt AE2Q: 

Comment AE21: 

Comment AP-'2'2: 

See Sections 8.2. 1 and 8.2.5 in the FEIS. t 
See Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. I 
see Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. I See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. I 
See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

See Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. I 
Comment AP-'23: Text on page vii (Executive Summary) bas been 
modified accordingly. This issue was also addressed numerous times I 
in Section 4.2.3. 1  of the DEIS (i.e. , pages 4-34 and �  for big " 
game in general, page 4-37 for pronghorn, page _4-38 for mule deer, 
paps 4-38 and 4-39 for white-tailed deer, and page 4-39 for elk). I 
Cmmmgt AE24: See Section 8.2,7 in the FEIS. 

ComJm!t AE15: See Section 8.2. 1 in the FEIS. ' 
Csnmmgt AE26: As stated in the DEIS (page 1-8, column 1, 
puasraph 1 ,  line 7), UDder the BLM's Lands Program (BLM --1 
1987:42-45), public lauds in the GDRA are available for use by 

. utility and transportation systems, with stipulations to protect certain 

8-52 I 
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important resources When siting generation or - tnzasportation 
systems. While this policy does not specifically reference 
windpower development, it pertains to utility generatiQil and 
traasportation systems, which include Windpower facilities and 
transmission lines. Because BLM has already made major land use 
management decisions for the GDRA in the context of the 
RMP/EIS, the proposed project is being treated as a ROW grant 
tiered off the RMPIEIS. Althoup the GDRA RMPIEIS does not 
specifically address commercial windpower, each al�ve 
considered (in the RMPIEIS) iDdicates that the entire pJannina area 
will be available for utility syltems. Therefore, the proposed 
project is within the scope of actions contemplated by the RMPIEIS 
and is thus properly tiered to it (40 C.F.R. 1502.20). 

Cmpmmt AE1,7: 1be regulations cited in this comment are CEQ 
regulations that are covered under the authority of NEPA, which is 
already cited in Table 1 .3. 

Cnmmmt AE28: As of the preparation of the FEIS, the updated 
version of Olendorff et al. (1981) has not been released. However, 
on page 2-19 in the DEIS, it is indicated that . . .  •the transmiuion 
line would be constructed and maintained . • .  in conformance 
with • . .  Olendorff et al. (1981}, or any future updated vusions•. 
See Section 2. 1 .4.5 in the DEIS. 

Cgmmmt AE29: Table captions for Tables 2.1(a) mcl 2.l(c) have 
been chanpd to indicate swface dilltUrbance. 

Cmpmmt AE3Q: Text in Appendix B in the DEIS 1tates that BLM 
would require at least three yean of bueliDe IDDDitoriag prior to 
construction in the Simpson Ridp area, unless situations oc:cur for 

· which exceptions may be granted. See alto Sections 8.2.3, 8.2.4, 
and 8.2.8 in the FEIS. On pap B-1 in - the  DEIS, text bas been 
changed to state that at least three years of data would be collected 
prior to issuing an NTP for future phases in the Simpac)n Ridp 
area. 

Comment AE31: All of the ,impacta of Phue I relevant to the 
approval of that phase only are acldreseed in the DEIS. Punuant 
to NEPA, because Phase I is an integral part of the Propoled 
Action, it need not be _considered as ali indepeadeot altemative 
(Environmental Defense Flllld Inc. v. Castle" D.C. Cir. 1981, 657, 
F .2d, 275). See also Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE32: Text in Appendix B in the DEIS has been 
modified to state that BLM would require at least three years of 
baseline monitoring prior to issuing an NTP for future phases in the 
Simpson Ridge area, unless situations occur for which exceptions 
may be granted. See also Secticm 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE33: The Avian Task Force was not specifically 
consulted during development of the monitoring plan. However, 
monitoring was discussed with task force members at a meeting in 
Denver on July 20, 1994. 1be monitoring proJI'&Dl and future 
research needs wm discussed with the task force during a DleetmJ 
on May 25, 1995. 

Cqmmmt AE34: Because each turbine is remotely IDDDitored and 
c:cotrolled, it would be possible to minimize human disturbance, 
especi&Uy in aensitiveareas during critical periods (e.g. , near active 
raptor nests during the nesting season). Windsmitbs would be on-

site eight hours per day, five days per week, but no unn�sar 
maintenance or travel within the Windplant would � 
Windsmitbs would be instructed to avoid unnecessary stopping an' 
getting out of vehicles and to minimize other types of disturbance 
to wildlife (e.g. , blowing horns). 

Commept AE35: As stated in the DEIS, sensitive areas such a 
wetlands and riparian areas would be avoided, where feasible, durin 
transmission line construction per BLM standard stipulations. Site 
specific details c:onceming disturbance of thele areas are available i: 
the POD for transmission line constnletion. 

Comment AE36: The text has been modified to reflect the correc 
citation. See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE37: See Sections 8.2.5 and 8.2,6 in the FEIS. 

Commmt AE38: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE39: Avian task force recommendations have beer 
incorporated into project designs. See Sections 8.2.4, 8.2.5, an' 
Chapter 5.0 in the FEIS. 

. , 

Comment AE4Q: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. Taking int
c:onsideration wind turbine placemmt requirements (i.e., tOpograph) 
wind apeed, streDJth, direction, and persistence at microlites c; 
Foote Creek Rim; turbine let back and side-by-side distances) 
avoidance of cultural rao.urce lites, and avian use areas, turbine 
have been located to minimize, as much as practical, potentii 
conflicts. Not all potential conflicts can be completely avoided. 

Qmmmt AE4l: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE42: See Section 8.2.2 in the FEIS. 

Cmmmnt AE43: � Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Cmmmnt AE44: 1be Avian Task Force work suggests that the 
combination of tubular towers, upwind machines, lower blade 
speOds, mel blade markings or painting would result in reducec: 
levels of collision-related mortality. Data in the bottom two rows c 
Table 4.13 (page 4-49 in the DEIS) show that there have been nc 
mortalities at KENETECH's newest Windplants, each of which UBel 
the KV5-33. Paint patterns would be tested for the first time durin! 
Phase I of the Wyoming development. 

Comment AE45: Text on page 2-29 has been modified as requested 

Comment AE46: Thank you for your suggestions. The cost c: 
bwying distribution lines from the ends of turbine strings to the 
Windplant substation is substantially more than the cost o: 
constructing overhead lines. As stipulated for the 230-k\ 
transmission line, if it is determined that there is substantial collision· 
related mortality due to ovemead lines, conductors would be marked, 
If mortalities continued, the technical committee would be consultec 

· to determine an appropriate course of action. 

Cgmmmt .AE47: See responses to Comments D2 and D3 in the 
FEIS. 

Cqmgmt AE48: See respoDIC to Comment AE35 in the FEIS. 
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Ol'WI!i'tt AE49: The stipulation is conaisteat with the GDRA 
RMP which ��&ate�: •To protect important nptor aDd/or age aDd 
lbarp-tailed pouae neating habitat. actiVities or � u.e will not 
be allowed from Febnwy 1 to July 31 within certain ant�.s 
encompassed by the authorization. • (Emphasis added.) For this 
project. CQDStrUCtion would not be allowed within 0. 1S mi of active 
raptor nests from Febnwy 1 to Jqly 31 ,  unless otberwite approved 
by the AO. 

Commept AESQ: See Section 8.2.4 in the PElS. Raptor Desting 
survey areas have bem inteasively leiiChed for two yean, 1994 

and 1995. The 1994 data are included in the DEIS. The 1995 

survey data will be included in the annual monitorina report for 

199S. 

Commpnt AE5l: See response to Comment AE49. 

Cmmpmt AES2: Text bas bem modified to state that activities 
would be restricted around known lek sites. 

Commept AES3: See Section 8.2.5 in the PElS. Seasonal 
restrictions defined in Chapter 2.0 would apply to federal, state, 
and private lands. 

Onnmsmt AES4: Text bas bem added to Table 2. 1 1  u requested. 

Commept AES5: BLM stipulations restric:tiJl& construction in 
certain wildlife habitats during c:erWn periodl are implemarted to 
protect species during critical periodl within tbeir life cycle. For 
the propoeed project, stipulatiODI would apply to big pme cnacial 
winter nap during winter periodl what this habitat ia critical to 
the animals, active sap J10U1e leb during the bnedinJ -.on, aad 
active raptor nests during the nestina ...on. However, due to 

-biological aad climatic variability, there Ire years · when cnJQial 
periods do not occur. For example, during mild winters, big game 
may not depend on cniCial winter range; or a sap grou�e lek or 
raptor nest that was previously occupied may be abaDdonecl. If the 
species being protected by the stipulatioas are not utilizing the 
restricted area. or if the critical conditions do not exist, then BLM, 
in consultation with WGFD, would consider allowina construction 
within the restricted areas during otherwiae restricted periods. 

For the proposed project, the stipulatiODI protecting active raptor 
nests and aage grouse leks would be applied during constnlction 
only, unless monitoring results suggest that restrictions during 
O&M are needed to reduce . or mitigate impacts. Pursuant to the 
RMPIEIS ROD (BLM 1990&:48), • Application of this limitation to 
operation and maintenaDce of a developed project must be based on 
enVironmental analysis of the operational or production aspects. • 

Commept AE56: See Section 8.2. 1 .6 in the FEIS. 

Comment AES7: Eavironmeotal costs were not included when 
comparing costs of alternative sites. Enviroameotal costs are ! 
weighed, along with other costs and benefits, by the AO during the 
'decision-making proceu. See Section 8.2.12 of the PElS. 

Comrmgt AES8: See Section 8.2. 1 in the PElS. 

Commept AES9: See Section 8.2. 1.2 in the PElS. 

Cmmpmt AE6Q: Text concerning IWift fox has been added t•l . 
Table 2.11 u requested. Table 2. 1 1  of the DEIS includes mountai; · 
plover. 

Quprmgt AE61: Text in Table 2. 1 1  has been modified fo I 
clarification. See Section 8.2.2 in the FEIS. 

£9pppmt AE62: See Section 8.2. 10 in the PElS. I 
Cmngmt Af.63: See Sectioa 8.2.4 in the PElS. . 

Co!IIJPS!!!t AE64: ' The  Biological Assessment is available from th, I 
BLM. 

Cmprmgt AE65: . As stated on pase 1-4 of the DEIS, the DEI! I 
addresses the entire proposed project development (SOO MW) an' 
includes comprebeasive environmental information for the firs 
pbue, includinJ specific mitiption measures for .Pbue I. The DEl� J 
also considers geaeraliZied information and projected environmenta: 
effects of subsequent phases. Vegetation in and adjacent to the 
Phase I area wu mapped (Map 3 .7 ,  page 3-27 in the DEIS). �I 
development is propOsed for the Simpson Ridge area and subsequen: · 
NEPA documents are prepared, vegetation in propoaed development -
areas .would be mapped. It is not reasonable to complete vegetatior ,, 
mappiDa areas outside the J1bue I development area for the FEI� · 
beca111e no other resources were analyzed ai this level of detail. 

Cmnnpt AE6§: Formal wet1ad delineations would be completecl�--
prior to CODitrUCtioo of each phue to obtain the neceuary permit! · ' 
from � U.S. Army Corps of Eqineers (COE). Wetland 
deJiDeationa include characterization of vegetation, IOils, and I hydrolol)'; therefore, site-specific information would be available ' . 
prior to CODitrUction of each phase. As part of the permitting 
proceu, the total number of wetland acres to be disturbed would be 
�; the COE would authorize the project UDder an appropriate J �L . 

CQmmmrt AF!z7: See response to Comment AE66. ,. Comm;nt AE68: ·Text bas �  changed accordingly. Also, WGFD < 
(1994&) notes that aeveial established objectives for pronghorn herds i 
are being reviled. • 
Cnmmgrt AE69: little is known regarding the potential for 
collision-related mortauty of bats. A few bats have been killed at a I Windplant in Minnesota. WGFD bas agreed that the level of detail 
in the DEIS is adequate unless substantial mortality occurs (persooal 
communication, March 1995, with Steve Tessman, WGFD), at I which time the technical committee would be consulted to determine 
an appropriate COUI'IIe of action. See also Section 8.2.4. 

· 

Qmumpt AB70: Text bas been modified accordingly. .J 
Cmmpmt AFJ1: WGFD agreed that the level of detail in the DEIS 
concerning miaratina birds is adequate unless a substantial number ,. 
·of Dipttime colliaion-relatecl mortalities occur (penoDal 
COJDIDUIIication, March 1995, with Steve Tessman, WGFD). The 

· . .  
tecJmical committee would be responsible for evaluatiq the need for ·I 
Dipttime monitorina. See also Section 8.2.4. 
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Cmpment AE72: Dr. Mark Fuller; Director of the Raptor Research 
and Technical Assistance Center, is a member of KENETECH's 
Avian Research Task Force. Dr. Fuller's position at the ceater and 
on the task force eDSUres this project will receive a comprehensive 
review. 

Commept AE13: Maps have been pneratecl by species and 8e8SOJl 
(i.e. , breeding vs. nonbreeding) as requested. See Maps 3.14 A·D, 
3 . 15 A·F, 3.16 A-G, and 3.17 in Section 3.2 of the FElS. 

Commept AE74: Standard enors have been calculated and error 
ban have beeli added to the appropriate figures. Figures 3.2A and 
3.2B in the DEIS were bued on the total number of raptor species 
observed per month divided by the number of survey days for that 
month. These numbers have been recalculated by averaging the 
total number of species per survey by month to give a more 
representative overview of the data. This eliminates the tendency 
to underrepresent species which were commonly observed (i.e. , 
golden eagle). See Figures 3.2 {A-D) and 3.3 {A-B) in Section 3.2 
of the FEIS. 

Comment AE75� An overlay of the proposed turbine string 
locations and usociated roads {Appendix H) hu been provided for 
use with Maps 3.14 A·D, 3 . 15 A·F, 3 .16 A-G, and 3 . 17 in Section 
3.2 of the FEIS. 

Comment AE76: Raptor flia:ht heights have been analyzed 8Dd 
presented by species in Table 3 . 12 and in Section 3.2 of the FElS. 
Because of the large number of puserine species {94) oblerved 
during baseline studies and the appueot similarities in flipt heiJbts 
among most of the puserine species, passerine fliPt heiJhta were 
not presented by species. Homed 1ub were preamted lepllately 
from other passerine species due to their prevalence in the total 
sample {62 � of the passerine flipt heipt observatiODI) and their 
tendency fly primarily within the 0..26 ft (o-8 m) fliJht heiJht class. 
'Ibis tendency probably reflects. their ground-nesting and foraging 
habits. Brewer's blaCkbird, cliff swallow, and mountain bluebird 
were also presented individually by species becaule of their 
prevalence in the overall ���mple. The remainder of puserine 
speciCs observed were presented as •other pauerinea• {aee Table 
3. 17 in the FEIS). Since flightheipt ._.,les reflect actual numbers 
and percents of birds observ� at each flight heipt rather than 
means, standard deviations and/or confidence intervals are not 
.appropriate. 

Couqpent AE77 : The raptor nest survey area is described on page 
A-14 in the DEIS. Map 3. 161h in the FEIS presents the Foote 
Creek Rim and Simpson Ridge areas and the three alternate 
transmission line routes with the usociated area surveyed for raptor 
nests in 1994. Helicopter flipt paths (recqrded using a GPS) were 
provided to WGFD and are avallable to the public. Aerial survey 
dates and species-specific dates for ground nest surveys are 
provided in Section 3.2.2.3 of the PElS. BLM concurs that some 
nests were likely missed; as with any biological mrvey, it is 

· difficult to obtain a 100� ceasus during any one survey year. Over 
time, however, more nests would be located and monitored. 
Because there are no extant data on the number of territories in the 
area, it is impossible to estimate the number of nests missed during 
the 1994 survey {see Section 3.2.2.3). 

Commept AE18: As stated on page 4-53 of the DEIS, history c 
territory oc:cupancy is unknown in and adjilcent to the KPPA; bene 
average annual number of occupied territories in the area is als 
unlcDown. Precise calculation of territory occupancy requirt 
regularly collected nest occupancy data to determine territor 
location and occupancy history. Although some historical data ar 
available, there have been no complete annual surveys of all raptc 
nests in and adjacent to the KPPA until 1994, making territor 
history impossible to accurately calculate. After . a few years c 
monitoring, sufficient data should be available to identify territoriet 
'See also Section 8.2.3 .1 .  

Comment AE79: The DEIS acknowledges that lack of raptc 
population structure and territory history data makes evaluation o 
impacts to raptors uncertain (pages 4-48 and 4-54). Because raptor 
are naturally rare, it is not useful to use one year of data to conduc 
statistical tests and evaluate ·development impacts to rapto 
populations; no attempt is made to do this using informatior 
contained in Tables 3� 13, 3. 15, and 3. 16. Implementation of tht 
monitoring protocol (page B-22, Appendix ·s in the DEIS) wil 
eoable impacts to raptors to be more accurately determined: tht 
protocol recognizes that statistical comparisons of nest and territol') 
parameters will become more valuable as territories become bette: 
defined. Methodology for deterinining Jiest occupancy durinr 
monitoring (pap B-23, Appendix B in the DEIS) hu been approvec 
by WGFD 8Dd ia ideatical to methods used to collect data for th• 
DEIS. After 1everal years of mrvey, data would be sufficient ll 
adequately determine territory occupancy and nestilig success. Set 
a1Jo Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Commept AESQ: Table 3. 13 hu been modified as suggested. 199< 
: was the first year that a complete raptor ·nesting survey wa: 
conducted and reproductive success of active nests wu mooitorec: 
within and adjacent to the KPPA. Historic data are incomplete 
hence territory locations are unlcDown. The DEIS can onl) 
accurately report nesting activity monitored in 1994; historic dats arc 
not sufficient to speculate about declines or increases in golden eagle 
or prairie falcon populations within aad adjacent to the KPPA. 'Ihi1 
information will become available after the monitoring protocol ha: 
been implemented for several years. See also Table 3.15 in the 
FElS. 

Cmpmmt AE81: Tables 3 . 15 and 3.16 have been combined anc 
modified (Table 3 . 15 in the F.EIS) to present the requestec 
information. Data were collected using a standard protocol whict 

. hu been approved by WGFD for manitoring. 

Comment AE82: Responses to comments AE17-AE80 describe 
limitations of raptor nest survey data. High winds curtailed 
helicopter surveys on certain .days, but all potential raptor nesting 
· areas were eventually surveyed. Areas with dense tree c:Over wert 
surveyed from the ground. 

Cqrnmmt AE83: As ahown in Table 3.13 in the DEIS, there are no 
known accipiter nests in the 1994 nest survey area. However, 
accipiter nesting habitat (i.e, forested areas lOUth of Interstate 80) 
was not surveyed because these species were not frequeatly observed 
on Foote Creek rim or in the Simp&on Ridge area and are not 
thought to be � risk. If, during monitoring, colliaion-related 
mortality ·of theee species occurs, the technical committee may 
recoiiiiDCIIld ·completing nesting surveys . for these species. . See 
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respooae to Comment AE77. As discussed in Section 4.2.3.4 in the 
DEIS, some species (i.e., red tailed hawks and goldeD eqles) in 
California were killed in higher proportions than would be expectecl 
from their relative abundances. However, it is likely that the riak 
a.ssOciated with a particular area is somewhat related tO species 
composition/relative abundance. One of the objectives of the 
monitoring program is to evaluate these parameters. 

Commept AE84: See response to Comment AE71 . 

Co!DJJ!Mt AE§S: · StaDd.ud errors have been calc.ulated llld error 
bars have been added to Figure 3.3 in the DEIS. Figure 3.3A in 
the DEIS (Section 3.2.2) was based on the total number of 
passerine species observed per month .divided by the number of 
survey days for that month. These numbers have been recalculated . 
by averaging the total number of species per survey by month to 
give a more representative overview of the data. This �Jiminates 
the tendmcy to underreprelent species which were commonly 
observed (i.e. , homed lark). See Figure 3.3 (A·B) in Section 3.2 

of the FEIS. 

Commept AE86: The biological assessment for the project is 
available from the BLM. 

Commept AE87: Surveys for swift fox were not completed as part 
of bueline data collection because overall habitat loa. should not 
adversely affect this uncommon resideDt in the area (lee Section 
4.2.4.2 in the DEIS). . 

Qmnpsmt AE8§: See Section 8.2.4 in the PElS. Obeervation data 
for bald eqle, peregrine falcon, ad a . number of .tditional 
candidate or state leDSitive species have been provided to WGFD 
as requested. 

Commegt AE89: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1  ad 8.2.4 in the PElS. 

Com!Mllt AE90: Potential peregrine falcon nesting habitat was 
surveyed via helicopter in 1994 by qualified biologists. However, 
because there were several comments on this subject, WGFD was 
consulted prior to the 1995 nest surveys, and areas WGFD 
identified as potential habitat were surveyed from the air and on 
foot. No peregrine falcon nests were found. The idea that the 
wind corridor is also a migration corridor for many species of 
birds, including peregrine falcons, was raised during DEIS 
preparation; hOwever, migration data from this area · and 
surrounding areas are insufficient to determine the extent of 
migratory use within the wind corridor. Baseline data strongly 
suggest that many species migrate through the .KPPA; many species 
were observed for which there is no preferred nesting or foraging 
habitat in the .KPPA. It is posiible that peregrine falcons are 
migrating through the area, but impossible at this time to determine 
if the area is a vortex for migration. Peregrine falcons may be 
attracted to the Foote Creek Rim area by the abundmt waterfowl 
which use the two large lakes east of the rim. Without marking 
birds, it is not possible to know if the observations are repeat 
observations of resident birds. As to the accuracy of peregrine 
falcon identification, observers recorded peregrine falCODS only if 
they made a politive identification. In many cues, more than one 
observer saw the same bird (observers were in ndio contact and 
could alert one another to individual birds flying alODJ the rim) and 

confirmed the ideDtification. If there was any uncertainty, th I 
observation was recorded as an unknown large falcon. · 

Cmnll!SJt AE91: An overlay of turbine string locations is provide ,. 
in Appendix H . .  Turbine strings located on the east side of Foot .. 

. Creek Rim overlap substantially with areas used by mountain plover · · 
for breeding, nesting, and foraging. However, it is unknoWJ,
whetber Windplant development would have a significant adverst . 
impact on this species. Mountain plovers are tolerant of disturbanc, 
(lee Section 4.2.4.3 in the DEIS). Convenely, the Windplant ma� . 
completely dilplace mountain plovers from the rim. Because th'l· 
BLM treats �ory 1 species with the same concern as l 
threatened or endangered species, these various scenarios will bt 
weighed during dec:iaion-making. See Section 8.2. 12 in the PElS . .  , 
Cmnromt AE92: WGFD bas apeed that the primaJy species oi 
interest are goldeD eqle, ferruginous hawk., peregrine falcon, anc 
bald easie; therefore, intensive monitoring of merlin reproductiv� I success is not propOsed. If substantial collision-related mortality ol ' 

merlins occurs, the technical committee may recoiDmeDd mon 
intensive merlin surveys. As requested, observation data for merlir I were provided to the WGFD in May 1995. , 
Comment AE93: The visu&l impact analysis conducted for thi: . 
project resulted in a conclusion of significant impact. SiDce the k.e) ,. 
observation points, particularly alODJ Interstate 80 (1-80), art 
well-traveled ad in closer proximity (i.e., a peater proportion oi � 
foresround il affected) to the ICPPA than ueas south of 1-80 I analysis of vilual impacts from lOUth of 1-80 would not cbange the .. 
conclusion of significant imptct. 

Cmmmpt AB94: NEPA does not require ox•mination of the,, ·
. 

eavironmeatal impacts of an entire indumy on a coatinental or . .  , 
worldwide buis. The lead apncy .bas diiCretion to define the 
appropriate repon for cumulative impacts analysis (Kleppe v. Sierra I Clllb 1976 427 U.S. 390}, which, for the purposes of the DEIS, . 
included soutbceDtral and soutbweatem Wyomina. Applyina the 
•rule of reuon• ,  the appropriate level of consideration in the EIS I . bas been given to cumulative impacts for continental rangina species. i 
We expect the technical . committee. to consider pop\llation status 
reports for effected -species. Noting other locality threats to 
migratory birds (i.e. ,  loss of wintering areas in the Central Valley of a· 
California for mountain plovers) can have little benefit to the project- __ 
specific impact analysis unless the project-specific losses also 
threaten the population. The analysis to date does not demonstrate I this level of impact. See also Sections 8.2. 7 and 8.2.8 in the FEIS. · . .  

Cqmment AE9S: An exhaustive literature search was completed to I determine the level of risk that would be imposed by Windplant ·. development to certain species or groups of species. No attempt was · 
made to determine if the wind corridor is also a migration corridor . 
because it wu not deemed nec:eesary for the analysis in the DEIS for I the followina reuons: 

• the purpose of the projt�et is to develop wind power in -
Wyoming; and . I • no other sites within Wyomina are suitable for the proposed 
development (�ee Section 8.2. 1 .3). 

Bue1ine data present strong evidence that birds migrate through the I KPPA: �y species of birds have been observed within the KPPA 
for which there ia DO preferred habitat. Furthermore, the number of 
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oblervations of many species peaked in the fall of 1994 and sprirlg 
of 1995, which is attributed to probable mipatory movement. 
Therefore, during decision-making, BLM will usume that 
substantial migration occurs through the area. 
Cotpment AE96: See Sections 8.2.S and 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Commept AF,97: See Sections 8.2.5 and 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

CnmD!iOt AE98: Section 8.2.S in the FEIS acknowledps that the 

Comment AEIOI: Beaut¢ there are so few wetlands within ti 
KPPA and because facilities could be placed to avoid wetlands • 
most circumstances, formal wetland delineations are not dceme 
necessary to make a reasoned choice among alternatives. In prajec 
where wetlands . are a key issue, BLM could require form 
delineations during the NEPA process; however, delineations may 1 · 

performed anytime prior to construction. 

Commept AE102: See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

lack of off-site mitiption may result in 10me impacts not being Commegt AE103: See Sections 8.2.S and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 
mitigated. 

Commept AE99: Several factors influence the transmission of 
sound, including the souree of noise, the frequency content of the 
noise source, molecular absorption, anomalous excess attenuation, 
wind, temperature gradients, precipitation, and terrain and 
vegetation effects. Each of these factors was considered durins the 
noise analysis prepared for the DEIS. This comment' appears to 
address the issue of molecular absorption. 

The amount of sound energy absorbed by air is dependent on the 
temperature and humidity of the air and the frequency content of 
the sound. The relationship between atmospheric absorption and 
temperature, relative humidity, and frequency it complex and non
linear. At the 63 Hertz band, the molecular abeorption of IOIIIId is 
a constant 0. 1 dB per 1 ,000 ft, regardless of temperature and 
relative humidity (Society of Automotive Eqineers 1975). As 

frequency increases, it is more atroqly affected by �lecular 
absorption. At the 2SO, 500, and 1,000 Hertz freqUency bad&. 
molecular absorption of sound paerally increues with iDcreuiDs 
temperatures; however, when relative humidity it vay low 
( < 10� ), molecular absorption decreues with increuin1 
temperature. 

At the frequencies of concern for this project (i.e�. 63-4,000 
Hertz), summer values for molecular absorption would be 
approximately 1 .9 dB lower than during winter months. However, 
molecular absorption is only one factor affecting IOUIId 
transmission. When all site factors poteDtially affectin1 sound 
transmission are considered, variation in molecular absorption 
between summer and winter months would probably not noticeably 
affect noise levels ar the nearest noise-seasitive receptors. 
Therefore, the conclusions reached in Section 4. 1.8 are supported 
by the analysis completed; 

Comment AEIOO: BLM recognizes the problems associated with 
using aggressive non-native grasses for revegetation and would 
attempt to achieve reclamation succeu using only native species, 
even if it requires repeating revegetation attempts using more costly 
revegetation techniques. The POD for each phase would address 
specific problem areas and design site-specific stabiliation and 
revegetation procedures tailored to the site-specific problems. For 
example, the POD for Phue I identified Arlin&ton Peak as a 
specific problem area due to sballow soils, steep slopes, and 
droughty conditions; erosion control and revegetation measures 
developed for Arlington Peak were designed to achieve revegetation 
succeu under these adverse conditions. However, if reveJetation 
fails repeatedly and soil erosion is problematic, BLM may choo8e . 
to use non-native species to . stabilize soils. Once atabilization it 
achieved, attempts would be !bade to reeltabliah native species. 

Commept AE104: See Sections 8.2.S and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comrpmt AE105: See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE106: The analysis that was completed to determir 
iinpacts to pronghorn antelope and mule deer sulp8ted that impac 
due to the project per se, would be negligible. Since impacts ' 
Windplant development on wildlife are largely unknown, effects c 

. wildlife resources would be monitored. As suggested, it is possib 
that BLM underestimated the impact of development on proogho1 
and mule deer winter/yearlong habitat effectiveness; if so, tl: 
technical committee would be consulted to determine an appropria· 
course of action. For the purposes of decision-making, howeve 
BLM believes that the analysis presented in the DEIS is adequai. 
See also Sections 8.2.4 and 8.2.S in the FEIS. 

Qmvnmt AEI07: Text has been modified accordinJ}y. 

Cgppmpt AE108: Moatana Fish, ·Wlldlife, and Parts Departmer 
was contacted in May 1995. No research is beiq conclucted 1 
cleterD;Iine impacta of winclfarm development on big pme. Th 
operator of five 100-kW wind turbines near livingston, Montaol 
has oblerved pronJhom antelope avoidinl the machines, but n 
scientific studies have been initiated. 

. Cmp!l!!!t AE109: Text has been modified as suggested. 

Cmmpmt AEIIO: See response to Comment AE106. 

Cmpmmt AEll l :  It is possible that BLM underestimated tb 
potential displacement effects of the Windplant on mule dee: 
therefore mule deer displacement from the Windplant would b 
monitored. See response to Comment AE106. 

Commept AE112: See response to Comments AE106 and AEIOS 

Comment AE113: Only the Windplant substation would be fencee 

Cmpmmt AE114: See Section 8.2.2 and response to CoDl!Det 
AE44 in the FEIS. 

Commept AE11S: Research conducted or supported by the Avia 
Research Task Foree suggests that tubular towers may substantial!. 
reduce avian mortality compared with lattice towers; therefore 
KENETECH chaopd the proposed action froin lattice to tubula 
towers. This work is Ongoing. The Avian Research Prograr 
Update, releued by KENETECH in November 1994. provide 
background information about the task force, its research strategies 
and updates research presently being conducted. The task for'ce als< 
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recommended painting rotors with a black and white striped pattern 
which. would be adopted for selected turbines in Phase I. See. 

. respcmse to CoiiUDellt AE44. 
Comment AE116: As the DEIS states, marking raptors enables 
direct quantification of effects of collision-related mortality on 
raptor populations. However, WGFD repeatedly recoiiUDellded 
against marking raptors and has agreed that baseline studies that 
provide general indices to population density are adequate. If 
monitoring data suggest that collision-related mortality may be 
impacting raptor populations, more detailed population studies 
would be initiated (see Sections 8.2.3.1 and 8.2.5 in the FEIS). 

Comment AE117: The golden eagle population study in Altamont 
Pass, which is funded by KENETECH and the National Renewable 
Energy Laboratory (NREL), is ongoing; only one year: of 
population monitoring has been completed. Details of the first year 
of population monitoring are provided in the Avian Research 
Program Update released in November, 1994 by KENETECH. Due 
to the preliminary nature of the data, it is not yet possible to 
evaluate potential impacts of collision-related mortality on the 
Altamont Pass golden eagle population (peraonal communication, 
May 1995, with Holly Davis, Staff Systems �yst, NREL). 

Comment AE118: See respcmse to Comment AE44 and Section 
8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE119: Page 5-9 of the DEIS. states that mitigation 
measures for raptors would include placing WTGs away from 
raptor higb-uae areas. See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. The Estep 
(1989) citation has been added in the FEIS. 

Commept AE120: Broad-winpd hawk, northern goshawk, turkey 
vulture, peregrine falcon, great horned owl, DOrthern saw-whet owl, 
short-eared owl, osprey, and shup-shinned hawk have been added 
to Table 4. 15. 

Comment AE121: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE122: The estimated raptor mortality rates are subject 
to many assumptions and possible large errors. To avoid further 
mortality estimation bias, population density, scavenging, and 
observer correction factors were not incorporated into the mortality 
estimate. As discussed on page 4-48 of the DEIS, results of 
scavenging and observer error trials c:Onducted at California 
Windplants suggest that American kestrel is likely the only raptor 
species to have an underestimated mortality rate as a result of 
scavenging 8nd observer error. Therefore, scavenging and observer 
correction factors may not be applicable to most species discussed 
in the DEIS. 

Comment AE123: See Section 8.2.3.2 in the FEIS. 

Commept AE124: See Section 8.2.2 in the FEIS. 

Com'ment AE12S: Text has been modified as suggested. 

Comment AE126: See Sections 8.2. 1 .3 and 8.2.4 and i'esponte to 
CoiiUDellt AE160 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE127: See Section 8.2.3 in the FEIS. 

Comrpmt AE132: Text has been add� as requested. I 
Comment AE133: See ·Sections 8.2.3 . 1 ,  8.2.4, 8nd 8.2.5 in th, . 
FEIS. · . . 
Comment AE134: The text has been corrected accordingly. 

Commept AE135: See Sections 8.2.4 8nd 8.2. 10 in the FEIS. 

Commept AE136: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AE13�: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

I 
I 

Cntpmsmt bE138: The seed mixtures proposed for Pbue I will t ·a· 
included in the POD. 

Comrpmt AE139: See Section .8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Coii!!'FDt Afi140: Text has been added accordingly. 

Commegt Afil41: Text has been added accordingly. 

. Comrmgt AEI42: See Sections 2.-1 . 1 1  and 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

' 
' ....._. 

Comment AE143: Text in Appendix B of the DEIS has beel 
modified to state that BLM would require at least three years < 
baseliDe monitoring prior to issuing an NTP for future phases in th 1. 
Simpson Ridge area, unless situations occur for which exceptior 
may be granted. . 
Commept AE144: See Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. I 
Commept AE145: See response to Comment AESS in the FEIS. 

Comment AE146: The text has been corrected. I 
Comment AE147: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. BLM is waitiD .·· 
for reco��ons from th� USFWS regarding mitigations fc,. 
TEC&S spectes. · . 

Comment AE14§: See Section 8.2. 10 in the FEIS. I Cqmmmt AE149: Text has.been revised accordingly. 

Comment AE150: Text (page B-6) has been revised &II requested. f. 
Cqngmpt AE151: See Section 8.2.3.3 in the FEIS. Table 8. 
presents an evaluation of which significance criteria (relating t I wildlife) can be reliably detected under the current protocols. 
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Table 8.3 

Big game 

Other 
mammals 

Rap tors 

Upland 
game birds 

Waterfowl, 
shorebirds, 
and waders 

Evaluation of Which Significance Criteria Relating to Wildlife can be Reliably Detected 
with Monitoring Program Current Protocols. 

Significance Criteria 
Project-related activities 
resultiilg in the loss of greater 
than 1 % of big game crucial 
winter range for a given herd 
unit 

Declining populations 

Fatalities of individuals of 
species protected under the 
MBTA, the BEPA, udlor the 
ESA 

Declining raptor populations 

Declinin1 populatiODS 

Fatalities of individuals of 
species protected under the 
MBTA, the BEPA, udlor the 
ESA 
Declining populations 

Fatalities of individuals of 
species protected under the 
MBTA, the BEPA, and/or the 
ESA 

Reliability of Detecting Significant Impact using Proposed 
Monitoring Program 

Based on di�ce area only, this impact is fully 
detectable; potential impacts are disclosed in the DEIS. 
Loss of habitat function within crucial winter range may be 
detected after several years of big game surveys if big pine . 
utilization of crucial winter range in the KPPA changes due 
to Windplant development. 

Lagomorpha, prairie dogs, and ground aquirrels are being 
monitored u part of the raptor monitoring program; 
therefore, dramatic increases or decreases in these 
populations would be detectable. Impacts to other mammals 
are not proposed for monitoring. 

Mortality would be detectable if carcasses are not scavenged 
or missed by observers. Scaveoging and observer bias 
studies would be conducted and results used to correct 
moitality data for theie biases. 

'Ibis impact is not detectable, per se, under proposed 
protocols. Weiaht of evideoce from the variables being 
monitored would indicate problems (e.g. , declinina 
reproductive IUCCell) which would triger population 
studies. Population studies would detect declinina raptor 
populations. 

This impact is not dKectable, per se, under proposed 
protocols. 1be monitoring program would detect changes in 
II&Je grouse lek oc:cupllley, an indicator of population 
trends. Population studies could be implemented. if deemed 
necessary by the technical committee. 

No measures are proposed to assess impacts to other species 
of upland game birds. 

'Ibis impact is detectable if carcasses are not scavenged or 
missed by observers. · Scavenging and observer bias studies 
would be conducted and results used to. correct mortality 
data for these biases. 

'Ibis impact is not detectable, per se, under the proposed 
protocols. Protocols .would detect mortality, and population . 
studies could be implemented if deemed necessary by the 
technical committee. 

'Ibis impact is detectable if carcasses are not scavenged or 
missed by observers. Scavenging and observer bias studies 
would be conducted and results used to correct mortality 
data for these biases. 
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Table 8.3 (Continued) 

Resource Significance Criteria 

TE&C Fatalities of individuals of 
species species protected under the 

ESA; take of any individual 

Disturbance or destruction of 
critical habitat such that the 
likelihood of sUrvival or 
recovery of a species would be 
appreciably reduced 

Ampbibias DecliDiDa populatioas 
and reptiles 

Fisheries Degradation of sm:face water 
quality IUCb that the WGFD 
Stream Cluaific.tion would be 
pel'IDII1filltly reduced 

Reliability of Detectillg Significant Impact using Proposed 
Monitoring Program 

1bis impact is DOt detectable, per se, under the proposed 
protocols. Protocols would detect mortality and dramatic 
changes in relative abundance. Population studies could be 
implemented if deemed necessary .by the technical 
committee. 

'Ihis impact is detectable if carcuses are not scavenged or 
missed by observers. Scavenging and observer bias studies 
would. be conducted and results used to correct mortality 
data for these biases. 

'Ihis impact is detectable. Critical habitat (e.g. , nest sites, 
breeding areas, ttc.) would be identified prior to 
development of each phase. Consultation with the USFWS 
would determine whether disturbance would affect the 
likelihood of species sUrvival or recovery. 

1bis impact would DOt be detectable, but there are DO taxa 
of special concern within the KPPA. · 
1bis impact would DOt be detectable, but ia not of concern 
due to mitigation of potaltial OI'Oiion. 
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Commept AE152: _ Prongbom IIW'Veys are being conducted 
following the protocol CUI'l'eDtly used by WGFD. Text (page B-31) 
has been chaDged accordingly. 

Cotmpent AE153: Pellet group counts normally do not provide 
reuonable estimates of population size and density. Pellet group 
densities have been used successfully to monitor change in use 
within an area or between areas with similar habitats. However, if 
turbines repel most prongbom5 but attract a few that consistently 
remain near turbines, the analysis of displacem=t impacts will be 
confounded. However, observations of individual pronghorns by 
monitoring crews should detect such an anomaly. 

The principal biologists conducting the pellet and prongbom counts 
should remain the same throughout the project. However, 
technicians assisting with the counts may change. A consistent 
training and quality assurance program is in place to assure that the 
resulting data are co�le from year to year. 

Pellet group counts are being used to detect major shifts in 
pronghom use in response to the construction of the Windplant. 
Tbe assumptions associated with the technique (Collins and Umess 
1981 ;  Leopold, et al. 1984; Neff 1968; Rowland et al. 1984; and 
White 1992) were evaluated prior to the selection of this technique. 

Cqmll!!l!t AE154: The protocol, u modified, should ltill be 
adequate to detect significant mortality. The level of effort 
contained in the protocol is a preliminary estimate of the effort 
considered adequate to detect significant mortality. However, the 
actual level of effort will be determinecl in consultation with the 
technical committee. 

Comment AE155: Within-season variability would be inc:orporated 
into the scavenger trials by conducting the trials over several 
different days within each season. However, because scavenger 
trials may actually attract scavengers to the site, within-season 
replication would not be conducted unless results of initial 
monitoring suggest that it is necessaty. 

Comment AE156: The protocol for- measuring raptOr use is a 
sample IIW'Vey of Foote Creek Rim, Simpson Ridge, and the 
reference area across time and space. The resulting estimates will 
allow comparisons among locations within each area as well u 
between impact and reference areas across seasons. · · The 
monitoring protocol devotes less time for point counts on Foote 
Creek Rim (8 hours) than baseline monitoring (18 hours). 
However, the addition of use IIW'Veys on Simpson Ridge results in 
more time spent in measuring raptor use and making incidental and 
in-transit observations under the current protocol. Four 
person-days per week are spent makiDg observations during the 
migratory/breeding season within the _ KPPA under the current 
protocol versus 3 person-days per week during bueline studies. 

This sampling effort lhould be adequate to detect major migration 
events and lhould provide an adequate comparison of the average 
use of observation points and study areas by common species within 
seasons. With the additional tUDe spent in the KPPA, _ the 
monitoring lurveys are more likely to detect regional shifts in use 
or unusual migratory pulses than bueline studies. However, 
extremely rare events occurring for brief periods of minutes or a 
few hours would likely require full-time monitoring of study areas 

and may be missed by current monitoring sampling intensit 
Baseline studies also may have missed such rare events. 

Comparisons to the bueline data and other raptor use data can 1 
made by standardizing data. Estimates of mean minutes of bird u_ 
per unit of time can be directly compared, even though the durati( 
of observations may differ among areas or studies. 

Commept AE157: The appropriateness of the reference area w. 
evaluated during the first breeding season and it was replaced wi· 
a reference area -in the Uramie Range. Several possible referenc 
areas were considered prior to selecting the Shirley MoUntain are; 
These included Fort Steele Breaks, Saint Mary's Ridge (nC: 
Walcott), Brown:s Canyon Rim (near Rawlins), the Metfuel proje 
area (in the Hanna Basin), the Red Rim RCA, Sheep Rock (ne: 
Saratoga), and nwnerous ridges within the Shirley Basin. Criter 
used to select the area were: 

• presence of ridges or topographic high points, 
• proximity to a broad riparian area similar to Rock Creel 

and 
• existence of a lUge nesting population of raptors. 

Fort Steele Breaks and Sheep Rock were rejected because there ar 
not sufficient nesting raptors in these areas. Red Rim has seen 
mmed decline in nesting raptors in recent years, and is substantial 
more arid than the project area. Saint Mary's Ridge, Brown 
Canyon Rim, and the Shirley Basin do not have sufficient riparif 
habitat. The Metfuel project area is too close to Simpson Ridge r 
enable a � nesting survey area with a 10-mile buffer withot 
overiappiDJ the Simpson Ridge nesting IIW'Vey buffer. The area ea.
of the. Snowy Range in the Centamial Valley area was al5 
eumined, but no suitable ridges could be found. · WGFD Wf 
consulted to help select a reference area; however; no alternativ 
reference areas were recommended. 

Comment AE1S8: The site receives little use by passerines durin 
winter and mortality during this period is expected to b 
unmeasurable. Passerine mortality during the migratory period ma. 
be higher than during the breeding season, but the impact to loa 
breeding populations is expected to be minor. The levels c 
passerine mortality durilig the nonbreeding seuon (i.e. , winter an 
migratory periods) would be estimated by the carcass IIW'Veys. J 
was agreed by the WGFD that passerine mortality wu of grea� 
concem during the breeding seuon. Therefore, the monitorin 
protocol wu designed to focus attention on passerines during thi 
period. If substantial mortality is documented, more intensiv 
studies may be required. 

Comment AP1S9: During development of the monitoring protocc 
for passerines, it wu agreed _that modification of the baseline studie 
was appropriate (personal communication, March 29, 1995, wit! 
Steve Tessman. WGFD). The bueline data allow inferenet 
concerning passerine· use on the edges of the rim. The monitorint 
protocol is intended to enable inference about use of the entire rim 
Comparison can be made provided that the different areas o-

. inference are considered. 

Cqmmmt AE160:. Mountain plovers have not yet been located in thf 
Simpson Ridge area, but have been observed in the new (Uramie 
Range) reference area. Using the current protocols, it would bt 
difficult to detect subtle changes in habitat effectiveness due , � 
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WiDdplant developmea1t. However, because 1D0UDtain plover 
surveys would be coaducted amwally, IUbstllltial impacts such as 
dilplacemeot or dec1ioe in reproductive succea would be detected, 
and it may be possible to infer the C&WieS of the impacts (i.e., if 
impacts were due to Windplant developmeot or to D&tural causes). 
Becaute mountain plovers occur in the Laramie Ranp reference 
area, it may be pc)llible to make compariiODS of parameters such 
as tiedalina success, nest occupancy rate, batchina success, and use 

pattei'D5. 

Omomt ,Aijl61: 'Ibe Jaaomorph survey of the refercmce area 
would be replicated for a minimum of three IUJ'\':ey dates. Text 
(paae B-39) bas been modified. 

Onnrpmt AE162: See Section 8.2.3.2 in the FEIS. 

CogJment AE163: The text bas been modified accordinJ}y. 

Commegt AE164: The text bas been modified accordinJ}y. 

AF. . Wyoming State Lind and Fann 'ear Offic;c 

Wyoming State Land 
and Farm Loan Office 

1:11---·--CHIYI-.--...,.. »'m'·'»' 
fAXJOJnn...,.. 

wyomm, State CJeuiaabou,. 
Ann: J•lio Hamillon 
Ollico of doe Goftrnor 
Sllle Clpiool 
Cloeyamc, WY 82002 

I\Cuclt 9, 1995 

. . �'E'D 
35 

...... ......... _.. ..n...· � a. CUMY ........ ---. � ..eMIL .. ---.. ., ... �..,. ... _ .. ...._._, ___ ,..... -·-... .. ,_.,._...,_.....,..._ ._._._...� -�..�---,.,.._.. ...... � ....... .-..-----..,.,..... ----·lilwMft-.-.a .... _...._.__..., ..,.., ---

Re: S�oreiD I 94.010 
.._h/Pocif!Colp WiedpDwer P!vjoc1 EIS 

On Da:omber t, 1994, doe Baud of �.aM c-illionen ....,._ on -
opplicalioa f- K-b Willllr-cr, Joe. far 1 - -- -*ity ....... facility 
10 be ..,._  • opplll&iiDIIely 6,1110- Ill - - lllld io Corlal c-y. 'l1le 
- - lipid  by ao..- Geriqer - M llrecliw - ol -.,.  5 ,  1995. 

_.,., 

e.� 
�y Dileclor 

AG. Wyoming J)mer!mmt of Enrirorgnmta).Oyality 

- --

-,.,.,, ,.. ..... "' . ., 

Department of Environmental Quality 
-....... . 122 - - - . a.-. � -
...._.._, • ....,.. .... ....._lr'-0 ......ODIIM"" �CaG•MioiMIDCiul ... tC ..n nr,... •,."'_,., am m.,_ dltl?tt-r,., .. " ' " ""  ,_...,_ .... ,,.,_.., M•1tt.e�JJ , .... ....,.. f.&aUJ4t'J 

Meaaonuaduaa 

To: 

Fl'lllll: 

O.&e; 

J..U. Hamilloll, w,.....u., S&ale � 
0..,. G. Beech, DiYWoa MmiDil&ralor s 
Man:11 3, 18811 
KeMiecb praiect. � "84.010 

I 
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I 
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AR· KENEI'ECII W'mdpower. Inc. 

2 

KeNETECH WINDPOWER 

llan:h 37. ltt5 

u . s .  lunau of Land llena-nt 
Rawlia Diat:rict 
Mr. llalt Oeorgo 
P .o. aox no 
bwli,.. , WY UJOl 

Re , Dnft EIS, "-i119 lfindplant No. 1 

Dear Mr. Oeor9e ' 

•t·llt:TtUI .. Ifllttl• .. a:a. t!W:. :;."-'""'"' � · ·--·· ' \•1111 H t  u-. ... .._. .. ' \\ .......... : 

kEII'ETECH Windpower, Inc. wiahes to ••ke the following 
c�nt�· regard.a.ng the above Dr&ft ElS : 

1 .  Section 2 . 1 . 1 1  prpitst-widc Mitigation ,_.,urce ; Page 
2 . 29,  4th paragraph, right colullln : We requeat that the 
.aeeond aentence De- -nded to read : 

•Modification of prior phaHa would not include 
replace.ent of c.pital it .... fe.g.  6 ro�or•� tovera. or 
nacellea) but would be l iflllit.ed to relocat ion with the 
Project aite of turbinee aaaociat.ed wit.h 
diaproportionat•ly high level• of av ian .artality, 
paint.ing of t.urbine rotors or ot.her -••urea not 
requir.a.ng capital expenditure . • 

2. We requeat tbllt an additional nntenee be added to the 
end of the final peragraph in S.Ction 4 . 2 . 3 . 3  1.4gialatien 
Bsltti• CP hitp lprt•l Uy: 

•Tbia EJS evalUIItea the full range of eati-ted avian 
110Ral1Uea and i-cu (other �nan t-. related to 
other protectecl wilcllUe apeciaal which aight be 
coweracl by auch pe111ita or at.ipu.lationa, if any, for 
the Ura< phue of the project . • 

1 3 . section. 4 . 3  CUltural and Niatoric ReltOUrcea : A liatlng 

3 ��i:..": �1:0:��:. a::.:-=::t;�h 
t:!!:!b��

i
�..: 

exteat. of CODaUltationa with the tri.-a . 1 4 .  �ion 5 . l . J . l l  llUIII The l••t Hntence in the Urat 4 paragraph of thie -ction ehoulcl be a-ncl•cl to clarity cbllt 
orcliDIIry operation of already•coalftructecl Winclplan< · 
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I facilitieo will not be nquired to be curtailed or -Hied 4 in the eveat an eaqle or falcon build• aftd ueee an ective 
neat within 1 . 0  ai le of projaet fae i l 1tiao . A oiailar COOt. elarif ieadon obol.lld be ude in all oiailar aViUI aitigatiOII 
atat ... nta . · 1 5 . Plaaoe elar1fy that Table 2 . 1 1  and Chapter 5 correlate 5 with oae another and that they each contain all of the 
project aitigationa diocuooad in the EIS . 

"" the project applicant , ICEIIBTZOI viaJ,Iao to ,_114 tba 

lurNu of LaDcl ,.._.nt Uld ito conaultUit, llariah 
AaiiOCiatea for the p.--ration of a thorough Uld higbly• 

detailed o;aft EIS. lie appreciate thia opportllll1ty to 
�nt on i.t . 

Sincerely . 6� � 
Steven P. Steinhour 
D1reetor , Wnda and Perait.a 

Commept AHl: See Section 2. 1 . 1 1  ill the PElS. 

Cqrpm;pt AH2: Text bas been moclifiecl as requated. 

Comment AH3: Table 6 .1  (Pages 6-2 md 6-3) have been moclifiecl 
as suagested. 

Comment AH4: Text bas been moclifiecl as requeatecl. 

Commept AHS: Table 2. 1 1  and Chapter 5.0 have been moclifiecl 
so that they correlate with one mother and each contains all 
mitigation measures discUS&ecl ill the DEIS and PElS. 

AI. Frank C. and Lojs L. l..avton 
l'larclo 15.  1995 

Mt , Wo't) l lO.OI'Q• 
burttOau nt' l..and "-n•o�t. Dlalr tct. Oft  let> 
PuaL Of f 1Ct' ttox 6 7o 
k•wl l na ,  wy0111.1.ng 82301 
�ar Mr .• George& 

con��• ·�r .. �r!�1r!��· 
£�:��:-!�t;=�P�:::c�.�;.:�� !�r�.! 

K•n•t•eh/.,aclf J.Corp Windpo�r .,roJ•ct. U• c.;arDon County , WyCNttlftQ .  
ThP Foot cr .. k Ri111 f01'11S • IUGH u.m vi.th qr••t w1nd curr•nts 

.and I L  OYer JUOkH tlw •1..1 �  .. (da W•lu� W&Lh. i L ti  t'".XCt' lltout. 1 ,...,,.,,.11 
haDU .at .  'thia acr••• ar•a with &te thick �•tat. &vc- qrovth anc1 
vat•r 1& •�rL ·ot an oe•is an au uUwrwta• ar iiJ r�iOtl and a!torda •n iO.t�l plan to eoneentru.• .. ny pr•)· apeoe.a ••· 11i turn uus 

eone.ntret.•a a larv- n�r of raptora Ott foot Cr"'IC Ram. T'lw 
•xc•l l•nt and conatant "ind eurrvnts .. k•s Uu s such ., unusua l l y  
9 UOd  pl&C't' t o  aoar and c1re1• V.Lth • •&n.a.•u• 0 1  •n•rg)' •xplond•d 
h Yltall)' iaportant conc U t lOn for U•• aurv.a.val of u .... gn•at. 
b.arcJa. l, 

Also; .,.. vould l iM• to ealJ to your att•nt •on that thfo 
eonatrueLion on foot cr .. k Ri .. vould undoubt-.c:tly •l illlutatr 
t.tw IIUUntaln ploYer u .. L neaL ther• and th1a r&r• &Pf'Cl•• ie ••· 
�t.U to UP pla� 011 u..- £ndaJ,q1.•rtPd spc-eif'a 1.1at by th<- <"net nf 
l h i c  yco-. r .  

::� t��.�h�!1�:U� ":,!!'(.':�h �i��
o .�:;:� :":-�:����� c.:.�··

• I "" vr ctmaid�r the> v.ry c r i tical and l rr•v•rsJ:l)Je dol•o�or 
that w i l l  r .. ault. f rc. Lhe proposed construet1on on foot CrHk . 

1 a w l l  cfev.loJl'fl'd, int.na• r•••reh plan b4o &ucorpJtat•ri tntopua 
dt•YI!'lo.-.mL. '!'IK"n, a t "'" LIHP atud.a•a er• �aadE" and resul Ls 
•val uat•d� "• ean d•t•r•uw whet st•P• •uat. tw taK•n to lftilkP Foot. 
Cr"'" H:a.•' •uch J.••• choatruct.1vr or .af ua1nq 11. d t f fPt-Prtt &l'Jht l s  
Uk• on!}' au!uL.&on. 

ThanK you .t�r thu opportunitr to ancludiP our ec:-ent.s and 
concerns .a.n tt,i& £nv1ron.-nt.aJ 1111�ct Stat.,...nt.. 

Cmmmpt All: See Sectioas 8.2.1 md 8.2.3 ill the FEIS. 
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AJ. Wyomi• Outdoor Count;ll 
.... ; 

i DNrMr.Gocqo. I 

2 5 Nor<h :lll. 199!1 1M7-1"2 

'l1w ....... IN\6 •• ._....rt'Wd *" ....,...,... to ,.. .. '"""'•'""" to ,........,.. .. t" tlw '"""'� ,.,.., proa•• ......... .W &.y NliPA tOt U. �h 1 W...tt"'-"' Inc. Wtnd i.:nHCY l�l'('lfi'C:t 
,-...,. w,_.., ... (luhlnnr c.,·.,.,,.;a •uppcwtt' thP ,.,..._._ •• ,....,-.n w� 

i � �«h h•• Wnfkl'4 lwr.J h' e•pl.au• tt� P'Ctf".,...J ,.......,.,, ht tlw 
rublac. tn ....... .... �·- �·· "" .. ,. p .... ,and In elY� .... �· kt • .... .. ,... tftnCWftll ratMd 

Whi .. aU .,.,.. of ....,.)" proch•ftion N•&t .-wt�l � we  
,...,., .... ....., ef __ _ y ,...... ......... � by rtw Koorw-f"DP"''oll .,....... JW.�n-rwwwabk• h._.l hwl • ..,.,, prudwcUun type..:Miy ....,.., an 
WyllWI'tana 

W• � tiYt •PP"''fM'tat .. aftd .,..I(Wt.abhJ lhtt.auo.'WI ftWM41,.., ""' 
'" ttw hiiYil f'NI'I"""' cNo�•r,n lt •• ,....,. v .. w tMt ttwo fWU'f"'C"' ,..r,...,...•• ., 
•cr.pa..bf• ......, o# nsk to W)'OIN"fl• ft'IYI•IIM'IIIN'ftt Wo ....... nc1 k..wtfth 
lor b .. ly l"'a.n."fl .... puW•" �"'""'..., ... •n.J ...... "."' cN"''tf" .. '" ,._,,. ,.....,....t · 

� tn ..w ...... what etwy heard fNWn ttw pwbitt' and .aur•na Uw N'Ef'A 
,..._ 

- -
a_..,�c-... - ...-
._, ..,..... _ ,.., -·-· 

AK. Barbara Pmom 

Su.bjece : leneeech Wind Power·�li&inare BIS 
General c:c.-nu by: Barbara Pareotla 

Wind -r ia a cleairable eource of .elecericiey . It u 
va•tly preferable eo hydro -r and coal fired generaeing 
planta . Bven eo, like all of � ' •  act.1Vit1•a, it baa an 
t.pact on other reaourcea . I Ae etua pro;ece goea tanh, there ebould be on going 
mitigaeion etudiea and plan• regarding ehe �eta on 1 wildlife, eepecially rapeore . 1-t•c ebex&ld -rk cloeely 
with agency biologi•e• eo leeeen ehoee t.pecte . 

I 
-re of ehe publie have expre .. ecs conUiceing 

fHlinge regarding ehe visual aeaeheeica of the wind 
eurbinee . Some ehink ehey will be beautiful and aCIIIII! ehink 2 ehey will be an eyesore on an oeherwiee wild landecape . 
!Perhaps Keneeech should reconsider placing ehe eurblnea 
planned for ehe ridge above Arlingeon, eince they will be 
extremely vi8ible . )  

... 

Cqppmmt AJ{l: See Sections 8.2.3.3 and 8.2.5 in the FEIS. I 
Cmpmegt AK2: The visual impacts analysis in the DEIS shows tba 
visual impacts of WiDdplaot development on Foote Creek Rim woull 
be a significant adverse impact (pursuant to the GDRA RMP). Th. 
utility contracts currently in place for Pbue I require wind speed: 
comparable to thoee on F� Creek Rim, which are not known tc . 

eXist elsewhere in southern Wyoming (see Section 8.2. 1 . 1  in thtl 
· FEIS). However. the significant visual impacts will be giver 
considerable wei�t during BLM's decision-making proceas. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

----------.1 
AL. Friends of the Bow. Biocfi•ersity Associates 

t.Juch 211, IB9G 

lluntau or Land at-nt 
Mawlmo Dio&rict Olllce 

· ·I'.O. IIoor 870 
RawltDO, WY 8Z301 
AUII: Walter E. a..p, Project Laader 

Ro: Commenta on tbe nElS rvr the Ke-h Windpowor Project 
amd 1-'roadum o( lnCumtelion Ac\. l'eiJlK'Ml 

1-be (oll-inll _,....,ta are auhmit&ed on hohnlr or �·riond• or""' 11ow: 
1\inlliwraily Auocielft end Ute litnRtftriM in re�ronf" to tltt• UJ.ar" drnn 
�;nvirunnacn\al lmr-l Statement !'111;1!!') on tho pmf-' l<en<'&ech/l'oc:iliCorp 
Ill"' "apphcanl' or "pemilwe"l Winclpowor 1'1'0}8Ct C"ll>e project") 

OVERVIEW 
AlthDUfh we wu� to aupport woll thoulfht-out al-liwe •ne!'JIY oou....,a, 

Lhio projecl-ith 80 liltlo OD·th-ncl anli>rmalion-llo out for a ro-olow 
approach. And while ,_ WJnd enerJ1Y technolot!Y don a,.,...r 10 offer an ezatm' 
Of>por\unity, bocauoe lhia io the ftral of _.ibly many ouch wondplanla in 
W)'OIDtnJ: and Lhe nt!ion. and boca ... the proJeCt would he oo expona>vo, there is a rvt�r-aibilily 10 du tl rirht and wiUa • wiew In th• lonfl·lenn. 

Aa Wyoonilll ruiclonta we reabu U1at whet happen• in Carbon County 
could M� a -le Dr IIIILaull pncedont. l'robiema like the ._ or Nlmon runo and 
Uae eapenoive offorta CUrNIIIIY un4Mrway to attempt 1o nalore Uoem in Uao l'aciftc 
Norlh-t and Idaho ,._ be avoided. Jc.all it waa orijlinally IIIOUI!iat thai 
h�r -lcl aupply _,.,. wiU.,t any ...,.live eiToctl. Wo - k- this 
wu WI'OIIII end - _, - laoe tho .. ._ u a -.aiL We'd like to awoid the 
- probleJu with wind- nprdirqr raplora. 

Aa __...t, thio pnjocL a-ta 1o a hup _.;ment with the natian'o 
prociouo natural heri�ep, - with no Dlwa- nd, ..,.., lrtho "aparilnent• fail• 

I in reprd 1.0 rap&or IMI'tali&y. M•i'OQ
. 

·or jt •t ftDOD!PWI with pmtectipn and it 
1 wiU DOL elimiute ,....V.. efJecla iftheJ-. Menly DO&iDc problema io not tbt 

- u flxiac them er -liar them, Jet lhio a_. to be tbe approach 
8Cioplecl b)' IIU4. Tbia io ltelh iapruclooat ..... a bnacb o(tbe public trual. 

I Similerlr, tbe OBIS _.. to - thot _,. 8Chene e&ct ..., be 2 IDitipled. Yet &Ilia u ..__..... _... iD tbe ...,_t, ...... .,. aay 
•upportirlf ,.,...._ ..... I The BLM ebould IIIII& be �  with wildlile ., -.1> a 11DM8ift  
�1. If tho ..........- pnjocL io ialalldod to be aa apariaat Ia nadero or &he 

3 DEIS aN 1M to beliwel, &beD it tbould l>e ciMipod u iiiiCh. A ftriet)' oC turbiDO • 
desipo, lllrbiae -.o, �. ale . .a-Id be ._,.Jed, and Lhe - or &he 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
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31 pro.r«Hi.c., number of turbines I should be the amallest Poa;ble to ret a 
COnt. otal.iatlcally nhd aamplel. In oui>Mquent envii'Oilmental doeumenta, we esk the 

41 BLM to ! 1 1  explicitly deal with the potential of violatilllf the federal Ea,rle 
t'rateetion Act, f,t1gratory Bird Traaty Act, and Endanpred Species Act !Merely 
COAC!ud!Dg that t.IMN lawo will be Yiolated ii DOt oWI'IClellt. How can a project be 5 61 ·appr'OWCI which will kaowmcly bruit the la.w?l; (2l aerioualy ""aluaaa altel'llative 

-
ail.88 aad tw'biDe cleaipo lill a oupplem&Dtal DEIS); (3) �e ciGWD the lint pbaae 71 of &be projac1. ud (4) add '"ry clear crileria l'w ihuUizli it down if raptor -
are bonl nu� or location. Below we pi'OYide .more clet.ailed -to. 

8 

SPECJFIC CONCERNS 
1. n.............- project -.lei kill ...... and theref--- be  

imp I • led wi&laou&violai;Uqr&beiWd PDd Gal.-a� ............. Ad. 

n... DEIS a-ledreo that, daopite all poeoible miti1ation --· the 
propoeod windfana would kill an estimated 2. 7 to 9.0 Golden Eqles each year. 
DEIS at 4-48. Thia may be a aipificant undenet.lmate in li«ht of the high density 
of Golden Eagle nee to 1n the project araa and the use of the area for fol'lll'lnc. ld. 
In addition, Bald Eagleo migrate thl'jlugh the project area each year ud may alao 
be oub;eet to iqju.ry aad monality. Th- thraato to eqleo alao lhrealen VIOlation 
of Federal law. . 

SpeciJically, &be Bald ud Goldan Eagle Protaction Act &tala: 
�. within the United States or any place subject to the jur�sdiclion 
thereof, without bemg permitted 10 to do ... , &ball knowjng!y ... l.lllf .. . &! 
any tjmc gr jn toy manner. any bald eqle ... or any JOlden eqle ... shall be 
fined DOL IDOft thaD $5,000 or impriaoned not more than m�e year or both .... " 

16 USC t 668 (empbaaia added). The Act alao p...mdeo that "each takilll! ... ahall 
constitute a aeparate violation ... • and that each aubaequent Yiolation aha!! be 
aubJect to f�nes of up to $10,000 or 1mprioonment for up to two Y..n. or both. ld. 

The Act dcfmes "take" •n the broadest or tenns: to "pursue, ahoot. lhoot at, 
poison, l!llllllll. i.il1. capl.llre, trap, collect, or mplut pr d•lttJrb." 16 USC t t68e 
(emphaaia added). Tbus, ill light of the DEIS'o acllnowleclpmeata that 3-9 

.eagleo, perhapa more, will be killed each year, the propoaed W>adtarm would 
caUH "lUes" within the J1188AiD1 of &be Act. Furthermore, uch "We" cauaed by 
the propoaed wiDclfanD would coaatiWte a eoparate 'rial� or &be Act. Nola allo 
that ·mhere are no regulato..,. pro¥iaiooa for illcidantal takiap lill &be BEPAI u 
there are IIDde2' the ESA or MilT A. • DEIS at 4-46. 

Tbe BLM CUIIIOt aatboriae a Jlftljact &bat wnuld cieu'ly violata Fadaral law, 

I Mike MorriMD at &be thliwnity of""- wnuld be balpftd ill 
datanlliDiJir the appropriata D.-ber of� lo be Ra&iatically ftlid. Ita of the 
data of &beee -to. Mr. lllorriam -w DOt, ill the abort time prorilled, ,;., a 
defiDitift -· � c.a-&iDD wilh Mille Mom-, Mach 28, 1996. 

2 

The et1timated takes in PIIL1!Ul alone could oubject the permittee land, - believe, 
the Bl.M deciaionmalcer) to nearly $100,000 ill finel each )rear and up to 18 yean in 
prison. Tak• in aui>Mquent yean would briDe atill hither panalliea. 

The impact& 'to eqleo and othar raplon ia nur ,reatest __,. about the 
propoaal. There .,. -.1 __. for our elnaa.cl - about the impaeto 
'to t.IMN opec:iea. 

First, eqlea Uxi otb8r raplors ue eDdemically rare, alowly nprociuciac, 
and are already aubject to DWIY _,_ of u&ural ud IIDIIO&urai iDDtUiity ( ..... 
poweriiua, poecbiDc, Wepl poi8oaillc, mo.-alatiOD of lollic chemicals, etc.) 
which alraady aeriouoly limit their popalaU... Further IDDtUiity, eftD of a 
limited nature, can ha'" Mriouo "'"""'1- for the 1..,... popalatioD&, 
especially where local popolationo are -taiDed without aipificant interaction 
with the lupr meta-population. 

Sec:ood, eqleo and OCher raptoro are at the top of the food chain. "" amall 
changos in their populationa may b .. e d�ately ,reater ehan1111 on the 
underlying food chain (e.g., rudentol. Tbia io particularly true here in the west 8 where moat otb4r la.rp pndatory uimala have been rem......! (or widely 
auppreaaed) from the ecoayalem. 

cont. And third, tJMN birds are viewed by &be public as beiDi aDIODJ the most 
noble, maj•tie, ud free of •II uimals in Dature. Perhapa this ia why an ea,le 
was chosen to be the oymbol of ow: ceuDtry. The killilllf of U... beautiful and 
vulnerable animals muat then be viewed aa eomethin1 to be avoided at all eosts -
if for no other reason than to aatiofy the publie's deo1re that they be protected •• a 
repreoentative of somethinll Jlrlllder. Tbis, after all, was partly why the Ea,le 
Protect.ion Aet wu originally ereated. "Whereas ... the. bald eqle io no lonpr s 
mere bird of biolopcal lllteiWit but a oymbol of the American idealo of freedom • 
16 USC § 668<note). 

· 
The DElS re<OI'lizes the vulnerability of e111fles and their importance: 

"Mortality of ""en ooe bald eqle would be a ailnificant advarae impact .. .  
Cumulative impacta to the reponal bald eagle population may be potentially 
aignificant.• DEIS at 4-66. Yet nowhere in the DEIS does io it -ted bow this will 
be prevented, oniy that it will be monitored. 

For theae rsaaono. we will not aceept any BLM decillion that will violate the 
Uald and Golden Eagle Protaction Act, ud we will take whatevar action is 
neceaoary to fully ...Coroo thio law. 

2. ,.......,....,.......,..-�&iD�eltheBr' L$ cei ..... Aet 
ariD'-'-l�PDCI ........... ...._oEa_..........., 

I Bald Eqlea, PenpiDe FU.U <EDciutpNd), Moomaill Pkl9en, and 
F� Hawb (C2) are bo1rD lo be  ill the pr.;.ct .,.  ad CPDDDt be ldlled 
widloiR a permit &.1 &be US Filla ud W'aldlilt Srrict. A pamil for iDc:ldnlal 

9 takiDa ofTU 8paCiee m.t -' lllrict eriteria. on-. mlllt be a ftlid ;u.tilicatioc 
for the permit, the ....... Dlallt Dllt tlnalall the popala&iDD ...... --..t;ioa, 
ud &be takiDa Dlllllt Dllt appnoiably ,..._ the likelibood of the � ud 
.._...,. of &be ..._ ill &be wild. F� the applicut �I muot 

3 
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create ud implement a tonMrYauon plan that apeocsfle5 thE- tmp3ct to !tJ'eCit-S anc: 
what at.ep.A will be taken t.o mo�itor. m1n1maze. and miLttraLe auch tmpact�. 
enau,..s that adequ

.
ate funding eJasts for the con.ervat&on plan. and l'pPClftes. what procedure• will be' used to a.&l w1th unforeMen arcumotances. SO CF'R 

9 
cont 

13.2llbl ud 50 CFR  17.22(bXll. . 
� ue COUih •••ulll'ft implemented to protect the ution'a natural heriL&�e. We do not beu..e that the pr"OJeCt, as propoeed, can -t the high atandard aet by theae ..,W.&Iolla. lmpacto to ea,lea _,. cbaCuaaecl a bon. and the DElS �akeo COACIIWODI for Pere,rine Faicono which are aimilar: "Th• � Willdpluat may be �  ....... t. - of dinet �ty to ,.....,.;no ,........, 111 tbe uu; uy IDIIftaiity to thio ipecies would be CXll>aiderecl a ..,UfiCIIIt im)IKt. • DElS at 4-67. 

1 0 

The DEIS eatimates impacta to Candidate Speciei Mountain PIOYer and FefTIIIUIOUI hawlts, and they appear aii!Dificant, eopecially for the Plover The Foote Creek Rim porbon of the-propoaed Project would &Pfi"Dr to be d1•no1rou• for l'lcwera dun���� bol.h l'baae I ud full �t: "po&.oDtial � habitat loot during Phaae I would be approailllOtely 1032 ac 12l'JI. lofthe Foote CNek 1Wo uea)) for &be LOP; full dnelopment of the rim would impact approaimatol\· . . . 
3,022 ac (6(1'1,) for lbe LOP. Tina lou of habitat n1ay bo even ll"IDter if onowdril\a 
cauaed' by Windplant facilities penllt throuRhout the opnn� . . .  • Shockml!h·. th• 
DEIS clou DOt .... n a�pt � a.&l with thll loao of habitat to a apeoes forwluch "any mortality of this rare opeaes would be conaici4orecl ••lnilieant" and "lllo•• of habi"'t an the breedm([ r� 11 ouapected as one of the pnmary cauoed for lana· tarm population cl.ciUIII. l>EIS at 4-67 ud 4-68, ,...pectively. The ao-called mitiption _..ted 011 pep 2-43 of the DE1S ia unoubatantial ancl lotallv avoido the iaoueof habitat Joao ...., tholllth the binio "neot on top of Foote CnekR1m 
where tw'blnes would be placed." DEIS at 4-57. Th11 io a fatal dafu:ientv m the 

1 1  

current DEIS. 
· 

In the m&erut ofbreYity, we will not reotate the infonnation. in tho DEIS 
rerarcling Ferruginouo Hawlta ueept to pomt out \hat aubaequent documents 
muat eaplicitly deal with the fact that "cwnulative impact.o to tht! ftlional 
ferrllf[innua hawk population would be potentiall:v ai�n�ificant du. to d�rect 
mortality auociated with the propoaecl WTGs.' DEIS at 4-69. 

3. '111eWJilaaatadd.-tbe�De....,..-diDciml** lo.rapton. 
The CouDCil 011 EnvirODmeDtal Quality I CEQ> rquiatlono at 40 CFR Pana 

lli00-1508 ... , 

�·l If-· �plew inlanDatioll ...... IDL to �ly m-abie 
aipificut ed'Y- impact.o ia -uaJ to a l'8aMDed chaice amODC 
u-tnw ud the .....U - ofobtaiDing it are DOt .-bi&ull, tbe 
apDq 111111 iDduda the iDfonDaiiOD ill &be IElSI." 
"Oil If the iDCanaatioD raieRDt 1o Na-abi, r-b1e lipificant ..mn. 
IIDpecY CUDOt be ob&aiDad ..._ &be oWvall - of obtaining it are 

4 

exorbitant or the means to obtarn it '"' not known, \he acency sh&ll include 
within the lEIS I : (l) A atatement that ouch information ia incomplete or 
unavailable; (2) a otatement of the releva.,... of the incomplete or · 
unavailable illfonnation to evalualinc raasonably f,_.ble ailnificant 
adver88 impK&e ... ; (3) • mmmerx pC 'lifting mcliblc Ficntifis cyjdcncc 
wiUcb ia raieRDt lo ewalwi.tiDc the -bly r-Ille aipificant 
edYene -impad.l ••• ; IDd t4) the •rcgs;y'• cyaluatjon pf tpcb jmvs;ta baud 
ppgp tbepntjsal epprqes;ht• gr rtMfttb mttbpda UMAIIY ecqjpted in the 
Kjtpti'is sommypity .• 

40 CFR I 1602.22 (-phaaio added). TliHe requiNmento alao applied to the DEIS. 
See, eo�� .• 40 CFR t 1602.1ka) (ciraA EIS'o muat fulfill ud aatiafy to the fuJ!at 
gl.lpt J!Miib!t the reqW1"111118DU eotablished for final EIS'o). 

Clearly, a firm undentandin« of raptoT itnpact.ll (immediate and ion�· 
term) ia -tial to the BLM'a ultimate decision on this proposal. Perhaps this ia 
why the moat detailed NCtion of the DEIS deals with raptors. Furthermore, the 
DEIS adtnowledpo there are uncenainlieo about impacto to raptors •• the 

• peunarv and moot troubling "i,.,...enible and irretr>evable commitment of 
reoou..,.s· aasociated with the -1: "''he propoeod Windplant would be the 
lint induatrial -le windpower facility in Wyoming, and potential raptor 
mor\ality io unknown." DEIS a\ 4-97, 4-46, respectively. Furthermore, •many 1 1  years of addit1ooal research will be requ1red before the relationAiup of WTG 

cont. 
charaeteristico and raptor mortality can be conclusively detennined," and "the 
level at which mortalitieo are conaidered aignificant is oub;eetive. • the proposed 
action would -e the conotruclion of201 turbines. DEIS at 5-9 and 8·10, 
IWipect.ively. ·s.e alao the attached Caoper Star Tribute article INportilll that it ia 
unknown how muy raptorl obeerved at proposed aite -re permanent rHidents; ' 
unknown whether now birds would m1,.ate into the area to replace looaes; 
unknown whether f>rst·,..r impacts would be repreeentat.ive of long-term 
impacta. etc.). 

Unfortunately, the DEIS foilo to addreos incomplate and unavailablo 
information about raptor .impaeto in acconiai!Ct' with 40 CFR § 1602.22 (apart from 
meftly mentionilllf there are una........,..d queation•>. Thi• io un...;,ptablr and 
muat be correclad th._t. circulation of a reviled draft EIS. 

If the BLM thinka it will be too ...Uy to obtain any of the infoemalion needed 
to aclll.- U... quelltiona about raptoT impecta (or otber impact.o), then the 
......, muet diaclaee the eatimalad -t of oblaiDii., that inf«metion and eZplain 
why that -t ia "aartlilallt" ill .,.....,._. with otber expeDCiitwu. "EaarilitiDt" 
- Uo be ewalaated witb rapect lo the applicut'• ability lo - the -t (01' 
uy portiOD of the �  -t). II &be ......,. can ebcnr that -t ia tnaly uorbitiDt 
or that then ia DO � way of� &be iDfonDatiaD, tbeD tbe eappleaetal 
DEIS -- � tha diminiMI, ---· ud 8D8Iy8ea nqairud by  40 era 
f 1602.22(b) (�., ID ewaiaa&ie of &be iDipact.o baaed .. � .....,.__ 
or -= metboda .-.JJy .-pt.ed iD the acieDtiJ!c -llllltTl. Otberwieo, 
&be BLM maet oblaiD &be IDiAiDc iDI'onDaiiOD ud diaclaae it ill &be aupplomental 
DEIS . 
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The lftOit rlarinll ••ample or thia enn-· from the diocuaaiono on ,.,..on 
R!'ferred ID •bo11e. 1'hcre .,. nuiiM't"'U.. alatemenu Jn tho UEJti de..,.,.u.uoc 
•- hUie infonnauon elUOU ..,antiar etrecu on rai"'r populat�Ma and habitat. 

Yet lhe DEIS lheD Jaepa c.o lhe aonclu11011 that "lahpilicaat .......utable uapacll 
.-.ted with lhe projact -ld indude uWdcDUI takiar of mipaiOry ....UOr 
T&E llinta ... • DEIS pt 4·97, amphaaJa addecl. If tho ampacta ara _.._,. ,_ 
citalioaa in Sacuao 3 ·-'· how an u .. DEIS conclude that U..,. are incidental? 

Olwioual)l, lhe - of•illciclantal" ia incDrnct and laadt the daciUaoHnaker aad 
lhe pUbliC 10 lhe wroDJ conduaioD. ' 

The DE IS il alao cootradict.ory in ita treaunent of COIDpl;ance with wildUr. 
protect.iono lawo. The DEIS 1111a tllat "there are II!> ...,.datory prD¥iaiani for 
aiiCide""'l talun(' under lhe liE!' A, and that "taktftl: of mtJ!ratory and/or T&E 
blnb wjtbput grpgtt!MQl of pjrmiy lD altgw sac•uakillll .• ,et il .... on to 

conduda that � ac&ivit,.. would be implemanl4od In -ura COIDpbance with 

W.ral, atata, and local l-a ••. " I>EIS at 4-46, 4·97 CetDphaail added), and 6·1. 

Alain, beth cannot bo &rue. · · 
$. The DUi haa failed 1o independently ewalnale tha appl-..t•a infonnation. 

The CF.Q rerulationa alao atato: 

"If an apncy raquiNa an applicaDI to aubmit .,...;.,.;,....,.tal infonnation 
for pauible uae hy the areney an prep��nng •n envtrunment.al tmpacL 
ILIIItcmtenL. then u .. a�y ahoulri aui1L Lla-P IJJt•hcanL by 011thmn1: ttw 
IYJte• of mlormauan requared . .J•hui:I:IIU.IIIItll tiiiii:P-'fi!WuUx.c�l•l�IUiu: 
mb!IDI.IWIIIUillbmllllld..alllllliall..iti:.IaJ!llnaibk:.fuut�U�m•rua. If''"' 

· qency c1- to uae the anformai.IOn auhmttted by the applicant In tiM 
env.....,mental impac\ atalaJDellt, tither doraclly or by rafenmce, then the 

-- or u .. ,.,...... .._...;ble for the utdtpenoleDt evaluatton aball ... 
included in Lhe haL of prep��rer. • 

�o ern I J506.&1al tamphalia adcladl. The DEIS atateo that "IEiven a few milia of 
higher coal could randcr lhe prajecL u_,._ical tor utdtty conopan ...... 
Kenelac:h analyaad and rajectad nrioiU altematove oitea on Wyomon� bitaed on the 
wiftcl..-urceJa.l. rala-btpa clucribed obcwo • llEIS at 2·33 1.0 :l-36. It a-n 
thaL tho 111.111 aimply ,_k the apphcant'a w«d that 11- araaa - lhe Dllfx 
.,... aui&.ab� for • viable windpower farnl. This .. no\ • nlrQI'IMU aul)'MI or 
ahemau-. and tlaara io awid..,.. that it ia incorrect or at leU\ - for dabota. 

••or uampla, it a-ro Utat other inr.erata beheM auitable li- ailt 
el-bere: "The _,,. rauonably f-ble lfuwral project in Lht .... il lhe  
pooaiblo deft._..,t of a windfarm -r MociieiDe 1._; and "!he .,...........t 
Medicona !low windfanD would ..wRute .-her polantial -- for direct 
morLalit)l, aa -11 aa diapl-t.• m:JS at4-3, 4·M, . 

1'o clatanoiDe U11 ....,.t 10 which lhe RUf -plied with 40 CPR I J506.11(al, 

fi 

we are hereby requeaW.� the following docwamta purauant 1o lhe Freedom of 
Information Act, 6 USC § 552. and NEPA, 40 CFR f 11106.6(0: . 

uiy and all iDformauon aubmiuecl b)' lhe applicant np� the 
..Uuatioa of varioua polalltial ailes tbrouthout lhe NliOD l'or their 

. �· Yiability for a wiDdtum, aDd 

aay &ad .u' cioelaeDta cm�tailtiq or � lhe BLM'a "iDdepeadea& 
..,aluatiall" of dlil iDCarmatioll aubllliu.d b)' lhe applicaDLI 

lftbe BLM baa IIIJl requuted dlil iDfonutiolt fratD tba applicut Uldlor 
iDdepaDdently enluated that iDfonnation l'or ila ucuraey, - are ukiDf lhe a 
supplemental DEIS be prepared and eirculatad 1o ttiocl-: (i) the applicant'• 
information lor a awnmary ofitl, aad (ii) tba BI:.M'a ..Uuaticm of that 
information (or a clilculllon of that ..,aluation toplher with a aUJDJDary of 
ftndinga). 

We uawne that aome �onal wind caadition data, electricity JIIUittt data, 
and computer models le.� . econometric) or IMthodololriH w.,... uaed to evaluate 
the ec:onomtc viability of potential willdiantt aitea throUI(hout lhe region. If 10. the 
BLM hu a letral obbgaLion 10 ... _ the tnethodology, uaump\iona, input and 
output deta, and uncartatnllea to the public.! See, e.g.,NRDC v. H"'tnfllon . 768 
F.2d 1365, 1385 (D.C. Cor 19851 C"An qeney may utilize predictive model ao Jonr as 
ot explaiiiS the aaaumpuons and JDethodoloo it UMd in preparinr lhe model. If 
the model ia challeriged, the arency mwot � a flail Ulalytic def.....,"); -

2 We - - aro - to a iH  .. ivat _  .. _ NI _ by FOIA 
(inl- will - to .,.  pullllc -....-.g . ..., .,. - - no 
- - ln  .. -). we _ _ _  .. ,.._ _ _  
- - - �00 - -,- - - - � - to - - -· in 
- -· .. FOIA __ _  .. _ _  bo .,.._, ..... .... ..,._. ol  
.. ._.... • ...-- tor a ... -· I USC t _.N4MAMiwKIII· Finally, .. 
- - - e NEPA �  «< CFII f 1IOIAII) ...,_ _ _  
- - ... ...- .. .. - - .... .. .. _ ,_ ___ . . .. 
III.M - not - .. ..  - .. . ... _ tor lil ...-, ..... - - -
uplain (I) """ you - ... ..  not - .. . -· (II) - ...._ you --
· - - - - - · · -. - fill) .. _ _ _ .,_ .. ._ 
- ...,... 15 usc t 112CaK•KAMiil) - ot -.g - � .. 
- - - .....-. 

a .. ... .. - -.  ... - - ..- - ·�a• - - · -- - �  
.... .. lUI.- _..., · - tor -. - .... . tllllallla. 

• • 
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aim.S..rni CUU. v. Coati�. 667 F.2d 2118. 334  tD.C Ctr. J981H"TbP aa[el\· valves m I 
tha uaa of ... aopbiaticated tDOthodoiOIYiteol are the requtramftlt of publtc 
up.ure oftba uaumpliOna and data tncorporawcl tnUI the analyOl& and th• 
� aDd C!Oft8i0era\ien O( pubhc COmntenl. the admJUIOn O( 

·clac:iaiott remailaa with U.. -cy ra&ber than the c:ompuler .") 
· IIDCOrtaiDt.iea ••• , &ad lhe iDaia- that ulllmale responaibibty for lhe pohc•· I Tba BLM .bu upoead little or n=e of tbe Wldarlymg data, uawnpLi.ollS 

mathodaiOIPM, or �- about the awaluation of potelltial windfarm so�s 
Tba JIU:blic Au baaD WJODily pNdudad fratD COIILDMlWq OD � part of the 
Ulalym, 4. aDd tba 8PDC7 ;. apectiac the public t.o limply .-pi, without benefi 
of auJIIIIIO(iq data, tba UMrtiOD that the pro_.a ai� io tha llllix viable aile. Th I il a  fatal clafect ill lhe

_
NEPA �- A ouppleatental draft EIS must be prepare 

Olld arculatacl t.o prv¥icle lhe pubbc and other onterestad aj!en<ie!l with a 
taeODitllful opporlwlity to CIIIIIIIIODt on the evaluation of wandpower 111e potentu. 
and Uta tradeof& availablt ba\-n wildlife prolaellon Uld power generauon, etc 

A Oijatr Ntca 
lw diacuued aboft, _the DEIS CUd -nted virtually no data or atuciieo to 

abow whatber uy o&ber ute wu -ically Yiable or - envm.-ntallv 
preferred lud aaather entity appnn t.o beli'""" a wiDdplant COllld be Yiable oar Medaane Bowl. Tbe arency umply took the apPiicant'a word for it. Thia ia a fat.s 
defect on the tuu�lym. For ......,pie, the propoaed location in W!"Qmtn�. and 
Wyot��U��; cwerall. � DOl the only plac. on the re11on with wind; and there are power-trrid CXIIIIMCticqla throtlchout all of t.Mae &tales that could aecommoda�e a 
w&ndpower plant. 

. t.O&i: &he BLM obtai1t0 tho applicant'a information on aita-potential, 
&ndepelldently ft'al- thal 1nformabon anc! enaurea it aceuracy, diaeloaea that 

. iDformatoon I� woth lhe data and melhodologin uaed to oblatn itl to lhe publt< 

• Tho - of - pollniiii ii .. IWt - ..... - .. -ry 
- •: - - ,.. ,_ .. moat wtnGpowe< - .. - 11opac1 to .. 
- (e.g., raptor mortality)? �- -, - ·-- .._ lloll1 
Clapand ..__, - �� -, on  •· Tho -"  ... _ ...., ...,._.. 
....... ... .... - . .......... tor ...... --.. &111! --.. a..... -. -,......, ..... ............ � llllgltl - - - ...... - - -
- - - --........ .._... _ _ _  ., _ __  . _ _  

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

In - - .,  .. bgla "'- Act - Migr-..y - T-r Aol. Tho pu1111c ._ no  
- · -. - .. - DEl&. 

'------8 __ 1 
�-------------- 1 for nYiew aDd -L and pi'OYides a "complete Ula!Ytic defmae"l to .,.,. 

objectionS - llllilUIJal 'llriU it be pouible to aay wbetber or DOt oCher po&entiaity 
viable wiDclfana u1es a&at. If other IISII.IIWal aitea are found - eilher tn the 
appllcult'a oririllal iD!onaation. tn \be BLM'a ...-aluatiaD of that iDfannati011 
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1 5 or ill illfonaatioD ltlbmiued by CDIIIIDeDtOrS - tblr must be naar-Jy uplored · 
t · ·ud � -.iclared. A aapplemental DEIS -w U.. t.o be prepared and con • c:irculaud <- baa t.o ba ...,...,> to �  tbeH aJ�en�at:ifta co tba public. 

U altenlatift aites are n:iaNd far aay -.lhe BLM must fully � 
and elaariy aplaiD all factOrs which wen ued u �-rot criteria. 

g._ if it - out that 1111 other aita could allow far a -..tract:iYe 
windfarm buad on t.odey'a aMrrY market <hicbiY tmlikely), aal &ad p.a are bott 
daplatable ruoun:as. Therefore, the price of coal· and ru-&red eleetrieitv will 
inevitably illc:rua ill the flature. Theae ill....- would make wind-er 
prodiiCCion ecoDODiically viable Ci.e., auperiorl in the flaw.. at other ailes besides 
U... - p..,.,..d. Therefore, the BLM muat ri(orltualy apiore al�l"ll8bve aile 
with lower wiDclpowar polalltial if those aitel would becotDe .......,.ically viable "' 
- peillt ill the I'Db&re. 

1 6 There pruenUy appears to be no excaaai:ve demand for electricity: 
"addiUODal bue load capacity will be needed by tho middle of the Dt!zt decade • 
DEIS at 105. This delayed implementation optaoa therefore -m• reuonable. 
Likewiae, we - abeolutely no reaaon - apart fratD muimizillg corpora� profit • 
why a windpower plant muat be built in W)'OIIIinr now rather than aometim• 
later when a better site h.e., one that poses leas impaets to rapc.orsl could be 
utilized or whm efrec:u 10 rapc.ors are better quantified. Public lands. the 110tural 
landlcape. aad the lives of wild anomals ahould not be aacrific:ed limply to 
accammodat.s aome private corporation's wiahea 10 muimize iu p1'e&tnt·da'· 
profit. 

• 

1 7  

B Y.Nql A,xj1 and ptber Wtnd Turbine <VAW'[l Dcaimfj 
VAWTo cleaipa may offer viable allel"ll8t&vn to lhe horizontal axis 

machines iD the pro_.a project. At leaal one US company, FloWind of San 
Rafael. CA. ia developillg a Darrieus rotor·type machine which has an 
approzimat.sly equivalant power pneraLi011 capacity per unit of -ept area. The 
uu ;.  rec:taacular. and fairly nanow with .., upect ratio of about 3.1. Pvhapa 
becau.e lhe blades are confiDed to a unower colwDD, which could appear ootid 
to avifauDa, tba ooitiiiiD&r daaicn may poae leu of a thnat 10 raplora. Depetodinc 
0D a ��umber of�. lhe beilht oftba vertical uia � eouJd lliao be 
cli&mat, r.altilllr ill different illlpacta 10 birda. lD our ecopillg -ta. -

• - - Cit.e v. �. -. at 332 ('111 ....., _ ,_,. ......,... 
....,... _ .,  __ .-J ,_.. .. _ ...., __ . _ ,__. 1ht 
_ ........, ., .. ._. _ _ _  .. ....., .. ..  _ .. _ all 
_ ._. _  .. � IMIIIIill(l - .. ..  - __ , elling - Public 
Gao .. ., to. I'PC, II7 F.IO 1011 (D.C. Cit. 1177); - &110. NlfDC v. -.,.,.. _.,, at 
1315 ('11 .. _ 11 -..goci, .. ....., _ ,_ a  ..... ....,.,. __ , 
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1 9  

asked that ouch des1gnS be con.sicl� as an alternative. Thts was not don• 
IL may also be �ble co place more verucal llltls macbiDes per wut ana in 

desiln of the windplant. 
The use of capo or other structures co prevent btrd·wrbtDe collialODI must 

also be evalua&ed. 
Tbe aupplementa.l DEIS must colllider theM kiDda of &1-t:iftl • ...,. if 

the applicaDt ia UDwiJliDg co use aiterD&a.e desiiDJ. CThe applicaDt apparently 
manW.cwres its OWD WlDCimill cles>pu - all of which are radial; however: there 
11 DO ,.._D why the BLM coulcl DOt make it a ooDd"aOD of the permit that the · 
applicaDt use ooiiiiiiiW' claipa lll&lluCactured by &DOther company.) 

C SmeUcrlBcdc•imtd lpjrial fbtg 

As. meDUOned in the Overv1ew oe.Uon of these commeDts, the propostd 
project 11 beiDC portrayed ID the DEIS as &D upenmeDt co "test the ability of wiDd 
_,.,- co provide a Nliable. �. aDd mYU��DJ��Utally ...,.ptable eDCIY 
resource iD the raPcm·" DEIS at iY. Tbe uperiment ehould hne cleu'ly de6ud 
..,.a, protocols, methods for evaluatiDg results, etc I for all upecu tDcludillr 
various turbine designs, DOt j111t for moDtCOnDg birds). The smallest pouible 
Dumber of turbiDes, and the larpat Dumber of turbiDe types. ooDfigurauODs, and 
placements ahould be inveaura&ed. A randomi•ed. block desifrll or 11milar 
technique should be uoed co miUWDlze the utility of the results. 

Furthermore, the·upenmeDt should be deslfrlled to fit iDto the e:asting 
nauODai efl"ona co eYaluate WlDd power. As. the natiODai ageDey leading 
windpower research, the NatiOD&I ReDewable Et>ergy Lab INRELl ehould be 
oonsul&ed for CODCurrtDce, as should the National Wind Coordinating Council 
INWCCl, parucularly the AvtaD aubgroup of NWCC. We specifically requeot that 
the miual phase be redesigned co ensure It fits with ·the curreDt efforts to 
eoordiDate and standarcb•e reaean:h and results. 

8. 'lbe But ta. DOt JII'IIP'-' criteria far lualliq the wiDd,_.r plant ii 
impacU became ................ _,-, ... w..·. 

The DEIS states that "the level at which mortalities are conaidered 
si�DificaDt tS aubjective.• DEIS at S.10. How will the public be assured that 
wildlife will be protede<l? Wbat good ia momcoring without aome deliDecl 
\hreehold? MaDy of the miliptaOD =-urea clesc:ribed iD the DEIS an of dubiCRtS 
utility because they ooataiD the ca-t "wheD feasible.• Coupled with 10 little OD 
the groUDd Jmowleclae, tbia criea out for specific. eofore.able DUIDeric criteria. 
ADd the lawa, espec:ially the ESA NIUiatiODs, require it. 

It il imperative tbat these crilllrill be apecified prior co &DY approval for 
developmat of the propo8ed projKL Tbe polit;ieal iDel1;ia to lraep a project pillf, 
...... it bu been ---. ia ...., Nai aDd �  euily -· 

We ask that·the applic&Dt 11111 be auiped the NIIJICIIIIibilitiM far 
moDitoriDg because the apPiicallt bu a fbwacial COIIIlict of ill- iD UepiDc 
repor&ed impact.a low (pazUcuiarly If the applic&Dt woulcl be lllb;ect to repeated 

10 

penalties under the Earle Prot.ecticm Act). ' The supplemeDtal DEIS muSt describe the impact threshold above which 
BLM would fiDd the project 100 harmful co contiDue operauon (e.g .. the number of 
eagle mortaliuu per year) aDd .a,ny llwls whereby the apDey woulcl ptDaltle the 
applicaDt (e.c .• by mODetazy fiDe or pan:ial permit C&DCellationl to mcourac• 

· modificationa that would r..tlxe impadl foiiDii to be uaacceptable. 
Tbue an particulariy crucial mattan for a propoul 11Uch u thia OD1! with 

1 9 a pbueci impltiDtiDtatiOD. • · WhateYer pro;ect modificatiODIIermiDatioD pi'Driaiaaa are to be atabliehed 
COnt (bued OD aYifaUU mortality, etc.), thor mast be izleluded &I part of the lftDtuai 

record of deciaiOD 10 that these prmsioDs an ellforceable by private parties. See. 
e.g .• Forty Most .uMd Q...aiona � CEQ'• NEI'A &gulation.s, -r 
to question 34c ("l'be Record or DeciaiOD ehould cleliDeate the mitigation and 
mODitoring measures iD autlicieDt detail co OODititute &D eDforceable 
oommiUDeDt") and &DIWer to quest&OD 34cl ("the terma of a Record of DecillioD are 
eofon:eable by agmcies aDd priva"' parties. A Record of Decision caD be llltd to 
compel compliaDce with or necutioD of mitigatioD measures ideDtifitd therein">.• 

20 

21  

In our previous commt.IDlcations with BLM on thls project, we specifically 
asked "what ooDtiDgeDey piaD the BLM w iD  place to ehut dOWD the proJect ID 
the eveDt of uceasive raptor mortality." "what the cucoff poiDt will be." and that 
the "Dumber should be detenlllDed ehead or time." We 1110 ulled'"Ir vour analysis 
determiDes the proJect will cause mortality and you know you can't knowtngly kill 
eagles, how will the project get perm1111on to build and operate the 
wmdmills'" AdditioDalh· we requu&ed CODsideration of "altemative ...,ndmill 
delifrlls" aDd other opecifica. Nauve Eoo&yatams CoUDcil (the D81De we were 
operaUDg uDder at that time I and FrieDds of the Bow Commmts, March 15. 1994. 
NMe gf tbtat jiiUM were addrgacd jn tho DEl$. 

A recent arucle ID the Cuper Star·TnbuDe reports that the BU.! has 
already decided to approve the propoaed KtiOD. "BLM t.o apprcrYe multi-phut 
pi8DI for wiDd farm." Cuper Star·TribuDe. da"' wai�Mwn. This ia oaDtrary co the 
pnDClP8l purpoae of the NEPA public �: to belp qencies make better 
deciaioDa wtuch fully .U. iato acciiUIIt &D....-.iltal problema aDd the .........,. 
of the public. Comp&Dies aDd ....... mllll do IIIOft thaD live lip •moo to the 
public' a COIIC8I'III aDd impol'tallt ..mrcmmos.ta1 aDd public participation laws. 
Why ehoulcl the public submit COIIUIMDta. at III'Mt apellditun of penonal time, 
........, , effoTt. etc., if the BLM bu au-ely dec:iiW to pr-.1 with the proposal'! 

. 

ADd bllw did the apacy live fair OODiideraliaD "' the  � al-a.e? These 
are violatioaa of NEPA aDd - a darit ��lou- e the lllll:ire prajecL This project 
� a pod �tr t.o c:anfully aDd wi8el7 - farwU'd the aational 

' 46 Feel. Reg. 1102t '*'· 23. ,.,). 
11 
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21 I .... m. far im"""'"" enercr production Unfortunatelr. " appcoro that thiS 
COnt. oppor"tnuy hu looen aquandertd 

221 23 1 241 25 1 26 • 27 1  2a1 291 
301 
3 , . 32 1 331 341 

10. Other�with DEIS. 
'llaere are a few Otbn- additiOftel concerns and qneahona we h••� TlmP 

�tromu prevent Ul from provtdtnG ta narrauv�. a.a w..: -.amply h5t then1 hduw J jwse ruapond CO 11J O( tho folloWID( In IU-rutnt ciocumenta. 

On� year or baaline data an rapton and other birds mav not be 
eufficsent. . · 
Were nod.umal &UI"Y'e)'l taken . no the venous brrda of concern n,. II 
mghl? · · 
Were pereonnel conductina other activittn on·ette duran� data 
gAthenn�? Wouldn't tht• COinJ1romiae the reeuiLI? = bini• tnvel 20 mdH fnln1 tho1r ne.to. Why wao a 10 mile bufT<r 
l!i,Rell CM"CUp&ney thP heAt indiraror ofefTceta to h1rtl�" \\'lu.lt 11 tw-Uf'r? 
\\'c lwve bin!� tr.lrl thHt •hunltorb rnu't flU»h h:umc nntuu,J�i un•lt•l 

the towers tn Muntnn.1 • Wla.�l nhoul iJl liuo ,1\)f•ua;ctf ante'! 1'h� JtOW "ahould lie c0nlln�ent upan auc-reaa of lh� fii�L J1ho111(' 0f:f5 
u m .  . 
A nurrative repnhn� the now chArt on p:ar.r 2-8, inchtdtn£' criter1:1 
for termtnaunc the pr"'t«L, a.hnulti � t•rnvtti�d 
Why won't tutltguh'-'11 1 .. • perfutnk.',J un t•t·av.ah.� lund"? Ili�JS ut ::!·!!H 
Shoul.l nesta. he avotderl ttl:ttrdlt�,.� nl" l ht• �'a!\on'•hth•'' JlEIS nt :!-:tl 
Ahhm1�h at 11 .:t"'Mt thoat 6.1\'IOih data ht cuntmmnf! tu l�oe ,:.tthch·ct. tht.• 
pubhc wall not lM! abl� ..lo cumment nn the h!�ulta tn the J:Of.:JS llo.t .. 
ahould come hefore the ckcaatnu . . .  UEtS at :i-:t:! 
Mur.: informatton on tlw •otl�r· wmdfoarnt and po.a»ihl� r.umul:ttiv� 
Ullf.:aeu 1haulft lt�t.• prD\'IIIt..-d llEtS ut 4 .a. 4 .:;;, 
More thun one •cantrn! .. or ·r.:fur•nt:t'" art.> should be ule'rl ta ritttemnne the lntpucta nf any p:�rt uf the pruJt.>C'l whseh m•v � 
•Plllllved. A ••ntic: area would � ausccpuhi� to nBhJrul .catalitrof'lhc, 
other deveklpmenu, etc. 

I . We qoin
_ 
rtQ\IHI thot • supplemental OEIS be prell"red ond circulated so 3 5 th•t 

_
Important anformataon ...,ardrng naluation of altemate aJtea •nd •tLI'I'ftti.LIVt' 

turbino d""'fll can be aui>Jocted to pubh< scrutiny ' We olso horaby in<Dl'JIC'rale Dl! 
ef u�r pnor eommenta (e,c., acopliog, aaeeL•np) on th11 pr'Dp08ai httretn. We ••k 
that tt- eom-ntl ond t- ho rnponded to 111 ecoordonce with 40 CFI! f 
1503.4. 

' Apoft - .. - - ..-... - il - -. - lound  .. ,.., ol .. 
DEIS ID ba  --...-. ,_, • n lll!l - - ... -•OEIS IIt - -
reorcWateo. 

• 
r.! 

In clooiftc, - ,....,..., that baco- oo much ntftains unknown obout 
w1ndfanno and tha1r ellects on wildlife, oapacially m the propooed locotion, and 
becauoe of the rreat poa.ntiOI (or Wlnd-r as on Important, ioDg•term - of . 
enerc·. Lbere ia a rnpons•bdn.� &.o 10 alow and 1•m u much informaL10n

.
as 

pouible prior to larp COIIUIIltmeDts or projectl. It would be much better to · perform a r- ,.... additional reoearch before ll-dtnr wtth an 8ctual 
productioD f&cillty. There ill DO impera"ve to ruoh forward at thio lime. ADd if the 
proposed ·project io &II u:periment ''"'" believe it ill, it ohould be tna&ed it .. auch 
and dosirDocl to produce ......,1ngful, valid raoulta. 

Sincerely, 

Jl:.. {;r 
;!. ./  

Leila R. S13nlield 

Biodivenity�oftheBow 
P.O. Bo x  6032 

uram•o. WY 82070 
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Cmpment ALl: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Cmtvpmt ill: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Commept ill: BLM's purpose for the project is to develop 
windpower; therefore, the proposed developmeot is not inteDded to 
be an experiment. Paae 1-5 of the DElS (u modified for the FEIS) 
states that the •purpose of the proposed action is to provide wind
generated electricity from a site in Wyoming and to develop a 
further IDIU'ket for Wyoming-sourced willd-pnerated electricity. • 
In addition, the DEIS clearly 1tates that this would be ID industrial
scale electricity-generating facility. BPA's PUI'J'C* is more 
experimental (i.e. , •to teat the ability of wind eDerJY to provide a 
reliable. economical, and environmentally acceptable enerJY 
reaource in the reJion. •), but BPA's role in the project is cummtly 
limited to the purchase of 25 MW of power from Phase I.  The 
overall goal, however, is to develop ad operate a commercial 
W'mdplant in Wyoming. The proposed turbine and tower design 
were selected because they would help achieve the purpose of the 
project, but additionally the proposed design is thought to reduce 
avian mortality in windfarms (see Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS). 
Reducing the size of the first phase would only agravate the 
problem of not being abie to collect sufficient data to obtain 
statistical power to make comparisons among the developmeot area 

with the reference areas. 

Comment AU: See Section 8.2.2 in the FEIS. 

Cnmmmt ill: See Sections 8.2. 1 and 8.2.11  and the respoue to 
Commeot AL3 in the FEIS. 

Commept AL6: See respoDse to CommeDt AL3 in the FEIS: 

Commept AL7: See Section 8.2.3.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment ALB: See Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2.12 in the FEIS. 

Comment AL9: See Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AL10: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comment ALll: See Section,8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Conupent AL12: lbe term •incidentAl take•, as used in this 
section, is a legal term defined in the ·ESA as •any taking otherwise 
prohibited by section 1538(a)(1)(B) of this title· if such taking is 
incidental to, and not the purpose of, the carrying out of an 
otherWise lawful activity. • lbe proposed projec�, therefore, could 
result in the incidental taking of birds. AB discussed in Section 
8.2.2 in the FEIS, case law on what actually constitute& a violation 
of the MBTA, the ESA, or the BEPA is inconclusive (i.e., 
incidental takes may not be judged violations of the law). 
However, text has .been modified to state that compliance iasues 
concerning the ESA, the MBTA, and the BEPA would be hiDdled . 
by the USFWS. 

Commept AL13: · In  response to the requ.t for 1D indepeadeDt 
evaluation of KENETECH's usertion that the project would not be 
economically feasible at this time at IDY other lite, BLM ealisted 
the services of Dr. ·John Marwitz. Profellor of Atmospheric 
Sciences, University of Wyoming, to perfoim an indepeadent 

evaluation. Relults of this analysis are presented in Appendix I ·I 
the FEIS. Information requested under the Freedom of Informatic 
Act was provided to Friends of the Bow on April 26, 1995. See ah 
Sections 8.2. 1 ad 8.�. 1 1 . · 1  Qnnnmt AL14: Pursuant to CEQ regulations, agencies mu 
identify any methodologies used ad must make explicit reference : 1 
the scientific or other sources relied upon for conclusions (40 C.F.J . 
1502.24). lbe DEIS, at pages 2-33 to 2-35, describes methods use 
to analyze and reject alternative sites. See alKi Sections 8.2. 1 . 1  ar 
8.2. 1 1  in the FEIS. I 

. Comment ALlS: See Section 8.2. 1 . 1  in the FEIS. 

9?'nl!K!IJt AL16: To �lay the project would be impractical bec:aw I 
some utilities have an immediate need for the eDerJY which woul 
be provided by the project. AB described in Chapter 1.0 in th 
DEIS, many utilities are predicting power deficits over the ne> I several decades, and utility plalmers view windpower as a viable wa, 
to help meet future demands, · as  well as to reduce pollutar 
emissions. Four utilities have identified an immediate need t• I incorporate wind-generated electricity into their resource mix an 
have contracted with ICENE'l"BCH to provide the power. BPA need 
to determine the cost and availability of wind enerzy to achieve a 1 
objective of the Northwem Power Planning Council. There is n 
statutory or rqulatory provision that requirea apncies to analyze a 
alternative to delay a project [National Indian Youth Council l 
Andnls (D. N.M. 1980) 501 F. Supp. 649, 670-71. qff'd Alb mon. l 
N«ionnll lntlian Youth Council v. WtUt (lOth Cir. 1981) 664 F.2 
220]. Altboup delay may be coasidered UDder some circumstances , 
the rule of reuon dicta&es that a delayed action alteraative need DC I be evaluated wbeJe delay would be impractical. 

Qmpmpt AL17: . QrJoff and Flannery (1992) assessed collision 
related mortality for various turbine types in Altamont pass and cam. J to no conclusion concerning differences between vertical axis an1 
horizontal axis turbines on tubular towers. The vertical axis blade. 
may be ·less vilible to birds than horizontal axis blades because 1� I of the blade's surface area is visible from any one vantage point . 
Vertical axis tUrbines also require guy wires which may pose l 
collision hazard to birds. Furthermore, there is no evidence that th1 · · 

vertical axis design is cost-effective. Recently, Flo Wind (who ha! I 
used vertical axis machines extensively) has chosen to use horizonta , 
axis turbines for its BPA windpower project in Washington. BecaUSt 
there is no evidence that the vertical axis design is a viable o: ,. 
environmentally preferable alternative, the vertical axis design w� 
not considered in detail. AB stated on page 2-36 in the DEIS •Othe1 
possible alteraatives. including turbine design changes or altematf I placement of turbines within the project area, have been incorporated 
into the Proposed !\Ction and Alteraative A. • For example, the 
change from lattice to tubular towers and painting of selected blades 
were made put of the proposal. · By impl�ting a monitoring J program which includes provisions for changing Windplant design 
features, issuea raised during scoping have been built into the 
authorizing process for this project. I With respect to the sugeation that cages or other structures be used 
tQ prevent avian collisions, there is no evidence that theae measures 
would reduce avian implcts. Furthermore, they may not be I ·economically viable. · See also Section 8.2. 11  in the FEIS. 
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Comgient AL18: See response to Comment Al3 . 

Coi!l!!!!!!Jt AL19: See Sections 8.2. 1 . 1 ,  8.2.3 .4, 8.2.5, and 8.2. 1 1  
in the FEIS. The monitoring program was developed and would be 
implemented by an independent consultant under contract to 
KENET.ECH. The program was developed in full consultation with 
the USFWS and the WGFD, and monitoring results would be peer . 
reviewed by professionals on the technical committee; results 4}so 
would also be made available to the public. 

Commept AL2Q: In retpODBe to this comment, we bave included 
your scoping letter as comment letter AM in the FEIS and cf.iscuss 
each issue raised in the scoping letter. See also Section 8.2.3.4. 

Commept AL21: The article in the Casper Star Tribune was in 
error. Final authorization to proceed with developDlCDt would 
occur in the ROD for the project; construction of Phase I is 
contingent upon satisfactory completion of the environmental 
analysis, preparatiqn of a POD, and issuance of a NTP. Pursuant 
to NEPA, BLM has identified the Proposed Action as the preferred 

· alternative; however, BLM could take the No Action Alternative. 

Comment AL22: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Commept AJ.P: NocturDal surveys were not conducted. The bird 
speciea of� concern (common raptors and mountain plover) are 
diurnal speciea (i.e. , they do not teud to fly at night). See also the 
response to Comment AE71. 

Comnmt AL1.4: Field surveys were CODclucted 1-3 days per week 
over a 13-month period. ObllerVers' sole tuk wu avifauaa data 
collection. On rare occasiou, an:haeological surveys, Native 
American consultatiou, or other project- or ranch-related (i.e., 
fence mending, cattle roundup) activitiea occurred CODC1I!'ftllltly with 
periods of data collection. Care wu taken to minimize wildlife 
disturbance during surveys by coordinating achedulea and 
maximizing the distance between data collection areas and areas of 
other activity. Type, duration, location, and. extent of other 
activities were noted on avian data forms. Because of the 
infrequency and limited extent of concurrent activity, no effect on 

· the results is anticipited. 

Comment AL25: Rationale for using a 10-mi buffer for raptor nest 
surveys is described on page A-14 in the DEIS. 

,. 
Comment AL26: Nest occupancy is only one indicator of possible 
effects of development on birds. As described in the monitoring 
program (Appendix B in  the DEIS), several parameters pertaining 
to bird populations would be monitored and the weight of evidence 
obtained would be used to infer effects. A better measure of effects · 
would be to conduct population studiea in which birds are marked 
with radio-collars or tags and tracked for long periods of time. 
WGFD has recommended against this type of study, unless the 
weight of evidence indicates that WiDdplant development was 
possibly affecting certain populations. If deemed necessary, these 
types of studies may be recommended by the technical committee. 

Comment AL27: The operator of five wind turbinea near 
Livingston, Montana, has observed that pronghorn antelope avoid 
the turbines (see response to Comment AE108). The literature 
search compl� for this project was inconclusive as to whether 

pronghorn antelope would avoid the proposed Windplant (i.e. 
potential impacts are unknown). Pronghorn use of habitat within th 
project area would be monitored (see Appendix B in the DEIS) t. 
determine if the Windplant displaces big game. The tecbniea 
committee would be responsible for evaluating impacts Bnc 
recommending more intensive studies as well as mitigation (se; 
Sections 8.2.3. 1 and 8.2.3.3 in the FEIS). 

Comment AL28: The ROW grant would be issued for the entir: 
Windplant to establish this project's priority over other proposals fo 
use of this public land within the KPPA and to avoid nuisanc, 
mining claims. See Section 8.2.9 for a discussion of wind energ; 
development conflicts with coal resources. However, granting th< 
ROW would not give KEN.ETECH authorization to proceed beyonc 
the first phase. Environmental consequences of each subsequen 
phase would be evaluated via subsequent NEP A documents anc 
PODs and authorized by NTPs (see Section 8.2.6). 

Comment AL29: The process BLM would use to permit futun 
phases is described in Section 8,2.6. Criteria for cessation o: 
Windplant operations is discussed in Section 8.2.3.4. Procedures fo; 
evaluating monitoring protOcols are discussed in Section 8.2.3. 

Comment AL3Q: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Cmn!!Fit AL31: A critical period for birds of prey is during tht 
breedina and nesting season, and constrllc:tion is sufficient!� 
disnlptive that birds could be displaced. O&M activitiea associate( 
with oil, pa, and coal extraction are not known to displace birds. 
For example, rapton are blown to neat on coal mille hipwalls anc 
oil and pa wellpad facilities. BecaUie birds appear to be tolerant o! 
O&M activitiea, it is DOt deemed neceasary to preclude development 
near Delta. As stipulated in the DEIS (page 2-31), constnJctiOil 
would be prohibited . during the period from February 1 through 
July 31.  

Comment AL32: Results of over 13 months of data collection are 
included in the FEIS including data from the winter of 1994/1995 
which were not available when the DEIS was prepared. There is 
very little avian activity within the· project area during winteJ 
months, and thus the overall analysis presented in the DEIS has not 
been altered by the additional data. See also Sections 8.2.4 and 
8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Comment AL33: See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Commegt AL34: Two reference areas would be monitored initially: 
the Simpson Ridge area plus the remote reference area (see 
Appendix B in the DEIS). When development is proposed for the 
Simpson Ridge · area, anqthet remote reference area would be 
selected and monitored. 

Comment AL35: See Section 8.2.1 1  in the FEIS. In addition, we 
have included the scoping letter from the Native Ecosystems Council 
as comment letter AM. 
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C'mmmnt AMI: BLM fuUy agrees that we have an opportunity t1 I oduca&e the public concemina the costs llld beaefits Qf usin. 
renewable energy reii01U'Ce8 compared with foui1 fuels. Many utilit 
reaource plazmera IUCb. u BPA complete detailed ual)'IOI of th I costs llld benefits of various electric-power geaeratiq reaoul'Cef 
The concept tbat is widely used to evaluate energy COlts is that al 
energy sources have eavironmelltal extemalities (i.e. , eaviromnenta 
costs associated with power generation that are bome by socil"..t: I 
without compeasation). These extemalities have also beeo callo 
envil'ODDlental costs or environmental damages. Environmentt 
extemalities include, for example, the costs of health effects C8U80 I by air pollution, habitat mitigation due to damage by acid rain 
controlling emissions, or protecting Pacific Northwest salmon. 

Some utilities are incorporating costs for extemalities into thei I 
resource programs and are using a variety of approacheS fo 
assessing these often intangible costs (Baechler llld Lee 1991; Putt 
1990; Buchanan 1990; Ottinger et al. 1990; WESTERN 1994) I Table 2. 10 in the DEIS presents estimated costs for extemalities fo: 
selected electric power-generatina resources and shows that knoWI 
extemalities UIOCiated with windpower are lower than all othe; I major i'eiOurcea. As the environmental conaequeacea ofwindpowe 
are further acudiod, costs for extemalities likely will cbanp. 

Table 8.4 in the �S pre�C�Dts a
. �son of costs, emissions I 

wute water . quality, land ue requuemeats, and employmea " 
opportunities for various ftiiOIIl"Ce&, This table wu reprodUced frou 
WESTERN's Ener&Y Plalliaina and Management Propm Drat I Environmental Impact Statement (WESTERN 1994). Thr 
information is generic (i.e., it does not apply to a particular plant 
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Table 8.4 Comparison of Planning Information, Environmental Impact Factors, Land Use, and Employment for Various Power-generating Resources (acronyms are defined 
at the c=nd of tius table and in Section 7 .2). 

·-
Ou- Wood Flallhed 

Simple fired w .. re Ste��m Municipal 
Pulverized Fluidized IOCC Cycle • Combin. Bio- Hydro- Nuclear Oeothermal Solid 

........, .., ... atioa Coal Bed Coal Coal cr Cyc:le cr Dlelel ..... elec:tric: Reactor Plalll Walle Solar Wind Cogeneration" 

Eltpec:ted 1995 
c:apac:ity, MW 71,674 6,9 1 1  2,071 536 21,005 9,818 1 ,169 310 1 ,600 

Capital COlt, $/k� 1 ,613.45 1 ,144.6 1 ,452.45 445.05 595.7 1 ,917.2 2,019.55 3,245 1 ,217 595.7 

Operatlona and ' 
mailll-nc:e COli, 
milia/kWh' 7.809 8.193 7.91 1.947 4.741 10.809 13.019 22 19 4.741 

Clpac:ity l'ac:tor 75" 95" 10" 65" 65" 80" 50� 70" 10" 10" 25" 20" 80" 
Hellt rate, BlulkWh 9,393 10,150 8,969 12,072 < 1,546 13,600 14,800 10,377 20,08Q 1 1 ,020 

Thermal diac:harae, 
million Btu 4.79 4.79 4.79 3.29 3 .29 5.0 141.4 2.6 3.29 

Flamed 
Simple Oa1-fired Wood Steam Municipal 

Ea ........ .. pact Pulverized Fluidized IOCC Cycle Combin. Walle Hydro- Nucletar Oeothermal Solid 
....... Coal Bed Coal Coal cr Cyc:te cr Dieael JliomaM elec:tric Reactor Plalll Walle Solar Wind Coaeneration• 

Air pollutanu, lbiMWh 
' ' 

co, 1 ,970 2, 150 1 ,110 1 ,391)1 1,300 1 ,620 3,400 160 3,747 1 ,310 1413 

so • •• so, 1 .6 "  1 .5 .  0.66 • . 0.009 0.006 0.557 0.251 

NO. •• NO, 3.2 . 1 .5 0.61 f t .064 •  0.519 5.025 4.132 5.115 0.34 1 .973 

VOC 0.036 0.058 0.041 f 0.016 0.27 2.293 2.94 0;001 o. 1n 0.01.4 0.139 

co 0.217 0.351 0.13 . 0.317 0.19 7.21 6.9 3 .553 0.42 0.921 

TSP 0.3 0. 1 1  0.04 0.06 0.03 1 2.393 10.35 0.614 . 0.032 0. 1 1 6  

PM .. .  1 .260 

N20 0.34 0.325 0.302 0.24 0.063 0.55 0.55 0.31 

.H., 0.0664 

To«al trace elementl 0.054 5.146 0.00002 0.449 0.017. 

Trace radioactive, 
c:urieaiMWh o.ooss 



Fl•shed 
Simple o .. -firect Wood Stum Municipel 

Earintlbllem.l Impact Pulverized Fluidized IOCC Cycle Combin. Welle Hydro- Nucle.tr . Oeothennel Solid 
F8Cion Coel Bed Coel Coel cr Cycle CT Dieeel Biome•• electric Re.tctor PieRI Welle Soler Wind Coaeneretiod' 

Airborne Wiler from 
cooline tower 
eveporelion Joe-, 
JIIIMWb 1800 

Weier poUullntl, 
. • I , • 

lb/MWb 

Wallewellr S20 1200 270 4S SIO 1400 1 120 

TDS 2.6 s .8 2.7 0.227 2.SS 7.2 O.OOS6 s.s8 

TSS 0.0078 0.017 0.0001 1  .00068 0.0077 0.022 0.017 

TOC 0.045 0.0018 0.02 0.044 

BOD 0.012 0.0004 SO.OOSI 0.011  

Tolll blrdDIII 0.33 0.73 0.029 0.32 . 0.91 0.71 

Total lrlce pollullnt 1 .88 0.000004 1 .9fl07 0.1608 1 .819 S.ISS 0.05002 0 0 · 0  

00 Couumptloo, ecre-

� ftiMWh 0.0012 0.0019 0.0018 o.oooos 0.00038 0.0 0.0018 o.oos 0.00003 0.0 o.ooos 

RadiOIClive 
eftluenl, 
curieiiMWh . .  o.os 

Solid Willi, . . . I • 

lb/MWb 

Ash lO 4S 87 IOS4· 

SulfUr 1 .6 

Tolll me1111 0.029 O.OIS 0.62S 1017. 1 1  

Nucleer eolid Wille 0.028 

Land u• 

· CoD.tructioo (ecru 
per MW capacity) I I .S 0.6 0. 1 2.1  1 .74 0.2 1 .6 3 S.9 1 .7 

- ·- -· - .. - - - - - - - - - - - - - -



- - - - .. -· - - - - - - - - - - - - -

� 

- �---
Flllhed 

Simple . 081-fired Wood Steam 
En.._.mtal lmpad Pulverized Fluidized IOCC Cycle . Combin. Waete Hydro- Nuclear Geothermal 
Flldon Coal Bed Coal Coal cr Cycle cr Dieael Bioma11 electric Reactor Plant 

Employmei!t 

Conltnlc:lion / 
(employee yean per 
MW et�paeity) 4.7 S . l  S.7 1 .4 9.6 9.3 1 .8 4.1  

Opend0111 . 
(employ- per 
MWh Jenenlion) 

.000076 .000084 .0001 3  .000017 .00064 .000068 .OOOIS  .000043 

Blank signifies no reported quantity. 
The resources which were included in the model are simple-cycle combustion turbine, nuclear, hydroelectric, and renewables. 
The coal resources were modeled as a combination of the three technologies presented in this table • 
. BOD = Biological Oxygen Demand 
CT = Combustion Turbine 
IGCC = Integrated Gassification Combined-cycle 
PM10 = Particulate matter with a diameter of 10 microns or less 
TDS = Total Dissolved Solids 
TOC = Total Organic Chemicals 
TSS = Total Suspended Solids 
VOC = Volatile organic compounds 

• Costs same as natural gas-fired combined-cycle combustion turbine 

--· 
Municipal 

Solid 
Walle Solar Wind Cogenenliod' 

24. 1 19.6 1 .9 IS.t• 

.00064 .00018 .00023 .00064 

., Coal, natural gas, nuclear, geothermal, and cogeneration sources use 1988 Electric Power Research Institute (EPRI) data (EPRI I989) inflated to 1992 dollars using 1 . 15 as inflator. 
o 90% sulfur removal by flue gas desulfurization 
• Use of low NO. burner 
e 95% sulfur removal 
' Fuel gas moisturization process 
• Water injection process 
h 70% sulfur removal 
1 95% sulfur removal with waste water treatment 

Steam injection 
• Standard low NO. combustor, no steam exported 
1 Dry scrubber and fabric filter 
• Average of wood-fired and municipal solid waste combustion 
Source: Western 1994. 



but represents a range of plants or calculated values). Wind's 
shortcomings are in the estimated capacity factor (20% compared 
with 75% for pulverized coal) and lmd use (wind uaes an estimated 
5.9 ac per kWh pfoduced, compared with 1 ac for pulverized coal). 
However, wind does not produce air or water pollutants, ·solid 
waste, or nuclear waste. 

Air quality is an obvious point of cOmparison for renewable 
resources compared with fossil fuels. Section 4. 1 in the DEIS 
presents a detailed discussion of the possible air quality benefits to 
be derived from the Proposed Action compared with generating the 
same amount of electricity with coal·, oi}.. or gas·fired plants. 
Results of the analysis show that constnJction of a SOO.MW 
Windplant could re$Ult in a 0.�.08% reduction in U.S. mnual 
so2 emissions, a 0.018.0.037% reduction in u.s. annual col 
emissions, and a 0.003.0.047% reduction in U.S. annual NO, 
emissions (see Table 4.2 in the DEIS). Costs to society associated 
with these emissions were also· analyzed: the SOO.MW Windplant 
could result in an annual savings of $36,289,900 compared with an 
oil·fired plant, $25,979,920 comp&red with a gas·fired plant, and 
$331 , 125,000compared with a coal·fired plant (see Table 4.3 in.the 
DEIS). . Variables such as human health effects, costs for 
developing pollution prevention devices, and waste by·products are 
included in these cost estimates. 

The ecoaomics of windpower. compared with other sources of 
electricity are compared in Table 1.2 in the DEIS. The low cost of 
windpower from the proposed site is due to many factors, but 
principally due to advmces in turbine tecJmology (see Section 2.1 .3 
in the DEIS) and the quality of the wind reiJOUI'CO within the KPPA 
(see Sections 1. 1 .2 in the DEIS and 8.2. 1 in the FEIS). 

BLM agrees that it would be useful to compare impacts of various 
power·generating resources on wildlife species. Unfortunately, this 
type of analysis bas not, to our knowledge, been completed for any 
project or regional plmning document. Even deftnirig the acope of 
the analysis would be a difficult task. For example, the primary 
objective could be to examine habitat loss and population impacts 
of individual projects. Alternatively, more indirect questions such 
as effects of C� emissions on habitat within, say, the eastern red 
sproce forests could be evaluated. To compare impacts of various 
resources on wildlife, could require extensive data gathering that is 
not specifically relevant to this · project; therefore, it was not 
evaluated in the DEIS. 

Comment AM2: See Sections 4.2. 1 ,  4.2.3, and 4.2.4 and 
Appendix B in the DEIS. In addition to the prey base monitoring 
described in Appendix B in the DEIS, there are no plans to institute 
control measures on rsptor p� species. 

Comment AM3: See Section 4.2.4 in the DEIS and Section 8.2.3.4 
in the FEIS. 

Comment AM4: See Section 4.2.3.4 in the DEIS. Section 2.1 .4.5 
in the DEIS describes how the 23o.kV transmission line would be 
constructed to prevent raptor electrocution. On page �53 in the 
DEIS, provisions for marking overhead wires to improve visibility 
to birds and use of antiperching devic;es are discussed. In 
SectiOn S . 1 .3 . 1 1 , pro'\'iaions for raptor protection for all power 
lines within the Windplant are described. 

Comment AM5: See Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2.3.4 in the FEIS. I 
Cogunent AM6: See Section 4.6 in the DES. 1 Comment AM7: See Section 4.2.3 . 1  (particularly column 2. 
paragraph 2 on page �). Section 4.5.2. 1 (page �87), and 
Section 4.5.2.5 (page �89) in the DEIS. I 
Commept AM8: The proposed project would not use microwave 
tower transmitters. 

. I 
· Comment AM9: See Sections 4. 7 and 5.2. 1 1  in the DEIS. In 
addition, see the Hazardous Materials Summary (HMS), included as 
Appendix J in the FEIS. The Spill Prevention Control and I Countermeasure Plan (SPCCP), which will describe procedures for 
handling spills, \\'ill be available from the BLM prior to initiation of 
construction. 

. I 
Commept AMlO: See Sections 2. 1 .3 .2 and 2. 1 .9 in. the DEIS. The 
SPCCP, which will describe procedures

_ 
for handling spills, will be 1 . 

. available from the BLM prior to initiation of constroction. · 

Comment AMll: See Sections 3.3, 4.3. 5 . 1 .3 . 13, and 5.2;9 in the 
�. I 
Comment AM12: See response to Comment AL17. Work 
completed by the avim task force shows that birds habituate to 

I continuous whistles so these warning devices rapidly lose their 
effectiveoea. DiiCODtinuous mdlor random warnings may be 
effective but were not considered as an altemative.because this type 
of mitigatiott would be incorporated into the Proposed Action or I Alternative A if appropriate. Because this action would be part of 
an alternative considered in the EIS, it need not be considered as a 
separate alternative. The A vim Task Force also recommends using I slower turamg rotors, such u the 33·m rotor used on the KVS.33, 
to reduce c=ollision-related mortality. See also Section 2. 1 .3.2 in the 
DEIS. 
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Burau of I.Md ��� 
Mar<:h 27, 1995 
l'qc 2 

While we concur with most of the DEIS' pro-..-. IUid miii!II'KHI meuum . .... taiOthcless 
bove four �IOftS: 

I .  A milirllion ,....... pmcnred on P.,. 2-2Q notes that "Reuofir of pnor 
phases woukt lk"'t tnciU&Je ft"P&acement of capclll ncms tC.£ .• roton. towers. 
nocellcs). bul could 111Ciudc removmg the 1010r from Nrb!IIH OSJOCialed wirh 
hish monality m.._ PllntiD� rurbine I'DIOD. or orher meuum nor reqwnng 
copilal apmdnure. •· We opplaud lhe a� JOII of rnlllfmtZIIII mrof11 
illveolrnem• M the Pontocr �. hocauso thc nurnher of opcratrft!! 
lartoinel is a - delenni,..r of Pmjocr 0111p111. lhe �� .._, thai this 
phraR bo ,.....ord.od as fOllows: "Modification of ""or !'han "·ould nor 
rnduolc rq>lacerntnr of c:apnal noms (e.g., 1'0101'>, 10wm;, nacelles I bur would 
bo hmired 10 relocallon wuhtn tho PruJ«I SIIe of rurbiaes aaocrllled "'ilh 
cbsproponionalelr hiph level• of aVIOR monabt) • parmon� of rurbrne 1'01015. or 
oahcr mc&IUI'h not rcquntnJ.t capclll cxJ'Crirjuurr.'" 

2. ·The Owncn smm1ly ..........,. tho Bureau of Land MaMtemcnr to aaablish a 
dale by which 1¥1111 morn10nn1 ,..ill bo oompl01c.J Such mom10n� has hecn 
underway tOr mnn: than a year at the umc nf 1h1s wnun�. T� ( k.\nets 
prop:JR lhlt avtan monnonng be contluded within l"-'0 ynm of the tarojtcl'!t 

bo:voMiflll of commm:iol opcratron. 

3. The Owners applaud rhe provision cornmunicaled "" P"'!e 2-:!Q of the I>F.IS 
which spKifoeo thai the results oi such .,., •• mon11onn� will he -l...t solei• 
tn the Plan:. of lle\·c:I,�J'I1k."ftt t(lr su�"qu.:nl f'thas.::. htnhc:r. the Ownc,."''S 
recommend that rf an) other Ues�m:i moJ11icaunns stem trom research 
conducted rn<lopcndfnr uf lhrs l'r.�ecl, rhey be o:ansodcfed only IN Rlbsequtnl 
Jlhases as .... n 

4. The Owners llrl!e the BLM to carefully cansiMr the ompocts of any hmllllrons 
apd mlhpllrJi! uruq:ics I""'POPCd lor 1M Pru,ea nnt unfy lor thetr cosu IJk.l 
1111f11C1J It the time ot l'roj<a developrnml. bur also for thelr eflt(ll on l'rojecr 
openlion ODd mai- aaivities throuph 111 full Jfl.year life . 

' In llldition, lhe Owners' NYiew nf tho DEIS -..vcred a 1111111her nf -.v11ions of 1 III<IR 
cdil«ial Rllllft, ODd - - melooded .. ..  eaclo_,n,.IO thiS lOiter . 

In clooiag, lllc Owners apin r:Ganald the Bunau of 1.-J M...........,. IUid t.iarioh 
Aaociateo. IDC., for lheir KCDIIIJIIilhmenl in produciiiJI an nhlusl1ve ... h•ghly prureaiallal 

Bunau of I.Md Manqemem 
Man:h 27, !995 
Pa@c 3 

DEIS. Kindly ........, me CCSOll 464-5097) if quarions ori the Owners' - ohould 
arose. 

Very wlr yours, 

--z__ · I  ,£_._/ 
.-.,-- F,.� D. Keasr 

Project Coordrnaror 

FDK:kf 

c: Eupnc Water ODd F.lectnc Board 
KENETECII Willfl!>o-r, Inc. 
Public Service Company of Colonclo 
T n·Slltc <.icrienuon & T ransrruuion Assacialion. Inc 



DLM 
March �7. 1995 
·!inclosure 

Spociroc Commcnu. 

Pasc 2·19 !Section 2.14.51 ond Pqe 4-53 !Section 4.2.3.41 staald ei,. "Miti111in& 
Bird Collisions With Power Lines: The Swc of the An 1994" <APLIC 19941 for 
eon.......,ron of the 230 k V uonsmiuron line. instead of OlendorfT et aJ. ( 198 1 )  u lh< 
1ancr does not penoin 10 uansmrwon hne hlzards 10 birds. 

Table 3 . 13  (Scctinn 3.2.2.31 indicates 4 active golden C8fle nests. Table l i S  indicalcs 
no BOlden cavle 11CS1 failum. but only 3. nests produced )'OUn,. Tins apparent 
rncor•nStcncy should be clarified. 

Page 2-31 stales !hat aras within 2 miles of lc� centers uresung habitall will be 
avoided from March 1 lhrolftlh June 30. Pqes 3·57 ond 3·58 rndicale tins ume period 
to be l'etrruory I thmugh July IS.  

Co!Jl!MPt A01: See Section 2.1 . 1 1  in the FEIS. 

Crnnmmt AQ2: See Section 8.2.3.3 in the FEIS. 

Comment A03: See Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. Text in 
Section 2. 1 . 1 1  in bas been modified · to better describe the 
limitations on retrofit of prior phases. 

Cmntptmt A04: Mitigation measures stipulated by BLM would be 
subjoct to the rule of reason (i.e., required mitigation measures 
would be coDUDeDSUI'&te with the level of concern for the affected 
resource). BLM would consider costs of mitigation during 
construction and for the LOP. 

Commmt AOS: As of preparation of the FEIS, the new version of 
Mitigating Bird CoUi.sions wilh Power Lines: 17te State of the An 
in 1994 was not available. Text on page 2-19 of the DEIS states 
that the 1981 version or any future updated versions would be 
applied to transmission line construction. 

Comment A06: Table 3.13 (Section 3.2.2.3) indicates a total of 
five active golden eqle nests in and adjacent to the KPPA [four in 
the Foote Creek Rim �  plus a 10.0-mi (6. 1-km) buffer and one 
in the Simpson Ridge area plus a 2.0-mi (1 .2-km) buffer]. Table 
3.15 also indicates a total of five active golden eagle nests within 
the KPPA; three nests producecl nestlings, and the status of the 
other two nests was unknown as indicat.ecl. 

Commept A07: The correct dates are Maich 1-June 30. The text 
has been modified accordingly. 

,...---------..;.....,1 AP. Ris;herd J. Guenzel 

Area MIRiger 
· Gnor llo\'ldo: R-.rce Area 

Bur..., ofl.and M ........... 
PO llo•670 
M1wlrns, WY llJO I 

llur RI.M 

lb March. 1'19< 

Than._, ""'' r .. , I he nf're'M1nnltv tu rev.ew ..... rW4'9\1Ctc: "'Y pennn;,aJ Cnmmeftll tNI the Orafl 
hn\IUtMnncntill tnlpk:t Sl�aemcna l01£1S\ tur the KI:NE1 l£1f!�•acllfl"orr \VWidf'IOwet f"ro,ec1 'I t-..: 1""1'-•sc: ,,.· at-.: my �uUinM\I51:a lu ltdf, Wcnuty- ptohlcms •••l �:un.;c•n• wtth ttl.: l>hiS 10 tMt 
II� ...wh·w:a and protcet '-In lie ampruvctl. ladang to bcuer !Jecruon•mlklnJ fU'II. l wan& co II) 11•11 I anr nut opposed to Wllld - cloYelopmcnt and other ·-- -IIY teciiiiOiutJIOI 
prowk."tt that these are dcvck)ped en an enwrorwMn�alty saund lnlnMr A1 rCQUftled, I've cned tn 
111aLc rnv t:twnmtnll tpKitt.: tu hdp lh.: I::IS Team an addrcumy rhc awt•ncnt5 •nd IIIUCI raa�e!J 
I le:ri th&.,.C arc M'YCI'Il Mp.ntlt&:anr IMIICI �nd CntiCefn_, dr.11 the Ol�fS t • .ub lu atk:attaaldy addtC)) 
au,J f h.-..:t tlw� IU.M W.O.*' dr��.:khc mnrc mli.tnMtMHI r�rdmy le\'eral lftf'W;S 

One· 1Ktthk.otn I sec with lbc oms is daa:l " daft nnl titlty ackao"·lcdtrc that the apptn\·al nf tht 

I"'�Kt:leli andustnal .. .cate •1n.tp1MM wou&..f be a prcccdeftr .. serunu. d�"tiiOft I he �t:Nf:lH'II' 
f' .. ci(" 'tl(p prot«t lJ. the fd rw'Of'IOIII t(M' I Llry�t.osalc &:ClfftrUCf�itl ",,_,,..... tn 1ft Cft\"IUWWnenl 
hLc \\'yuthN'Y wt�k the cbnwe, MkMtfc and YCf"'"'atiiOfl nf rl..: !UVtt:el area The proco.htre� and 
an;alv.a us.:d tor thl1 JWUfCCI cuukJ lfttiuatce s�rualar 1\ature dtciSN.'MK I li:et n 11 tmpel'attvc f," this 
dca��CU� In he ballfd 011 Mkquitc en.fiwmauon. tMI 11.: pr,�ct he a('lf'lft'lfll'tlh.-tv snnl. and tbal 
ltMNHtumay .11111 "*�aiN\n f'I'Ct\'fW.Wb arc "'"'-"�tt ... h: I he �!ltMia. ... a..:c nt d.c fMt�,·r• wnt�•� a"'l 
IIK."ll �un!>•dcJill•m m thc 1n:1s lll•••kl he .. -tc\'ah:d ta.:w•u.c ut ttl.: utM.:.:tt•utty a&M�ttt rmt.:a.;ho aud 
11..: f'l�o.-.:�:�k."nf•IL'ihny nuutc ofthu &kctwm tofU (•tll. I SOl 27 (bN\ and bll The OEtS lobnc•"-f lie 
'""''"".,l in dt.cktac d• t;tMttkat� ..W wand""*'" uf ll•s pr�l.cnt·S..-cunv pr�t Thl: 1-liiS 
.J ... -...w allkl u:tk.-ct tbl• c..JA.;Cfft 

I I alsu hove cnncenrs _, the ...
. 
- • wllictl

. 
. this .prnject 11 being t-ed U a Ro�ht·of·IVIY 

1110\Y) pcnnot ratbcr 111011 0¥0lult1118 tlu pr<I!OCi u a ..._ iolld .... - Tbe -. .. ����y 
.... - life ,......,. ......, t_ od ... poor caal ................ the ..... - iniMoced by 2 tiro proje<l -- o( thc: WT(i a_.. nlaled !Oalilra, and ·- -· _.. 
doasaciAiriaic:- tllll typo o( opontion, and lloo ..,.-. of this prCOJCCI - -tor 
IICNFiny The DEIS tllrauld incluolc--of tiro ... .,. and dum- of this - Wllk orl 
aad 1H llelds, caol - and orbcr ----����� raabtiCI The GDRA IIMI' drd roo1 
- wind - prajoaaoflloo iCOfiO Utllll-' 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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llleclulo  oflhe pmilllellt·-ilop 1111Ure of the projecl. I u� 8. LM to auure that the roroiecl. if 
_.-. be dcwlnped 1ft a - thai alkrwl _.. to ... rehahly and IICQintely evaluated 
l'lu _,kl holp -.ify comctivc ICIKOnS aealed for the fll'll phuc and holp ....._..... phues 3 to be clesltlned and _..o !"' u to 1llftliaooze or ncrp.C i�s In order to �ely 
......,.. ilnplcla"' wiltllift and atber- .......,. dlla oo11ecuon ond -"""" or 
pnl!ICt .,... and .,_.,r oilel - in be coaductcd - scieMifically valid procedures TJ.re. 

I have -. ..... l noethodolot!ical cbon@es and delays in .........-ms buehne monrtonng fnr the 
project to date whocb 1ac1 ,.. to � the adequacy of ttoO rnfonnatoon analvzed on the DEIS 4 ()Qdcd informatiOn em many ,_ ha¥< 1101 -. �cd for the Srllflllotl Rrdge and 
tl'lllllllilacm lone routa CEQ replat10111 proW1e for includuog eaeNral informatoon for 1 
reasoned �  in the EIS 140 CFR I S02.ll(a)) Several ocbcr -· have not vet -

I madl availoble for ,.._ IDCiudlng the boolosocal auessment BLM lloould allow publoc revww 5 ond comments on these repons before ·BLM makes a d.;soon cm the pr..,.ct 

I While - -aae the dewloprMM of renewable eFIOfl!Y tedofroloF,ies. I am concemed that the 
rapod pace tior cleYCtopong lhrs prOJCCt rs precludoft¥ ldcqUate predcveiopmem rcplocatoon of 

4 buelrne mfonnatron loJIOihcf contioundong onlluonce 11 the IIINftJI and chofoses in procedutes to 
date There "-' "' be • aobaantial amount or onfonnlloon that II not bcrng apphcd to reduce 
ompacts ofthis pnl!OCt Sound baselu1c data are -.ct to compore to monnonns lind mnoflloon 
eflons I am concerned tllat the DIIIIUCII power of the monotorvog dalsn will 1101 be suffiaerrc to 3 1  reloably detect rmpacts These dati or� cucntoal for prec.--setllng prOJOCis w11� a ho�� dc@ree 
ol unccnalllty 

I I don' feel that the DEIS adequ11elv ldclrntes mit1�11onn effecriveness as required !Federal 
6 IIO!"aer 4b1SS), I HOli>-IIOlo. 3/231198 1 \  As l rndocacc elaewhere, the OEIS 11 unclclr ISIO 

Yth.;ll WIU 11111.1 wiU nul he mttluah,..,l Thc dr�notnwt ufrhl: Auchnr�tng tlllicc:r tn ch.-cc:rmarM: wta��c 7 1  'mauy.auon 11 needed and the deterral of much nf the I'NtlitJtton deaanns ro rhe Plans of 
Ocvelopmcnt (PODs I SU(IIIat that the ompact useument of the DEIS 11 nocompletc P<rha(ls the 

B l I>EIS - ......,. a wonc C8K ..-aroo if mnoptoon ._.. lind thcrr ellccu_.... w�I IIOI 

9 

he di  .. -

Olio area wMn I find tbc DEIS to be portiCUiarly _.. il ift  tire --COftlidered CEQ 
,..,..iocts .....,n tllat a.....,.. "Rr(!OCOUIIy explore lind CfbtecliYcly ....,.... all reuonalrle 
.............. .. . ' (40 CFR 1502 1411)) mciucllng r_,- altematiYes outlicle!heJUN!hatoAOf 
the leld� (40 CFR 1502 141c)) Additional £cderai ......,. CFederal llqnter 4b1SS). 

11026-11038, J/23/ 1 91 1 )  opecdies that reaooaablullernatrYCS include thole that are prxlocal lind 
feaoblo from a '""'-caa aondpoorot. not smq>1y akernauves daircd by the applocatll I am 
coacemod that appaca. .,......._ ud aclocduiOs ..... unduly inlluencetl the all.....,... 
conoidercd m detail by BLM on .,_,.. to .._......,.1 on 40 CFR 1502.2 CO. 1502 S. ond 
. I  SU!r. l(a)(l). 

· 
The Propoaood Actioa ud Attenoatovc A do not lllloquately r.- the fUll opectrUm Olllendod lrv 
NEPA for reuona1r1e at:1ion akenootiYCI Altenoolovc A. altloouP opecifylng 40% re- WTGs, 
-*1 likely have ilnpoaa- 10 the Propoaood Acloon. portrcularly poce -.y lito-specifoc 
_,_ for  the � lt;dp ara are not  -cd For - - 1•·1·· _...... 
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cont. 

KENETECHII'I<IfoCarp D£15 ' 

pkowrst. Pilose I at F001e Creek Rom would cause the bulk or the mopoct Ye1 i1 would not be 
tnduded .n thi iii&II'Md reduction of�. fnr Al&emauve A Also. port1ons of Alteruuve A 

,.,ould fiMbaloly 11111 be located on noo<e oensouve areas of the KPPA The OEIS does nni JM" 

scnous c:C"'AUdcrauon co &he �'�to Acuon ahernauve 

Analyzont anemative Alel'll....,henl the -Mis included on the DEIS by proviclollf a boner 
comporison or lftViroMoenlal llllp&CIS,whoch lhould lead RLM til make better decisoons Otber 
rea.....atole allenoatl¥ft exlll and lhould be anatyud I sugf!Ht that one otber reasonable 
alterll&love would be to .-., Phase I ll fOOle (;reel; IUm 011ly sonce lias would pnMde 
for the pon of the project that has been COnlrocred Anotber appropnate and reasonable 
ahemauve would consider locllmg the Phase I ponion or the protect wit tun less -areas m 
the Simpson Rit1pe ora The Sompaon fltdse am hU also been idenlibed by KENETECH u a 
Yl&hle SHe ICw a Wllldplanl Tbll alternauve would -e less transmoSIIOn hne -- and 
CGUid .- _,_.. ....we ,_ca and ........,.. that have been -'lied 11 FOOle Creek Ram 
The ......,_ - l'rOIIICl -- m the DEIS ts allo -her ,_ llld r...
oll.,..tove that would 111isfv the ,...,.,.. 1M need Silled m the DEIS Other � 
AhemiUYft sullabte to dclatled anatysas n.tst outudc the KPPA but Within the wand comdor I 
stronpiv encR.Ifaite HLM to JWnwie d:etded INIIVRS on the-se andlar nther reasonable 
altemauves The o.., 1 have sugge��ed should be appropnatc and could applv data olready 
compoled lOr the proposed,P'OfOCI, The DEIS should be I'OYIIOd or .. pp�emen�ed u prowled by 
40 ('FR 1 50:! 9 by llldudini! ,_ detltled -lyles of other ahemauves The OEIS u n ll&nds.  11 
deftcient and may not sund up to lel•l cltalleii!Jes It seems aprwopriate and pnodentto onctude 
more decaoled analvses of altenoativel fnr tlus preccdont•Seltms rwOfOCt, 

I
I have addmnnal c:oncems ohout the DE IS rwoc:ess fnr thos prOfOCt and beloeve the DEIS would he 
urentr:thcned by resoiYtng these problems I mdlcltc these belOw and 1n nt\1 specifte ammems 
AIOOfll! my procedural concerns is that the DE IS €aols to poonr out oppnstny YIOWI nr JeieaiYOfv 

1 0 l"e5mtJ tn&crprelatKIIIS of11udon m llllftY places Such d .............. s - to be dtsdoscd as 
reqmred hv 4U CFR 1 SOl 9 Fnr eumple, the DEIS fooled to ICI<nowlecl�e that there hU been 
sulli&anual dauyreemenc ahou.t che ahematives bcul! coftJidcred 1n detad 

1 1  

1 behove there is cnnsiclerablc dlllpreement on the upficance of impacts and the sullahihty of 
proposed nvu,.._ ..,...,.. Scoprns comtNIIIS olloulc! be referenced Vonually no mitl811101l 11 
provided to c:ompellS&Ie for lou of ltahirat lu!ICIIOil Jr is my undenlarrcimg that the polocy or the 
Wyomony State OffiCe or the BLM is that mill811ion will not be required if II calrnol be prowled 
on-111e lfrhat li the cue, 111111)' of the project's _... would not be lllittped and the 
11�nifrcailcc or unpacu for the prOfOCI Ihould  be -eel BLM should aplicrtly IIIII rbeir 
llllttpiJO!l policy and how and -. it �I be IIIPbed for llli1 project BLM should olin disclolc 
that ,._al P'OfiCI ""'*''would not be llli&ipled. or- ,...... � would 8111 nquon, 
rniliplion It appan dtll the DEIS tloa 8111 .-neely Dle llle lipiliciDce oC prajlct illopacu 
On 0110 lrand, the DEIS .......,.. ... ..,_ will be in place. On the other. the DEIS - tlool 

BLM wiY not roquire nvtipuon m cenom ctreumSIIICeS, H-. these are not �ilied Far 
eurnplc. BLM only Jives - canoideruion to iaopar:ls ro Ilia a- populllions -. aaual 

plryiiGII chaluth&nce eccurs on csucill Ilia pnro willler nnps (c.f. llipilicMc:c .,._, Tile 
prOfOCI CGUid posa a ..,..;f .... impact to ·- popullliolls by ....-ively ......-. other 

1 1 1 
cont. 

winter l8ll(leS and c:ousing a"'*'-e or jrrerened habicats Tire DEIS inr!llia tbll lllitiption will 
only be applted to rhosc phases of the prOfOCt after !'-. I � impKu would p> -•tJI&Icd 
The DEIS tails ro disclose tlus Significanee criteria iderrlified in the DEIS do 1101 ,_.t to 
many of rhe ompaccs descnbed for the prOfOCt Mlltl)' of the lipit� ..U.. are not ltnked to 
the monitorNtg p,.,.,..., More iiiOiftllllllUI cntena lhould be developed 

1
2 1  

1 3 

The DE IS should provide specifrc nriliption ........,.. for a f'III8C oC pauible impect 
contingencies rather than wairifrs for addruonal .....,,.. to be pnMcled in POOs Tile DEIS 
rncluOcs Cllch·22s by caabkslunp upticance critena based 011 .....,_.- II  the POD 
11a� (e g,. soilsl Authorizing Officers will be rncweinc:lined to apply mitlplion -if they 
are prescribed tn lbe EIS lncludifl8 contrll@eiiCY rnitipnon in rbe EIS also allows lioll prrblic 
revoew and leis prOJOCI operators know what to apect up 1i.r, Arthe POD Slap, _.aars llll)' 
nor aa:q>� additional mitigation BLM does not have a reputlllOII for applyins addi1aal 
rrwupauon measures for other projectl after environmenW an�i)rsis 

My specific comments on lbe DEIS follow l ira� iderKified these by clropter,. pop, parlfr&Ph 
and "'ction Some or my COmmenltlre posed •• questions, olrhoup they indicate Wll}'S the DEIS 
should be reviled I can elaborate on my commcnls "·here BLM's EIS Team - datificat1011 or 
funhef suyl_!eslt<Hb 

I 0 fNTRODUCTION 

· I � As I Slated above. the DEIS should dtoclooc rhe prec:cdent·SelllftU nature of rhos 
1 4 prnoect Thos would be the first ondustnal·scale Wind €ann to be sued m Wyomon� and wt!hon tile 

ecosystem presenr 1n the protect area As such. the precedenc:e and unceriiiiXy of thR protecl 
oncrease the Slgr»ticance of the m>poCIS !411 CFR I SO&  27(b)(S and Of 

I Pase 1-4 . Too , I do not feel tbll the mill!lltiOil and mOIIIlontq! idenlibed for the protect are 
adlt(JU&tc Mllt!(attnn �un�enctes IOOidd he d�iined in lhe .. F.IS which ma� '-tcr he adopted tn 
1'01>> POl> COIIdnoons are more enforceable when these are included in the EIS -.,.,n 

1 5 The EIS should rnclude mtU!I&Iion ,li>r the r- or imp&as tlrat -� occur (40 CFR IS02 1411). 
1 5112 II>( h)) The unr:cnan•y aiiM>Cialed with the project raisestbe lipiflCIIIt:C Therefore. 
etticuve mitil!&tton lhould be pia- to cover wone cue lllop&CII This ....,..hens the ... �ysq 
and aUows opcraton to amfcipetc requeremem1 

1 6 1 Paso J=! JS. Analyzont Phase I alone u another reasonable all....,ive is .._.ed by the fact 
!hat only 70,S MW ofrhe Po- c:apomy for the erwtre project (Pitue l) bu been contracted , 

Pa!cc J.4 !.ut J I refer to my previous - rbll the DEIS sbould be ..._,belled to 
satisfy the 1111ent orNEPA These ....,._ relate to the oelroction aolri-,.. orr
ahemauva, llpificance. -onaa. .......,.. � and  diadolure, 

Page 1·5 I I Pyrpme and Neecl· The purpose IIIII - Sl&led lin ....... with the purpose 
and - mentioned Ullder "AIIemue Project Locllion" for a demonstration willclplant (Sec l 4, 
Paye 2·l3) 

, 

8-77 

I PUC 1·9 '' l t � Ih£ Wyoming Wjnd Rmurcc The OEIS should tndudf' more c:l'rft�� 
1 g tnftwrNitOn tn order to compare the W1nd resnur� Mth•n tM 62-rmlc ""·adt" ...,nd tomd�,.,, Hn\\ 

do wtncb vary wnftm utcs cc � .  Foote Cree� Rtm. StmpSOn R.tdtte. and other .. temate snc�i '  
Uau JhouLd be proYICied rq:ardtns the J&l,.lonriai trequmc.es and lftlen.IIIICI or WNW ltUilS tl\ 

20 I .:ompa11 
dtrecuon How frequently would \\'TUs tllr Nile at chesc 111es due to calm rw- extreme 

wmds• How does thiS compare to penods of peak power demand The Gaenp11on of the wrnd 

I raoui'C'c m the DEIS should be deKrihed '" �rcater detaJI and IC 1 frnenevcl nf rno&utt<'ft to 
1 9 wpp.;nl or retutc RJilabli�lte• ot altemauve proteel k>catiOft) 1"htl anli�lls should anclude th1� 

anl(umiiK'Ift (40CFR l!I0: !2) . 

I �1!.1 The DEIS does OOI'Oosdose that the GORA RMI' dtd not COIIIIder c:ammertYI 
2 1  W>ndplants llke the rwoposcd protect . , ... 40 CFR I �0� '>1 I quest ron the appmpnrttene>S nt 

uenng to the RM� here 

�lllf.!:l� RLM should di"'looc oppnsing f'C'IIIIS ofyje,., u re<tloored nf 
NEt' .4 luucs and Conc:mu hlled an this sectiOn do not appear 10 retlect the llttnafacanl scorunf 
commenb tront uatc and tederal aenctes abou1 lhe need to lnll\·zc aicemattve proteCt kl<:atttMJs 

22 and mhc:r modilicauons to tM pro�t Th1s ancludes rm· abo'-e diSCUSSIOn about the ranJ:C' Cit 
alt.,..uveo analyzed on delail 1n the DEIS �hupauon effecuveness, basetme data adoquacv and 
moftltonng: sensitiYtty are o&her •re.u where there appear to be IUbiWtfaal chultfftii'CIUI itln«ed 
111 th• llEIS 

I CGL!.:l.Q...La�-1 Some of the c:nntracton suprh,n� pcin!OftS of the nElS appear 10 han 
tnlerests rn rrovtdm� addltMmal �·u:es ll lhe prtlJ«I II• IN'f"O\'ed Wen dasc&u:sun: lllletncnl!r> 

2 3 "orn,Hcte..1 as reqwred ol 'untrac:lors prcpann� cn\·rronmemal scalenwnll tift" 4U CFK 
� �., Stcn• , 

Z o PROPOSED AC"TION AND ALTERNATIVES 

I As l srated arher. the alternJ

.

taves anatvzed 111 det:ati m the OF.JS do nnl reyM"neRI I reaMnallit.· 

2
4 rai\!!C 15 rcqutrcd by .-o CFR U02 I .a and otMr sectiOns A precedenl·setUfti:! proteci iUI..'"h 1!

KI:::NETI::.Cif's wan-ants detaitcd cva .... uon of a r•• of at1emauves to ben� understand the 
ompoc11 and c:onsequences or the prOfOCI I refer to my above .. IJliHied allemauves ll!w,l:l.li Tlti. s IJOCiion oftbe DEIS fails to d•oclooc tbll rhe proposed and ahemauve acuoru 

2 5 would ,.. a precedent The scale. scope. 1111ensrty. _.,lOll and nnpaa or tlus prorec:t " 
lll(lr»ficanlly cliflerent frotn other ROW pennns The DEIS sltould apound 011 how rhos prn,ecr r> 
drflerent and au- to -ify these differences 

I Ptse 2. I J) I retum to my contcntiori that Ahemative A does not provide a .........t»e 1011!!• on 
c:onsequences from the Proposed and No Ar:uon lll.,..tives Reducing the prOfOCI by scalonp the 

2 6 project bid< by 40!• or the wrGs will not -.arily mull in a 40',. reclua1011 m tmpiCI1 !Tom 
the ....,.._ Actiott It is likely IIlii the Y.'TOs elimmlled from lhts pni(ICI&&I would be the 01101· 
loclled in re�a�iftly ..,_ wiad areas Tbere is a high probobiht� that lbe ..........,. wrc;..,r"''ls 

2 6 1 would nc:cu< in serllit!YO resoun:e areas SO the impacts could be -'v as fre&l U the lirll prOfO<I, 
COnt. The lad. of I speaftc P'OIOCI rlesign Iunden thos analysis How about analyzong the prci!OCI 

2 
7 1  e•cludony Fnote Creek Ron• Would that Mlbllantially reduce ompaecs to wildbfe resources• 

Would that abo ftlllllllllZC arc:beologocal conl!otts'' Resoun:cs m the Snnpson Rod�e ponK>Il of the 
28 a prOfOCl lhould be doscribed m somilar detail to the Foote Creek Rim prOfOCI 

2
9 1  Page '·l 16

.

2 1  Pmoote4 Mjon Will conserv��ion ......,...s ownod by the Wyominp Gamc 
and Fish COIIIIIIISIIOII Wllhin the prOJOCI area be rmpocted• · 

I Paw 2-2 • 2-4 Tables 2 l!al Otl and !cl The amounts and types of dtstuthanc:e sltown rn these 
3 0 tables do not account far wildlife dtsplacement or lou of utilny or areas surroundons tlollurbed 

10101, Ho-. tbe DEIS reccl(!llizcs Mlch ompacts later on the document 

32 

Pose 2·5 13 • I 2 Plan nfDeye!opmcm I recrerate mv conccms !hat basclone wildlife surveys 
and monnonng. u curn:ndy proposed. are not adequate tor nalulunp. tmpaa agnat'ancc. 
tderwtfYuttE need for �n�upuon. and dctermmtn11- m"tttaiKKt eflKuveness or pra,ec.t compbanc� 
MntgatiOil COIIImJ!OIICICS llhould be commnted tn rn the EIS to gaurantee that m>pocts on 
imponant resources are compensated I do""' feel that suflicient modtfiC&tiOilS would be ompc>sed 
in PODs l>y BLM The DEIS fads to assure effective mrll�IIIOil will he Implemented to add!'O>> 
11�nilican,1 rmpocll of the p'OfOCI I am also concerned that unless adeqUIIc baoclmc data and 
monnonng on control utes 1re provided for from the stan, provtsaons 10 requrre adcbuonal 
11101111onng will be confounded rllher than allow reliable utformauon to be cullected IUr thts 
precedent·Sellln8 prOfOCt 

Page 2-� Last Us The DEIS docs not JWnvKic substam1al evidence that the buetine studteS or 
monnonng pr01ocols fM wdcUife will be rchabte enou{lh 1n detennmc cumulative mapaas (see 40 
CFR 1502,91, It appears that mosr of Phase I woll relv on less than I year of adequate baseline 
tnform�uon becaase of chanps 111 desltpl and late amuauon of some surveys Olher prOJCCI· 
related KliV1tta on FOOte Creek Rim may he contOundtn[! buelmc survev1 Hu thll been 
evaluated., Adequate bucbne dlta should be collecled tor over 2 full years pnor lo conarue110n 
The proposed -t"""tl protocols woll nnt rwnvodc tho• HI.M lhould a�ree tn ,_,. 
IIMIIlteally rckaiMc baJcbne lnlonnai:IOII lO be ob&amecJ pnor to iiiU&ftg I ftoCtee 10 proceed With"' 
POO. for subaequent pllaMs 

I ,PtRC 2-7 fiRUR 2 J· Al"f additional mitigation measures that mi�hl he required in PODs should 
33 be ..._ u continpncios "' the EIS along wt!h meanioi!IIVI cmena for monnoring 

effecu_. Such cmcria have not -. provoded lOr on the DEIS 

I Ptu 2-8 U • I 3 The Wjndplam' I can� - whose  the DEIS prcMdes eWieace IIIII tbe 
3

4. propooed WfG Slriop (Map 2 1) have - si1ed 10 u to � impacts to wildlife and 
other ,_... (The turiltne 11f11118 appear ro coincide with areu of hiah raptor - os shown m 
Secuon )) ' ' ' 

I Ptu,l!LJ§ The DEIS indiCIIes that mut:h of the infonnation needed to ewluate IIMrontne���al 
3 5 rmpacts on the StonpiOII Ridye pon1011 of the prOfOCI ,. IIICOI!Iplelc Tlus infonnauon a-rs to be 



I:E��DI!IS l nten�ial for this IIIVitonmentol onotysis 1- 40 CFR 1502 9) lrthot is the cue. BLM should 
3 5 senouslv cOIIIIOer ev.iu�tlnl Phase I a! F001e Creek Rim Il l raiDOiblc lltematove and BLM 

cont. slloul� ;econSIOer liS prelerre<l olterJIIII'.. . 

I I donl feel lhll the AO will hove .,lliaenl expenise to detenriine enviroMIOIIIII dlta ..ab 
3 6 Cnteno should be estobhshed wnhm rho EIS ro ISSISt the AO rn mokiR!l 1ft mfonned deciiiDrl I 

1p1n -uon the ldequocy or onlY one year Of IRIIIftll\'0 ...-urborlce dolO. Dued - recent 
3 7 1 I>Ctl.."tU1f.c papers an adc:qu.ate- �� &UL"'sment study deugns 

391 

401 

41 1 

421 

�ID11: How often ond fnr how long would WTGs not gerreroto po-r hecousc of 
WIRds outSide of -"'"'U rurges for Fonte Crook Rim. Simpson Ridge and other sates rn tbe 
..,....;y of the prC!fiCI' 

PIKe 2·1' p T11e EIS should �te !ootnctionsto minimize the timing and fioequoncy of 

dtahirNnce by fWnteCt ,ersonnel 

����· 2·1' 26 ' 1 4 1 Rood ans!.flli..D·llllDi'lll!!l Whir miuptoon wauld he provided when 
senwuve areas cannot he IYOtdecfl 

p,,, 2·1 CJ '6 ., 1 4 5 2:\0.k \' Transmt�on Ltne Construction The OEIS ptO\"Idn no evidence 
ci.at sensmvc wddldC areas would be av,Otdccl How •••It these nnpacu be compcnuted" 

Pay<..l:l_U� What procedures would he r�towed tftrees cleared wuhm the ROW ar�uled tC'Ir 
nel'CIR!f P\· t.apiN'Jii, ot' mher s.en!rnvr mtt:ratnrv htrds" 

I I·�� S 2 I 4 7 Fm•l !l.2'd {•!IO!�Il.Clln�Uti:lul!:lll!. Oosturi>Cd 

43 . sub on 1-c\(lf.t Cree� Ram woold he Stft'tlec:t to 11rnnl! wrnd ero11on Would sechrnent he de,,Sitcd 
tn draanayn assoct.atcd wuh kod. Cree�., How woukl this be prev�ed., 

46 

f•a¥e 2-2., 1!"" :! Ll..P.Phhc Access and. Sa&lx. Haw IS the •rrnmecbatc VM:Inily of the wtnd 
rurbones and facohues· dofoned' Would rile proJOCI oft"ecr publoc •ccoss to the W)IDIN"l! Glrne and 
frsh Cornm1won's Wtck Brothers Urut and the uubty ofthne ��., 

PUL1:2R s• • 1 10 R...WLR!IW!'l.ll!!! Abonclonment Ooos the BLM rodarnotoon pohcy proVIde 
ofl·sne mnt(laUon tf on-sue maugauon n not. fea11bfe? If not, how VIlli sur1"ace Otslutbances be 
mttt�atcd tnr lhe LOP., 

�6 2 I II Prgjcq·wido MiiiQijgn Miuym· I om _,.  tblt the project would 
not RIII'IIIIC for mony or Ill impacts Tile EIS should pmvide """'..- for odoquole 
omupuon ooer • range oi potential impoctornstad or relying Upotl wilpoc:ifiod .......,.... to be 
oncorporated in PODs Will these be ·w.uvod" or •excepted' Iince the implicltions ue different If 
nasures ote waived. thea preac:ribed m<upion -'tl be .--ed. BLM n.-1y excepu 
priJIOCIS from miuption or a�s pracnlled in the RMP. lfprwcribed llliliption will not be 

. ontU.ced. then ,_ -a.res -*1 not be elrective u reqund by NEPA .,_ �
nor "'pponod m rho OEIS 

. , puc 2-21 '17 Adoquote buelino dala for impact .,..and control lila .  ue required to_ 
det ..... ne the 1ovo1 of impocrs and monitoring 81fi'ICIOIIC)' Recent _. 1R the ICIOMtfoc )CIUIIIIIS 
l:.colotly ond Ecolop Applicouons provido ,__, for - .- auclloS UIIIIB . 4 7 rho Bef"""'AlloriC-rolllmpact lpprOC>Ch Thole _.  criticize the--" by a.- """'dt u 
referenced in the OEIS. It " euonrial tblt odoquote. replicated ...-urbonce dlta be olltoined 
for 1 prece<lent·a,ttmg project u this . 

I Pave 2-21 l.al! !:Pags 2·29 fill! t Whir specific rec:omtllendotions has KENETECH's Avian · 
"I u1< Force modo tar tills """""'' Have those reconunendouons been omplorMntod' It does ..,.  48 appear rhlr rhe recommendouon rn 111e wrndplonts owov li'om .,... oihip ....,. usc has been· 
foil- for Phose I (C f. Maps 2 I IDd  3 14·3 17 1  The rnop componsono ttiso .. J!80111 lhe 11Z0  l and spaci"l! or t he  wondplant has not been ldtusted ro reduce llllpOCIS No olf·site mruption has 

9 � been consadored Conlln!jORCieS should be developed lnd rncorporatod IMD the OEIS W�l Oft"• 4 111e ntlltglllon be requtrod lftd ontorcod' If not, then nnpiCI .....- should uaumo more 
Sllfl\tfacant lrTlPK\S 

I Paoe 2·29 13 How does KENETECH propose to handle incidemol take Ullder the Mt�ory 
50 f!ord Treatv At:t and nther la.,s• The OEIS suJIHells thor mlliption would be requored for 

"subsequent" phases of rho prOJect Thor SU880111 Phose I rmpacr• wrll not be ntll'l!llod' 

5 1 1 Pye 2-2Q 14 Hu KENETECH moclified wmdplontall other lites to rttilipte -''' Were 
these measures effecttve? HML�" effccuvc were thev" 

I P.au 2-:!9 Lap r Item 1 Glvcn BLM pollcies, will nntiption mcaiUra be efrectiveiv 
52 unpternoined' If londnwnor preferences proven1 nuugotton on me. will BLM reqwe nff·site 

mruproon·> How does rho DE IS hlndle Pt'OJOCI unpoas whero lond- pref.....,.. do 1101 
prtMde m��tpuon on-IKe" 

I P�tml.l. As 1101e<l obave. I do nnt -thor windplont focilitia - been placed to 
5 3 aVOid sonSJuve wildhfe hlbnats on F001e Creek Ram lmponam wildlife lllbitota n:ludo wiMer 

ronps not dcllgnote<l as CNcial Will ompacu to thoR ..... be tllllrgated" How' 

541 t'w1=1QJwm 3-4 q Pave 2-3 1 hems 10 1:: Whit llllltBMion is propDiod for ..... ,._, ... 
noc •tCuabJc" to aVOid? Uow cftOcuvc t1 that mntpuon? 

5 5 1  Pags 2-30 Item 6 How would d_illurbonoo !luliDI tho life oithe project be tnitiptod' 

I Puc 2-30 !tm 7 lfi1111ial rewptllionofrons usiroa iiOiiveplonts ore -.....aNI. whit .._  
56

. would BLM require' Not o!I IID!u values would ho -orod if __ - like created 
wheotllfUi ore Ulod Perhaps tronspl .. rng - or other - ,_tton tediRiqucs · should be used on approprwe IIICS wner. in11a1 -.ng elfons foiled 

�------.. ·.E·�---CM--�--r.-,C..--•DE--IS--------------------------------------------�111 
I Pase 2-JO Item 9 Wlll wind ""1""" be controlled or diaurMII 11tes on F01>1o Crook Rom lftd 

57 otner aposcd lites to prnem tecbment delJouuon anro wetlands and Str� aach u koc:._ 
( reeL.'' . 

I P11c 2-ll hem I:! Is 1his matipuon conSilient with Item Q to avoid consuucnon 'Mthtn �00 ft 
58 of ...n- water ODd -lands'' Will trtrUmiiiiDR kncs.�>·oril grouse leks. rapror nesas. wetlonds 

and other senaiii\"C habnaas" 

I P.aqc "-l! hem l l Applyrng thtS resancuon to •aaive• rapaor ftCSIS conJlrcu with supuiauons 
59 prn..aod on rho Gl'lllA RMP Rnn raprnr ourwvs hove ulllll!llv hem conducre<lr after • lar�e 

prOf'IORton of nests tall so lhll many acttve ncsas are massed lhe rapcor 1nvenrory mav not be 

I 
aoequate to kncn•· whether or nrM a raptor nest was actrvc in the lui lhree wars Werettl l'afMor 
saudta for rhos prajecr on F001c C'rook lllrn lllitst11od llte tn 1- When wore ROSIUI(l -.. 

60 tmtiore<l 0n S- Rldp ond .,.rounduig orus• Ooos the OEIS'o usc of •f.xtORSivo raptor 
nesllftiZ RUdtn" ""f'fv thlt ••nten��ve" nestl"lo! lluclta were na1 per(C'Irrl'ted" Were all potennat 
nftlmp. at as ad�tek· searched over the lUI three or more years·' Whit proponaon C'll &ctt\or 
IM::.h OUC' IUilliM:ll l.htiUlP, Mlr'VC'Vlll bV �Jlt:'\:k.",-1 1 -�AIIU:J.Ur� Whir does the OEIS man bv lftiJIOIIng SOUCINII supulauons 'wnhon cenaon 

6 1  .rus"• Whit derines "'cenun aras .... The- OEIS shoukl aa1e dearlv what chese arc and hC'Iw the-\ 
.. ,u be appltcd dunn!! the prntOt:t It appars thor rho OEIS wrll onlv prescnhe rNII�Itton nf sn ... 

621 .prOJCCr •mp•t:ts on cNC&JI bog pmo wrritor rlft!ICS Wdl tmpat:ts ro wrmenn� btg [!IRIO tn other 
( noncnactal) wnllenft!t areas be mntg,alecP If so, ho\1.:1 

I ��!Lhe!P...!..I. Ttn uem also aJ'Pars to CCWMracha the wddh.fe supulauons Klentifted an the 
Gfl'R.-\ k�W. speciMnp onh• •�r-:nnwn ac:ttvc Slpt prouse lel..s " tiavt" _.. anventanes ben 
Nk:quatc 10 \·cruv acll\'tiV a1 ��� HL*· ti'equendy have nch IK m ltle rwOJect bnn sate:hed tn 

6 3 aecfttt year�·· ls the uatemenr thal rn�I'ICIKMtS wou&d be placed on conarucuon actiVWta around 
•known nest sues" an error" Oo vou rcaliv mean around "lek5.,.. lflht» rnnumuon onlv �s �� 
�._" un f'llthh�.: �round. wdl ampacts to leb on ocher lands no1 be rruttpte.J" Unw manv h:ii.s wwtd 
not be mauptcd '_1 he DEIS lhould dtK� nactl;.· whir ts meant here 

641 �llrm...lL lfwildijfe will be excluded frorn IUhstiiiDRS. will those ot:rOO!!ft be 
mlloptod' Will raptors and other btrds porch on those tonces' . I r.u�!crnl\) I fecl

.

thlt BLM llltnuld obtoon from mher ·�-

. 

""""_dof-. .,., ... " .. 
cutcna an advance definant� under Ytblt arcuma1nces they would aUow �ton of 
excoprrng -- OCIIVIIIOI from r-.t""" other ..,..WIDRS' Ooos the OEIS reolty -

6 5 .:rucoo1 -.. ........ hero inslood or ·-er· ._., W�l mitrgotion be uaurod' How' It _. 
!bit BLM hal o tendency to except prti!ICtl from IIOUDRII reatncoiCIIII It tblt contilues. wtlt these 
IRIIIIIO'IDR IIIOOIIIIeO be ofroaove' • 

I Pqt 2-32 2 2 Altmw;.e A· I refer BLM to my previous c:oncems llbout tho lack oi 1 

6 6 rouonablc 1'1111' of llltentllrva hoirtf onalyzod rn detail I donl beliew the OEIS fttllllls the intent 
of NEPA hero There is probably 1 .,_ c-. tblt the inlpoctl of Altent11ive A - • 

I 
• 
• 
I 

I 
I 

�----K-.E�--�-----�-5------------------�---.-.. ---,. 
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cont. 

doe to those of the Proposed Actiorr hecoule ...,.. projoet facihtieo and ..,......� -.1<1 aill 
occur in -ive lraS and  the mod and _.... inf'rutNCtU.. would � be _.. u 
ntonsave For _,. ._cos. the �-• CreeL lllrn prC!fiCI would hove the uroarosa unpoct •nd 
thoro .. bnle - .. the DE IS that muc:h �-ony or the 411% redstctlmt would OfiPiy tu thor 
p!tuo The &Miyoil rn tbe l.lEIS is doliciont bv tho lack oi ICI1IOI -lfication other t'*' 
.-ng o net 40"/o nrtluctoon clue to tewer towon I -- tbe validitv of Ulllnlfll,_ for 
Alt0t1111ove A This ahornatove does nor 11<1Wido much utetW inronnouon for doa-kin¥ 
I hove noted that boner lhornotoves ..,.. and hove suJII!CIIe<l aornc llxlve Wouldnl the public 
waorar be better - by IIIIOiyzlng 1 more complotelnd approprtlte range of lkomatoves for a 
.,...._.Rtlins proieet tike this' Apm. the lkomatrva COOIIIdered m deloit raise -oon• 
abuut wllether the desires and schedule oithe appiiCOIII hove unduly rntluenced BLM's select1011 
ofahornat•vos for detoiled c...-.or�mr (40 C'FR 1502.�-and I �On I I  The constdonlloon of • 
reasonable range C'lf ahernauYCS 11 an extremety unponant component of amplcmcnung NEPA rn 
rho ilecl110n-moi;t"1! proces1 140 C'FR I S02 l and  150l 14) 

I P. m 2-U 2 3 Np Agjon Allmlllin. I don

.

l fed tho! the No Action olromauvo rocervos scnous 
constdonlloon 1n rhe OEIS The OEIS -10111 the MediCine llow Ptoiect "*"'here and thoro 

6 7 -ro be other proposots for Winclptant• on tho orea Wouldnl the d....toprneitt oi one or these 
other projects under No Act ton abo fulfill the purpose lftd need I pr<Mdo • wond·genoroung 
lacdity rn Wyorrungl stated 10. rhos EIS' 
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Paso 2·33 ;: 4 AkCfDI!jm Ccinpdcro!l bul RQ� I muii i@Ain taketsauo wrth rho OEIS for 
aVOtdong a dotHed lftOtysis ofroasDIIIble lltematft'CS for thol proce<lorll·sctllng P'OIOCI The EIS 
doC. not moke dot:lllons • 11 rs 1 velllde for helflllll! to obJectovelv ev-e envtronmentll 
coosequonces l tbtnk the OEIS does not sot!SIY rho mtom or NEPA I oput stronplv encnur1�e 
RLM ro reconSIOerns positoon on oltomauve onolysis oDd supplemonr rho OEIS wuh 1 proper 
OMivsis ofleUDIIIble oltornotrves. I've noted other reaSDIIIble •ltornolft'CS above CEQ 
Rqulat10111 140 CFR 1502 2. 1502 S and  1500 I) lftd other gutdanc:e IFederol RO!!Ister 461551. 
18021>-IBOJI, 312111911) throa ..-...ro consider lltomauvos other than those preferred by 
the lplliiarlt. thlt lplliiarlt � and ..-Jes should not limit the qonaos· COIIS1deratton 
of oltorutrvos. and tblt llplll:ies con COMidet ohernMivoo boyootrl their JU'Isdtctoon The 
odt.-iodson 01 1 oi ll leut - other wind power ,.._t - the KENETECH project 
irodlcotu - f'ouible" lit.,_,_ - Within the waod coindor AIID. -ing Phose I in the 
Simpson Ridge ata is,_her olternlte location ond project tblt rnoy hive reduced environmonr1l 
consequences whole fillfllhns the """"* lftd - or the prajecr. Phaoo 1 could be 111e<1 in the 
S- Ridge ata to owad -- ..... better thin 11 Foote Crook Rim IIIICO the fanner II 
nwwe .. _.. The OF.IS -• llljplifiCIM •- thlt would he impoctod t,. Phaoo l ao 
Fuote Creek Rim 

I Page 2-ll 16 llJ!! Pqt 2·11 Tah!c 2 9 Windopeod infonnatiOII closcribed here Inc! m Tobie 2 9 
on Page 2·34 is incorttplete

.

ond i5 rtlit of 81fficlonl resolution ID IUbstoMtote thlt no. other 
6 9 oh0t1111ive 111a ore ..- T1le OEIS should prD¥ido dlta on wrnciJpood. chrectton. frequency lftd 

int011111y 01 • finer ICIIe. Thll atC...-oon io t:niCial to t"' cleciiiDn. Tbe intapretOUOft oithis table 
is collfoundetl by the CDIIIPOfiiDII or ..... or drutrcally dilferent aiza lftd does not reRoct '"" 

7 0 I VII'IOblltty of.-,_ -hln IlleS How tTat-Kty lftd for how Ions would WTGs nor genente 

I • 
'· -
I 
I 

I 

I 

I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I  

7 0 t1 � beoollle Wllld condna�� .x.- _.,ioaal hmits' Tobie 2 9 "'-16 provide aatiltical 
c
1
on

7
t
2. 1 conficlonce lftleiVab for the estimoted cosu h II IIard  to follow the' coa estomata cidcuuod ., • tile tell whe'n ..._,ed to the !able bcousc of diflerent unns T'- llllould be consraent 

I PJBe 2-35 12 The pt11!1C11C of comparina lilentallves il &o  OYIIullo omli.....-al COilleq ICIICOS 
73 to lid - .akina i40 CFR I S00.2) l clon, feol lllll the DEJS ..._,.... tltlt aU otller 

sites are -.iuble for - �  pncnt101t Su!_ooaians m tho DEIS ot-. tndicafc other 
SIICI ... y oncloed be MUtable . 

741 Pau 2-3' f3 The DEIS llllould cite tho ollicul 1992 .,.,.,._.., flom the Wyoo'nins Gasno an<f 
Fosh Dopan1110111 tbat no ah..,..,... -. IIUIIablc 
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Page "-15 !4· f'U"'d or !•sthe Prpicct Arp Size Tile DEIS showlthat Phue l is kaled 
within_..,. wildlofe lllbotat• KENETEC"H Uldoated thot tho � Rldp- II 
IUIIoblo The DE IS - 1101 aploin why. Ptoue I could not be located - tile � Ridp 
area and avoid more _,..., Wildlife habttiiS TratlllftiSiion hne cortaructiDtl would be lhonor if 
�hasc 1 -• placed rn tho Simpson kid!!• area Tilts would presumably be cheaper for 
KENETECH and PacifiCorp I recommend BLM ,_..,... therr pDIIIIOft and mer bock to ""' 
previous comrnen1s on altenllttve solcction Smce l'hue l (foote Creek lltm) IS tho area of tho 
pr0fCC1 - - delailod lllllyses IIIYO been coaducted. it may be appropnaiC.IO Olldutle other 
pans of tho prOfCCI untd the _.,...ry and adequate 11111 for �118 those portions of tho 
project arc completed. Studtes on wind and snow. (pii!C l-2) . .-t _,. IP'I!C l-21 ). llld 
_.IliOn (pll!e 3-24) havc not been completecl for St- Ritlp. aa:ordtng to tho DEIS Most 
wildlife inventones for that area are las """"""" than """"Y' betftll condUCied ar Foote Creel. 
llrm (P'I!CS 3-36. 3-58 )  

I Pave 2-35 15 ConBD!C! lbc Pmocct in One Phuc Moniloring illlpiCis uadcr Pltuc I will be 
hmlled under tho pracr11 procedures and schedules unas modrfauons are lltldo I can find """ 7 6 · lillie evidence that pnor knowled�o from other wrncl � pro,ccu has been applied at Foote 
c·ra:lrr. knn to nM:Nm&ZC mapacb 1n Wlldhtc and other rCIOLir� by reklauna� utcs or altcnng I� 
nurnher of towers or plac:cmcftt of�(. sann�t� 

I � CEQ IC!ftllations ,..re tlllt mi'tiption efl"cctivaca be 77 doscribetl I can't find that hero or elsewhere rn tile DEIS What auppori"'S �-can 
BLM pr0¥0de to -rate tho cfllcu-of ,..,_ Rlipt- _,.. Also, - does 7 8 1 the �t-ICit1118 111ture of this P'O!CCI CIII« into that dclerminll-' Tho DEIS fails 10 7 9 • acl<nowledse tbat wildlife will be tntpiCiecl by tho project on _. OUIIidc c:ruaal willlcr _,.. I 

I don' chink any of rite llliliplion � be  elrectrve c.......u.e irnpeaa _ ... -. llill!ificant 
80 tllln BLM - 140 CFR UOI 7) l apin .-ion tbt .....,_. lllll Alt.-M A -*'  

81 1  ody result in a 40% lowe' ... IIIID tho ,..,_ IICiion WiU IIICIIIilorina be ...aiw -sit 
10 rcltably detect impocts' AI wltot IOIIel of efl"ect' 

8 21 Pass 2:42 • 2 43 1)blc 2 1 1 IMIJ'!l Wi!dljfo· W'oH tile project irnpea Ilia ..- .. IIOIICIUCial 
Wllller ranps' What atitiption 11 pt'll\'idod end llow elreaiwe il il' I -'  6otd ...,_ IDD of 

J;f!NI!TI!n-.-:orp nr.1s u 

8 2 l ltlbitli  quality ..t liollainll will loelllilipted" ·�· M IO � - ..... .. ... 
cont. ·�-iliad · . 

I I Clll'l r .. l where 40 r.FR 151111 211 doliltes -tiring lidenl -1 1111e penoriralirr iM:ideMoltako 
of J'ederally JI<IJIOCiod llirds u Mitiptim II- wil - ...,_.. be .......-�a�·1 Tbe UUts 
project leader for tltis EIS 1111 aatcd IIIII .... lilY llirtll will loe killed 11 1111' •eoo I._. dou 

8
3 1101 - to lie Ill!' elTon to twHd ...,lin •- to ......., .,_s in birtll Is it ra-"'t&o 

UIUIIIC that impacls -ld be of tho - .........,... fur al llptcia 11 .. sites' T .. s hu been 1ft 
iuue rqordt"' ahcn111iveselection 1M DI:liS -., that l'lutoe l bn - - ....,._ to 
ntinNnize impac�s 10 rlfllnrs nr -till '*'"-' 011 f-• Creek 1tim Wholt -rl<l sudr 
mitrption be tiled and ho,.; will unovoidable iootpll:ts be ...,._....rl Tlw table doti iMII priWido 

8 4l ""'l�ltion f111 �JIOCIS IO IOJI p- .. leks? II Ill)' -·- li- to .......... MJI ..
WinU:nuy arns' 

8 
51 Pta�Utblcl.Jl1ma'l, Ll!tll.l/R; W'tll tlll Jlfnjccl result in c1t1naa in tlw ntilily of llloh' I 

do not sco wbtre loaa in tho tdity of lands IIIII their quality for ......,inn will 1w COIIIJIIMMed 

3 0 AFFF.CTED llNVIRONMilNT 

I roar ],9. 1�. r.�I!II!C ''rrt.!tir.Q<II�!Y. Rtc��tso it is gcnnainc to tho im111 cnnsidorod .. , .. , 
. llliiS. claarottcriltw:s ol tlae wind rcsourca lirr lite KI:NI!TiiCII prnjcct area and sunllllflllmg 

areas """"" he dcscr�aed 111 """"dolo�. os I ••J!IIIerl - The lllliS ..... ld inckllie B 6 tlescllfllinus ot wtniJ paucrns wilhtn lhe wend cutnrkw fUr RVer&f Ji&n will•n lhe prlfCCl 1m 
•n•.:kldNty tbc.h"ettucncy, inu:nai1y. and durauon of wind spcada nn 1 auntaaJ baaia. I luw cktlhev 
ViHy iaalnnally . .,-.j KfOI¥ lie area'' , l l•ttu:c 1.p. 17. Thc:•hihty fiN' wind tn tramfWNl IMW .a',ll!ll l;_nnte C".teft Mttn AIBSe!lll that wtn..l 

8 7 aulinu uf �ouil iltMI udM.'t ltatti.:k:t tintle &na dialuthed fur proeca cnutructinn g;..uJ dc,..tMI Illftt 
duwnwan&! iA&u e.katuga UMI wel&aaus Wulhis AJftliclcred in tho OlliS'! 

8 8 I ''•L .. '·ll, '12. , .... IWIS .... "" -· IIIII Wllilio - be  -aoly .......... by -- - ...... 
U.II.UdNIKU Ollllidc cnu.f iNG IMIC ....... 

I I''I!�.J:14:l:11...P�I I!n<!!I!Rt: T._. lfllllll' 10 - - - dcloys in iflitiatinc 
wrld�fo aney�. chMJCI io -hoclolosY. ond -•ions .. -1-p. 1- should 
iolonlifirod and drscunerl iat tho DEIS. llu ���y..-.uically-..lid reoiow oftbe acloquacynf 

8 9 hoocline clala and -•DriRa tochniqun been ...,....,_., What IOIIel ..r _.i¥ily li c • whir 1)'111 
lAd lhiJNiudc nhlltco) clo � ...-.ioodicotetho -hoclolosY will lie - tc> tltlec:t' 
Hrot -lid be �  io 1lro l.li!IS. Wllcn -•lli& ....,. uwyo illitiolod? llow - -.  
CODductcd Jlfiar 10 thor-oftbt 01!1$7 l l'l&cJ:lZ. tuJ.utillllift.llll.f.illllrill: AkltctaP IIIIa colloaion ... -_....,. rot -�� 90 - year, IMiitorlolagy and -.e .... --.J. Noc .. wildli(e - - - -tend 
•rce hbntary 1\1104. The DillS ahotold ...,ibc lire leYCI ..t relialoility of wilcllilc ,_cc 
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t;Ft� I L:l'ltii ..... ,IIK'-r l lfl� 1 1  

90 I ............... culk-ctcd ,, .. o.e JIUifC'Cl and aucas " '  uUhly rUI decnn.anil� baRfane CM�.bllous•nJ cont .  """""" 

. uhfl''Cin� tdate In f'l"tltM",a!ll'tl fll'tltlbltnlli ar�ol nul Cftf.l-iri·l•tMFII ynr ntm ... ts 11 Pata.i 111 
lie llhi!P l lwi ......... ... clautit.'lf I 
t•acr 1.1-1. I

.

"_, , l "*'I lhc \\"Vttlntnc (. tauM: �nt�l hdr 11\•f-:trlnK'Itf" ht

.

,: �-K' Jlf'fll.t.,IM'II 

9 1  t•aa..:o 1. lh. 'lahlt• l to. The '""''cdH� C"nluaucnt ilfiiJt&td 1n lhrsaal� 
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_
l·a�r ,..,n. ft � ...... t•f'ct 1.4�. 1\ Jla�l:' 1-44. ,1? 1\J:atn. dnn'l JIOriNtrnn �tva feu tnui� 
cict,, "Jrite•tulcd docJ IIIli ef�. rCSfK.'CitYCiy. rt!Or tO postJCaslHI fll'f'UIIIIUI&S IIId not .... -oi•)'SII 
CB-CS U imrJiod 

J'oF ��� 1-i 'lfw lllill' ............ lbat llf'IIW , ......... .._ rn�cd llaoinf: lllitrriiM' porindl 
'lh.'Se ItO hnod <WI dlur.,.J .-,,'011011< M.ut)' b11d SIIOCICI ntl�lllt II t"l!itl and II heitlhU lbovf 
the •u•nl tb�l dillt'f rtnua .,.J11('11 hab!UII U'Cf" by thn5e JfJtc'�S Uow wn nian IIOCIUin:li 1.1� 
•"••tnred1 kadar stWtes "'"'f' hceu trMd at nfiK'r v.arvt t�nwer fWntKis tn •• , evalua1� lhlsa,-..n 
use 'lire Nat1<1111l k..,.woblo �;...,�, l.ob fNKJ:I.t rn (iulderr. Colt•- l"cmcia fundrng fur 
ouch studios It is �'Y underllllllilng IIIII Kl NEl i!!'II I&SI rt«tvcd � from  Nllt:l. ftu 
a-., wind plant impacts on bords 11 nlhow f'IO!CCII If no<:IUIIIII • ...,. - waa 11n1 tvaflltlecl 
here. '""" aot7 Isn't 11111 infurn1111011 IIIIJIOrlont lor underllandal� how the 1""1«1 ntay "'��'�'' 
bords'' lluw dues lack of these tlata allcol lll.M's lnl<fprCIIIONI uf impacts and aigniliCIII<O' 

9 31 1'•�,. 1-!��f:icrrrr. J .2. II wnrdd he .-o n...,..,pfid if flrio li�orro n.cludecl confolon<o interval• 
al...,. the - Atllllbor ubaclvcd per -hlr "'""Y to help uscu tebabiluy oftbc IIIIa l l'm�J::4�·J,H •. Mm.J J.!:,l l(o. \\'TC. suiot!rs and a""'ialo.l roads 11 ...,..,. on M.tp 2 I ou 94 po�o 2-6 ·sl.,..kl be IUI'OI'IItlfiOsod on these lifll•tslu evaluate '""' the wulliplant hu been IHcdln 
JI\'CHf.i tftJitaC:I� IO llfWOU 

I l'fle 1��2. t:1 It is my understandtnf! th.1f rartnr MJt searchn V.'ft"e CNII.h.K:ted rdatf�f)· late m 9 5 ,.,.,.. nn�i� Ka.ctn l.eaf·o.M •nd bauh "'Mtcis alk, 1ppau:nllv reduced the abiht� ol survn�i co 
kM"atr nc:tls an.J dftaAtNlt lieu llatu� l ie IU:JS shuui..J shuul..J ..J�Krtbe ttw M.caltoUJ ol thr 
ba-"tc &bla tap&, .. aaatng l l'ase l-5}, 1t..1'1Je.):):! 

.

•• Tahle , I '  l tbin� tho Batcnrent filii"�< �.<} thlt raf"nt ""'""A

. 

dcasily is ..,_., in the Sonrr-r llolpo 1100 thin at I·Ull<o l 'rcok Rrm "--d he cloritied Map I 2 
•• - 1-J - 1M -- Rllittnon n hciop rn  lllCCIIS of < 1101101 111e IOI'COfO oftlle h""c 96 'l 'ocol k• •cs If- MCIS chller her- llln. !wow dnn IIIII tnlluenc:othil _,_, A 
Iiiier bonl.lla- -.lol be lodJrlitl lin 1111 .,....,..... ... nt habitlls included io tile •cas drller' 
Wac M Keipilcr - _., Wbat JlllceniiJII ol·-· are miaaecl'' l oblc l  13 IUfi!CBS IIoll 
r'*'f'Oiilil• of npkW Mill bftWftfl the '""0 ., •• , are difiC.rut 1"hit c1e:serwe:s .,.. dllc:uuloll 
1- ....... specioo ......,....._ ttlalo.lu -••hly '"" aud frCIJIICIICY' 

K!NE'Il!CIIIPKiiiColp DI!IS ,, 

I Pws l-S9-):6i Sssjqm l 2 2 S !WJ!crt'awJ !!lc. I Ill!! l 2 2 It !Papcripcsl My -· 
aboul IIOCIWMI- by ,.on abo " -..r here How was nocturnal bird itse OYIIulled. 9 7 ponrcularly durilt8 111ipnlion pcnods. a.e this IS tntpOrtllll II other WHIII project IMts' Wu 
addiucNal fundnts lltrOUJh NREL considered for ..aluaiiiiJ! those tmpaeu• Would t'- be 

. -- in the future llpCCII of tho project' 

9"'1 Pau HI fii!Jtt l 3· Apin. Confidence intenols llllould be,provicled with tho nans on those 
0 611Urcs to llclp .-s 111011 1hc quality of tho dill presented 

I Pm. 

l· 7J Map l !7 It -*1 be illustrative to owrlay tho WTG B�s and ma41 on Map 2 I 9 9 on P'I!C 2'-6 on this map of DIOUMIIn plowr aJht"''s to dcmonllrole how facilitrn IIIYC been 
located to twHd impocls to IItts spoaes Would tho Simpson Ricl!c project impact lhollf!ICIIS to 
the ume mcnr" 

I � Visual raourcc cluscs south or 1-10 should he intluded anco 1he prOIOCI 

1 00 w�l 1111f11CI visual resource. fnr rccreauorosto on lhc natrona! forCB and lhe Ww:k llcothcf> liotMtat 
Um1 of tho W)'Oming Game and Ftslr Depanmont How do BLM vi1111f <111101 ..,.,..ro to those 
an ....-by ftiUORIII tOrat., The text should be rev�sed to andude these in che analySis 

4 0 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES l l aprn quesiiOtl the efl"ocuvcncss of various rniupation measures prescribed an tho llEIS onri 
whether thelc will &e enforced Ltlt� intorrnauon as provtded to substAn.�ate lhal rmupuon 

1 0 1 measures would be efl"cctrve Tho DE IS lcaYCS open JUSI whit will be mrll�lled and whore Thrs " 
cntrcal to tho ..atuauon ofrmpacts duo 1n tho prfi!OCI Tile DEIS snould uato thal monv 
IIJ;ntftcanr ampac:u will nor be nutipced. nor hive many tmpacu been adequatetv UJCJMd A�IJn. 

1 021 the precedenl.·seumg na1ure of the pr0fec1 warrants ,.ea_ter conSideration ol ertV1ranmentt�l 
Conseqt.MmCeS Thts uulvlrsrs consuaaned by the lack of msonabie allemauves COftllriered '" 

1 0
3

1 
detail AI tlrscuucd m 40 CFR 1 508 27. 11�nificanco rncrcascs wnh tho degree of uncenarntv 
USOCIIted w11h tho P'O!CCI Tho loc:k of adequoto boschftc:. oncl lnnllatiDtl• on lhc dcst!n of <omrnl 

l •nd IIIONion. · 118 protocol•. will likely result m -� crnena for dctermming tho need for and 

1 04 ettect._. of_.,....,. from this pt'OfiCI Very little qllllltilative analyus has been pmvrdcd to 
- tho acc:urKy and reliabillly oft-protocolo l aprn.feol thatlho EIS llllould �to 

1 05 • a FlllfC of miupoion . .-..._ """" P<ms are typrcally -� 

I Sipnif- cntcria for 101M resourcca. u diacus.d below, arc often unresponsivc to rssua and 
1 06 concenll FIIICd about tho lew! and noture of impac:to. Many of tile aplicancc cntena ore not 

. tied clarectly no � protOCOls What -nic data arppon t'- u ftiCIIIIII¢iol tntena 
for applic:atKtll to tltio profCCI' · 

1 071 1 apia teit-." my _,.  that about tbt Ulltltlplion that A-ive A ...,.,_s 1 40% 
redut:lioll in impocu &om lbe Propa.d Aaion 

I Pue 4-1 tl · Tlto DEIS should identify which mitiplion end ...atorin!fmasurcs con and will be 
1 08 conditionod to o BLM penni! How - tlus relate to tlle llllcmtnt in tho last pan ofP'.BLM 



KENETECHIPoanC.., DEIS ·� 

1 08 1 
cont. 

sllauld also specil)· wllich lnitiplion ilems are 1101 likely 10 be onforcod. - and where rile)> will 
1101 be enforced. and whal those .,_. 10 lhUssasmtnl of impacts and �  Wdl 
BLM's policy on no< requtl'lll8 off-silo llllltJIIIoon onlluence the impaciJ ofrhe pi'OIOCI1 

I I'.J&U:L.ll. Whar -ltodoloiY and cvalualions auppon rhe DEIS inrerpre���ions that prescribed 

1 09 · 
mmpaoon would be effeciM and that I'ISICiual unpiCIS  are accura�ely delermined' Will nillploon 
IMISUres for nonfedenl lands becollle a condlloon of the permit' 

· 

I P11e 4-1 !5 How do the pcecedent-te�ung nuurc of the project and uRCeftaltiiJI abour the 

1 1  0 r._as affecr lhe _, of siJ!IIinc:anc:e on lhe OEIS as preaenbed in 40 CFR I SOS 27" What 
..-die mfonaaroon auppons the determonallon of ..,.Uficance cmeria' I opin am c:oncemed 

1 1 1 1  
-h the DLM's ---- IIIII only impocts ro bit ,- on CNCial -er r1ft1CS -*1 be 
adverse 10 rhosc _..,oons, What SCWMif�e data auppon IIIII posiloon' 

I P.� There do - •o be Olher priiii<I!IOIIIS besides riot Merlicino Bow windfirm 
1 1  2 JIRIIOCI 11111 are 1111eresteo;l on windfann deYelopmeni in the vocmory of lhe KPPA These should be 

anllctpaled fiLM could conucr ares landowners to derennme other porentral proJOCIS 

I PaR 4-3 SJ This poninn of the OEJS should dosclotc rhar lhe ompacl oflhe prorecr would 

1 1  3 == I he acreaae diSturbed bo:luse of chan!!<' on u11�1y of surroundong areas and dosplacernent 

of wddllle 

I �l.ul.l. Whar saentific cmena will RLM •deem ll'!lfopnare" for use on dererrntftlll¥ 
1 1  4 when con.aructiOA aaivntn would not be restncted '" II@C t'rou.se nesung habitat? How are 

"ental wtl\ler penods· defined"' 

1 1  5 1  �lllf !!:11�..LliCsl!mt!ltWII!P.IIW. Addttoonll miii!IIIIDft fnr noise impocrs sllotlld be 
odcnutie<J m rhe OEIS and omplememed of needed 

I �5 4 2 1 Vegctl!m Si!lllifocance cmeria are nor direcrlv 11ed ro mnm1oring 

1 1  6 provo"""' I see Chaprer 5, page 5-141 These should be explicHiy identolied on rhe OEIS and 

NICO!purared into �ODs and reclamauon plans Those cnterta requrre rhat s�o-spocifoc VO(!CIItoon 

onve111dnes be conducled pnor to dii<Utbance Have those irwer11ona _, performed' 

1 1 71 �uc±ll..!l ff reveseraroon is not achoeved. will olllfiiCis be  11111ip11ed off-sire' How wlll theuse 
ot cres�ect wheatsrau or ocher nonnauve spcaes wnh &ow wddhte habitat � be compcnsutd'' 

. lt!PiificMitly impoclod an _I ,..... ocher than CNCial -er lllt(!CS T- 2 I I  

r� that srreu and cbsplacemenl mav ompact big .- popullloons The proposed 

., CfoiiU:JJ !6 4 2 3 I BIB Game Sipilicaace criteria for Ilia .- do - adequately rtfloct 
-... and idelllilied rmpacu resulrin!! lrom the projoct Bis .- � ..,  be 

1 1 8 li!llllfocaroce critona do

. 

not mue to proposed -oruos prorocoll lor btg pine l Appentli• B 1 
Therefore, the lipiificonc:c critena described in the DEIS are 1101 --.p.J IIIII allctuld be 
repiKed -· cm.na that tellet:a phyoical and psychalop:al hlbitat lou (-*iottce) .......... 
from the prOfOCI. R- IIJIIIIOIIII IIIIY respond to itnpocts of the project differently from 

KENETECitiP,aciliCoop DI!IS •• 

1 1  8 1 nanresit1ent or ftlisrotory ....-s ofbis .- popuialions The -.inly ....a.tod with the 
JIRIIOCI sllauld. ratM ihelevel of lipificance (40 GFR ISOI.27(b)(5)1 Tltia pllcesempbuis on 

cont. -• adoquale predisllllbOia 11111 conrn>l data. Tlit II!Biiti¥ily ot1he llllllliloritt8 - be 
definod at the OMel. 

1 1  9 1. Puc 4-14 71 · In order 10 adequately evaltaale the itnpecr of the prajecr 011 biJ pme, adequate 
preconstNCIIon data are -..:1 prior IO Phaae l -· 

I PaR 4-34 !l lmpacu to prolllhom on -erlyearlatta ....... itlcludinB ......-. could be 
T 2 0 more sognofi<:am than the DEIS acknowletlaes- The UIUIIIption that impoc:u would be nepp.le is 

purely sr-nauve 

1 21 1 �� Moderate impacts to nonCNCial -.. ransn could ..-lllively be upificant 
t.t"""' 40 CFR 1 50K.27(bK7)) 

f� I beliew the DEIS's reference 10 y., eo al. (1914) milloads the -... on the 
linclangs oflhts repon Those authors ..- no stat- about. how •quicllty• f'RII'I!hom adlflled 
I<> oncrased tralli< The DEIS should point out the -ially dift'erertt tiiiUte of the WTGs and 
the srzc ol.the wtrodplam. m that soudy c:ompared to the proposed projecl The OEIS foiled to 

1 22 memoon that Yeo et a!  ( 1914.511 stated thor "ThiS does 1101 presume, no-. that development 
of lari!Cf wondtields would evidence a ��m�lar lack of�· • Aut,_. oftlus c:hapler of the 
DEIS also laded to cbsdose that Yeo et a1 ( 1914) found that � poups ·
sensouve to rraffoc even lhouJ!t other JfOUP typeaappear habirilaed• (Y., a al 1914 7) Doe
town I"OUPI compnse a substaroull pon1011 ot PfOIIFhom popularoons. Have' WTGs been 

1 '2 3 1  
<on"N<Ied wrtlun pron�hom riii!IO i11 MMtana'> Did EIS preporen OOIIIICI I!!Ofi<Y porsootriOf and 
opera1ors there about an�· observauons on pronghorn responses to wmdplam:s? 

I f�� I feel that the OEIS lllempiS 10 nunimize ""-a conc1uaions itt 5etlentrom 
I 19Blt Seaenlrom found f'RII'I!hot;>o rematned llpificlotdy lirther from clistwbences 11 mine 

1 24 ..... ..... apoctod •• ..-... (Seprstrom 1912: 191). Tho fact ..... ....... - ...... in 
dosturbed areu (e.a .• Eulerly a al., n d .  Segersttom 1982) does not lllplc 1he fact lhat Olher 
IJIIItulls were advwaely impacted by rhose_pn>jocli IIIII won c1rsp1...t from ._.. ....,. 

1 2 5 1 PAot 4-37 14 For adequate evaluatiqn ofimpocrL itt1er11iw � lhould COIItiiiOIICe prior 
to Phaae l .-rucroon. 

1 26 1 Pm+l7 !5· Pan+JI t2 The ............ lllll aa.-. IOIIIIIII ... -.Id ...... ........ 
.. purely --· 

' . 

1 271 Pm4-31 'l Mule '*' lllldiod by Eisteiy er ol. (n.d.) - prs•a · 1111, � 

, 
Mopory - "- IIIIY be dioploaod to a .,.... _ - � ...-• 

1 28 1 Paae 4-39 14 Adequare .,...._,._IIIOIIICOring olellt 11111 - .._ abotM he CGIItluc:led 
pnor 10 .-ructoon ofPhue 1 if,_ .,. Ia  ��e -..-

r---------KE-�----CK-.�---�-�--D-E-IS----------------------------�-------, .----�111 

8-80 

I �tl. PronJhom ovoid <rourng under overtoead stniCiures Is there "'lderoce thar 
1 2 9 prun�h!>m woll move 111rougJ1 117G annllS'' Is there eVIdence that ell or mul< deer "'ll o•nor• I · these struaura" 

� 

I P. "' 4-41 !2 Ah'"Miive A The UIUIIIplion that impa<ts trom lhts aftema11ve would on

.

lv.bc 

. �·. of the prupooed project � hiJ!tly on the location of the WTGs and Olher stNCtu
.
res on 

1 3 0 
relatoon to llllpOrtlfll Ilia pme ltabilau I have already indicated that the DE IS usumprions ma� I no1 be correct II mey be more tikely lhat impaas mev be closer to the propoted actoon sonce 
WT(js end boa pme habtrat components are not Ulliformlv or randomly drariltuted. and rhar hath 
pr-y t:OUICidc with landscape ieatures wrthm the P'OfOCI area 

10 bi& pme on - l'lll(leS IIIIY be cumulatjycty mora sip!ificam than 1111icipoted bv rhe DEIS I I Puc :HI !l·Paae :f.43 !! Cymyiotjyc lmpoqs I IIII concemed that � and llllfiKIS 

1 3 1  PrOfOCI tlll!*ll would also occur OUIIidt of <ruciaf wiltlcr ,..... These impacts .,. ;..,. 
cons.dered rn lhe DEIS Siptifrcance cmena for btg ,.,.. are not responsove to the concems and mtpat:IS of tlus windplant protect W�l ofl'·sore IIIIII!)IIIOn be pro•'lded' There has been a 
IUbaantoal amount of ompact ro those btg game herds from other dcv�s and <ondiiiOIIS 

I Pare 4:44 'C 4 ., l 3 Lcgidatmn Rdftivc ro Ayiag Monatu lep.islarfon and madentat take I permus do 1101 lllmfat< avtan monalotv due to the wtndplant pr01ect The DE IS Jacks doscu_,. 
on what meuurn KENETECH land other protect oporat011l has Chavet taken 11 other srtes ro 

1 3 2 redw:e btrd monabties, wbether or not they have been permitted for thor ral.e, whether or nor 
KENETECH proposes to _. ..... , thoae .......,,.. or recornmendtouons from their avian tall; 
torcc for lh51 pra,ecc. or Oltwr KtiOiti.IO reduce monalnies Didn't NREt provtd:ed r\rnd1n.: to 
KhNETE(•tt tt• �onlitit.:itlty eva-luate a""""' nkNlaht�• al olhc.'J f'I'UJO.:li.·• 

• I 
I 

f•Ge 4-45 !.! It seems ittappropriate for the BLM to tmet'JifCI how the USF\\'S plans to address 
avran noonaloues of IOderally �rotected speaes unless USFIYS proVIdes srccofic wrltttn fUidaoce 

1 3 3 
fo< thts protOCI The USF\\'S memo quoted in the OEIS identifoes modtlicauon of 1110 p1acernem a. a ttwans uf reckM:tn� _bird nw:M'1.abtta:) 1 he UF.ts prctVktc• no n-�e that WlG sm�s at 

I h"SS&e \red: Rrm ha\.'1:' been localcd to avOid conllw:ts wtth raptou arW rnountaan plovcr5 (Map 
2 I VI Mapa 3 14-J 171 

I Paae 4::!< !5 The DEIS sllauld ctte mareto resuiis front rho avoan task for<e As 1 noted 

1 34 prOYIOUIIy, recommendallotu from the IIIII; forea fUide from u11no tubular towers I such u arin• 
away !Torn seurtove aras have not been applied to Phaae I at Foole Creel. Rim . • I ba,:H� Tltia appeors 10 be the lint acknowledpmcnt in the DEIS of the precedent..-itta 

1 
3 5 1  .. ure of the pr_..t PfOIOCl end the utarlltiiiY UIOCIIIed -h the pmpoul Tioe DEIS has 

1101 tdelllified how sitplifocant i-1 10 raptoro Clift be mitiptod The DEIS c:ntoctzn the lack of l merl<od bir4s to der�ne

. 

population itnpocts on the Orloff end Fla� 11�1 report Marl:iott! 
btrda ts 1101 plollned 1« lhta JIRIIOCI Will the second pan of the II!IJIIIICIIICe aitena for tltisi>EIS I 1 3 6 ldedatitt& fllllot' populations) be- -houl lhll t1PC of study' Dod NRIOI. help filnd 
KENETECH'I ItieMtry audy of fOidon ...... in Califontoa to det...,... if winclplants are 
ICOI*drzinll papuilt- wobility foor that apecta 1 -stend 1he frra phase of that 11udv 1111 

K�DI!IS II 

1 36 
cont.•l 
1 37 

- <Oftlllleted Catt inf.-ioa r.- that IIUdy he llfiPioed 10 the pt'tiJICIIed ,...,... here� llos 
t.:ENETECH - - to siptiliclnlly reduce roptor monalitics 11 Olltcr pr0f0C1 sitea• � llave 
raults of ocher winclplant st- been ittcortM>roted no the prOfOCI cleso!IJI and tltis DEJS? 

1 38 I Tloe Ortoft'lllll l'-...y (l99l)repon olao advoQres siling willdplanls tolvoid avian I .-ret-._. Wnv didll'l the .OEIS include reterenr:e to EIICJO, J 
.
. A 1919 Avian _,.,. 

1 3 9 II latp wtnd ....,IY l'acolttoes rn Califomia tdelllifictooon of a .,- Califonu Enersl' 
COIMn11110111 

. 

140 I Puc 4-46 last! The --• in the DEIS contrast ,.;.n Orlofl' and F1annely ( f99l llii). rhll 
· •ben low mortalll)' rtiH IIIIY be ,....uicant for rare or prorectod btrd - • 

1 4 1 1 �.L..I.II!..1 The DE!S should also describe differences on specoes between Ca�fonaa and 
Wyorftlllg and wltat thts mav mean reprdong prOjOCI nnpacu 

1 4 2 1 1'11• 
+52 Ttbie 4 I 5 The table should include Olher lflOCics doeurnentod m rhe KPPA (e g , 

percp.nnc fakon. turkey vul&urc. etc ) 

I eq� The Slllement !hal facilities ··non the KPPA would be constN<ted 10 -·• 
1 43 empacta lo �ptors" docs ncx seem to a�ree WHh the WTG ll�& al.foocc CreeL. Rrm m rdauon 

f(l rarnnr tntcmnattnn 

1 441 ·Pne 4-S.f !< The DEIS imphn that raptor llllpOCII from Phue I would 1101 be ourigared Is that 
corrot:t• If not. how will rhose trnpl<ts be mnl!llted? 

I P.�l.u!..1 It apon appears thar the DEIS has nwsquored Yeo et al (1914) Yeo et al 

1 45 
1 1911-4 IZi soared "Smce llterodaroce end locauon of the Sote A

. 
let have been erratoc, rhe etlit:ts Of 

wtnd energy development on saae grouse popuiiiiOI)t can nor be deduced • Tlwa Mlf!IICSII the 
DEIS nuwads the reader by statong those euthors tO..nd no dcit:reue ., - grouse lei< 
atrena-c due to doe WTG c:onstflldioa and opera1ion . 

1 46 1 Pm+S7 14· How dois -.in  plowr lbtrndmoce on Foore Creek Rim compare ro 
. lllfTOUIIdins areu• Could Foore Creek Rim be a localized concerti"'*' ._ for thts lf'OCics' 

1 4 71 Puc :4-60 !< 4 2 3 7 Pagcrjnn How will the sisnificance criteria related to declining -
_...10111 be detlfiiiiiOtd? . . 

1 48 1 Puc 1-62 !6· 1 2 3 I Amphjhjw and RIJPiiln How will lhe li@nific:ant:e criteria lilr t'-e 
- be detlfiiiiiOtd if there 11 no -onna of those populallons• 

1 4 9 1  Puc 4:66 !5- Pmpjnc ft!cgn· Hove ltlfWYI been adet!uatero verilY thai INs lflOCics 11 1101  
. -.. tn the YICIIItty of the prOfOCI ...... year-round -· ' 

1 50 I Pm 4:67 !S Mqwpjn l'!mtst Cornpsn Map 3 . 17 with Mop 2 1  showing tbe relatron of 
- plover _.,.._ ,o WTG 11� on Foore Creek Rim. 
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I Pau 1·17 12 1 S 4nd Us Srpi6canc:e cmcna llhauld also consider whellrer the WIIICiplaftr 
would r�lt 1n chlnses to the ul'thry of the �end For maance. if recranonal opponumua on 1 5 1  publo< oa:eu aras bLe the Wrck llrotlrers H tbtrao UNI ore IIUbMonually ohered by the Wllldpilnt. 

. then tmpiCis IOOUid be c:onsoclered 11�nrf1C1nl 

I Pa8f 1-19 1 5 2 S Rcqmjolr hlitifMion cleo:ribed in thK section is inldequlte to lddress 1 52 chanfes tblt miJ!In occur on the utillly of conserv�uon uoernems held by the Wyommg GoiM and 
Frsll Deplnment os a rtiiUk of the wuodpllnt ApprOpnate. tn-lond miugauon oltould be IIIUfed 

' I PaKC1·97 1 8 llnsygjdablt Mvme lmnam Thts section of the DE IS is weaL and.runbouousty 1 53 usumes mtlrptron will be ldequlte and elfectrve for 111011 resources AI 1101ed ohove. nny 
_.as to wildlife ....,,_ wtH oot be campetlllled rkrou&h this project 

5 0  MlTIOATION AND MONITORING 

I I have noted several oreu lbove ,,.here I feel the monitori"' and m11ipuon provisions described 

1 54 rn the DEIS ore madoquo. te The precedent-lin� noture nfthis dcctsion rarKs sr�nrfiCIIII 
c:oncems that lldoquote lllt'l!tllon and monrtoro., programs be estabhslred pnor tn construction 
l thtnk miupuon COIIIIII@OIICIOS need to be pllced in the EIS rather than be decillcd in the POD 

I ea&U:J...12. A f1118C of mitiption .......,,.. for the project oltould be identified in aclvance. with 1 5 5 objectrve cntcna to tnger their lldopuon rn 1'00• The preeedent-ti"!l nature of thO PfO!OCI 
wanants guMidu-.es for the AO fa fOllow m deterrmnmg nnupauon rcqutrement� 

I riiiE.1:..LJl. I have c:oncems that the development of1 POD pnor tn the· FE IS moy nno allo" 
��� the fonnulll- Oflloe IDOSI lf'III'Opn•rte [<<JIOCI piWP COIICCJftl lnd ana� that m1Y be 1 56 requ

.
rred pnn< to a ROD Tho< rllr.n conceros that 40 CFR l �!lb lf•ll21and !tlll 1 moy have 

bc.:n v10latN dunn� th15 El� prncess The POU appears 1o·hlw been ctevelopcd poor tn a fulh 
ani\� and ubtecuve envnonmentli analyt-ts With pubhc: rewev.· 

I !'age H . ' I l 1 I Wild!ifunilab

. 

:CDb.. II ap1n oppars lha

. 

I llllftV tmpacts to WI .
. kllife on lio�h 

volue habit11s are not bemg �·- ldoquote considerat- ond milrgiiiOft Thto ahould be 
1 57 corrected Ob,ectrve. biolo�ICII cntcnl ·ror ucepung ....,...l sllpulauons llhauld be idenlir.ed 

and rnduded as port of the EIS 111.111 has hecn lax in �  supulat-s on oil ond ps 
, prooect>. I quesuon whellrer prncnbcd nollf.lll- will be ellectiYO unless llf..,...Us ore rnduded 

.......... tmpiCII from P- I of the PfG!OCt. Appropriolo eanuol ODd �--- m a I Puc �-'l U !lap!

. 

ors Apin. it does nat lf'pOir thai ci.mm infonnotion is bemg applied tn • 
1 58 predisturbonce ....._,. wiM 1101 be odeoiUIIOIO pup ilnpoas. U doocribcd Vflf'/ little of 

the recommenclluons from KENETECII's oviln WI,; force ._, 10 have been oppbed 10 thn 
prOJect . 

I buH.IU.ui.J_ The imponlnce orFnooe Creek Rim to ........m ,..,_. has oiNody been , 1 60 documented Avoicbns•ndiVIdUII .-s """*! 1101 odequotely rninpte sipificlnt impocts due to 
lhc Wllldplont 

1 6 1 1 rase S·l2 s 1 J IS 4nd Use Tbis section proYida no lllitiplion ror ntenllioMI - ouc11 11 
occur on the Wick Brothers Unit Tbis - 10 be .. oniaion of the 0£15. 

I 
Poge S· U S 2 MQJitorinll· I om am --' tbot the DEIS is baled upon on illodequote 
buellne. and tkll control and mormon��� pr01oc:ol& lack MlllitMiy ror.o ,__tiDB pl:aject 1 62 as thts woth a larp omount ofuncenunty As iCheduled. Phase I COIIIIIUCI- 1111)1 Clllfdound 
ott-a to-delermme ._as. More than two -· of lldequale buellne illf.,_;on are neodod. 
yet the DEIS does nnt provide fnr this The rel11bilny and sensnivuy ofmontonnl protocols have 
no1 been demonslrated 

1 6 31 Puc.?=H .. .i.l.l.Ym<!J!i�� VO!'ctaoion mnnitoring does nor appar to he linked to the 
sa�&ruhc.anc:e cntcna tdemrtied ebewhere an the DEIS 

1 64 
Pase S·l4 s 2 8 Wjldlifu.!ltl:iJ!!mn Adoquote biKbne monitonn� for big �ame needs oo 
commcmce well rn advance of Phase I consuucuon When was 11 Sfaned and how frcquenllv have 
survevs been conducted'' Precomcruaton ud construcuon ac:ttYihH mav confound dl"ons lo 
dftemune nnpaas unless predrMurhance mli>rmauon are property obtlrned lmpocu tn woldhfe 
ou11Kie oi crucaal warner r&nlles are nol bctng ,rveR adequate constderattOn Subsequenr phases of 
the P<ll!ect llhauld nut be pemntted unul buehne and COI!Irol intormouon 11 COftlldered lldequlle 
In IS�� lm{\ACh 

I oRer a few aener•l comments on the .,._nring protocoll in Appendoces A and B I"W 
prevoouslv ond•cated that I have sub$lantlll eoncerna -.t the deugn and aena11ivny of this 
monnonng 

APPENDIX A 

1 6 5 1  The Aviln Stuches Protocols augest that less than ,_ yars or intenaive prec1isNrboKe cilia 
will be obtlllled This would tinut the abihty IO ..... ompoas and millption ......... The 

1 6 6 1  monnonng protocols provic!e limited lllfonution -., ,.,. obility to clerect elfeas and the 
' succas of applyift8 aJdt -onns -.ns m Olher mos. Noctumal - is  still oot bemg 1 67 I evoiUIIed U II common in Olher WIIIIIplont ............. Tile s;_.  Ridp ouneyt (pose A·l6) 11111)11101 prti'Vide onlllloqulle baoelillo. Tloe po'ococ:ol& do - ....._ ..._, of aomm inlpoc:t 

1 6 8 auc!y cleltpl l  rerer BLM to ..-&11 ,_ popon publishell ill the jounllls.
. 

Ecolo&Y and 
Ecologic:al Applicalions 011 lito cleap of bcforellfterieOIIIIOII!IIII*I IIUclios Tile IIIOIIilorills 
prooedures sllould be reviled. • 
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APPENDIX B 

I The General Wond""""'r Monnonn� PrOtocols also are de11�ned 10 obt11n madeouate 
rredtllurbuce data More tt)an two wars of Dasetme lilt a shOuld N; ot'llaaned t [eier 10 toumab 
mentiOned ���. nw lfftPA"' dest�n of Green f tQ79l as referenced on patzt R-Q h.n recet�J 1 6 9 c�.a,e a1t1asm tn rccem yeari The prOtocols. do not proVIde subaanuatlftl! ev14enc:e of 
char eOec:uvencu and appkcauon 1ft previOUs •n'f'Kt Rucitn Whac levei of dlllp&C:t can be 
dftl'l"ftMned"' How are lmpaci.J 10 resNtent vs fl\l�rant �� ot pof'IUiatloru soned out'' \\'he-r. 
wwe IUf'WYS uuuated" · . 

I The ·...,�ht of evic!ence" apprOidl (PI@C B·Q) leaves muclr to drscretron ond 11 no subsmute fo· 
1 7 0 valid �ific evaluations A table exp!llttm@ ,..hat con and Cllln<>l be rel11blv ev&lulled "'''h th< 

aurwy proloc:oi& lhoulcl be prepored for the EIS Metllocls llhauld be � tn obtaon 16equa1e 
' Nllormll- 10 ..... I he eiJIICII of the prDftCt 

I What is the •worn Pro.,hom Survey Protocol" morvooned on R-J I' Is that the oMolete trenc 
counl technique" The PfO'CtCOI for usanp: dar wtndcw templates IS exucmeh· sensu'"' to 1 7 1  measuretnCQI error Has tbos atelllod been used frequently h project f!CI'...M.t·• Ho"· occurate ,; 
this method.' Where ,... it tOlled" Ho.. ht�h will the plane be ftown·> Can mule deer be rel11bh 
obKrYOd clunns these surwys' 

I I low sensioiYe are the pellet counts 11 clerOCiifl! chan!IOI (pof.!C R·Hl' C:on convaent UK lw a fe 

1 7 2 ondJYiduols be lllslmgurshcd from occuoonal UK hy larper numbers' Haw has thrs mnnnnnn� 
w"'Lcd ctsewher�' Are auumpuonsol the method raiOftl:hlv me�? \\"til l� be n·11ua1ed as 

pan of this protca., 
, 

1 7 31 Will urnphrlg intOIISIIy be illcrased if SIIIIIIIC&I tllll ind-e power IS k>w (paf.!C 11-171' 

APPENIJIX F 

I The perspectives of the pllol�raphs and VIIUII 11mullrions m this af'I'OIIdr< appar tn he ITnrn a 
WICk: anp.� based IJfiOft t� ldenutied kxa110ft tllt'here the DnltfC!Ii wrere ,, .. en lfthal &!i so. tbe 

1 7 4 nnapes IOOUid tend to nuntmiZO the IPf!Oirante of the \\,.lis from hnw thev ICiuollv """kt 
lf'POil The DEIS llhauld identify the equtpmenl used and whelhel or not the omaoo� are rrnm 1 
"nurmal" penpeaave 

. 

In conclusion, I �othe _,r11.,y to moew the DEIS l bclieve tbere are severalareu 
..trere the DEIS requires sublll!llll ,.....lullron. u , . ., noted lolternatows. cllta lldequacv. Ole , 
I arongly enc:ourase BLM to perform a subslllll11l reevaluation and pnwide publrc rev....: The 
prOJICI .. IJ8IIiftcant ror •• -. ...,.. 11111 precec1ence se�una ""' ..... , The publ�< ....... ,. 
best aerwd by conducting a careiUI and t""'-h eva!Uition UnfonUIIItely. the DEIS don nnt 

fulfill thll purpooe ,._ you 

Smcerely
:- .· A /A� r 

Richard 1 C.uenzel 
1810 Shermln Hill Rd *f 
Llranve. WY 12070 
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Cqmmmt API: Sec Section 8.2. 7 in the FEIS. 

Commept An: Due to concerns raised about the possible major 
impacts auoeiated with this project, BLM bas decided to complete 
additional NEP A analyses for each subsequent phase of 
development. BLM prefers to grant a ROW for the fuU project 
developinent to give KENETBCH prior rights on public land to 
prevent nuisance mineral claims. . 
Comment AP3: See Sections 8.2.3. 1 ,  8.2.4, 8.2.6, and 8.2.7 in 
the FEIS. 

Comment Ar4: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP5: The biological assessment is now available from 
the BLM. 

Comment Af6: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP7: See Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Commmt APS: Prior to 1986, CEQ regulationi required agencies 
to conduct a worst-ease analysis when information wu incomplete 
or unavailable. In 1986, CEQ revoked the worst-ease analysis 
requirement. See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Commept AP9: See Sections 8.2. 1 8Dd 8.2. 1 1  in the PElS. You · 
correctly identify .the possibility that Altemative A would not 
always represent a 40% reduction in implcts. In IDIDY places in 
the DEIS (e.g., page 4-9, colUDID 2, parapaph 4) the UDCel'tainty 
of the 40% reduction is discuuecl. Depeadiq on the resource 
being aoalyzed, factors such u facilities place�DN�t would stroDpy 
influence the level of impact associated with Altemative A, u it 

Commept AP18: There is no inherent contradiction between the two I 
sections; however, a reference to Section 1 . 1  bas been added to page 
.2-33 for clarification. 

Cnmmmt Ar19: See Section 8.2. 1 . 1  in the FEIS. I 
Comrpmt AP2Q: The �ty factor of the Windplant is estimated I to be approximately 35% (i.e., the Windplant would produce, on 
average, 35% of 500 MW, or 175 MW). Capacity factor is 
estimated based on data such u the estimated number of hours winct I speed would be too high or too low such that turbines were idle; the 
mainteoance schedule, etc. . 

Comment AP21: See response to Comment AE26. Tiering to the I GDRA RMPIEIS is appropriate so that the rationale for certain 
stipulations (e.g., precluding construction in sensitive wildlife habitat 
during critical periods) does not have to be reanalyzed in the DEIS. I . 
Comment AP22: See response to Comment AP10. See also 
Sections 8.2. 1,  8.2.3, 8.2.4, 8.2.5, and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Commept AP23: Mariah provicied a statement of no conflict of I 
interest prior to being awarded the contract to prepare the EIS. 
Wester:n Ecosyatems TechnoloJY, Inc. (WEST) is under contract 

I with KENETECH to desip aad implement the monitoring program. 
Appendix B, a description of the monitoring program, wu provided 
by WEST. However, diseloaure statements are required only from . 
EIS preparers, not from other partiei submitting background papers I· 
(S� Club v. Lynn, 5th Cir. 1974, 502 F.ld 43, 58-59 reh 'd 
dmi«l, 5th Cir. 1974, 504 F.ld 760, em dmi«l, 1915, 421 U.S. 
994). As the EIS preparer, Mariah independently reviewed WESTs I document prior to includinJ it in the DEIS. 

would under the Proposed Action. · In geoeral, however, 1bree other issues concemin& conf1iet of interelt can be clarified u I CODStnJction of 40% fewer facilities (fewer turbines, roads, follows: 1) WEST' a CODtnct with KENETBCH does not contain any 
substations, etc.) would result in a proportional decreue in impacta inceotive clauaes or guarantees of any future work on the project; 
(e.g. , loss of habitat would be diminished by approximately 40%). therefore, no conflict of interest exists (C.E.Q. 1983 Guidance 

. RegardinJ NEPA Replations, 48 Fed. Res. 34263, July 28, 1993; I Comment APIO: Opposing views concerning 1) alternatives . Northern Crawfish Frog v. Federal Highway Administration, D. IW!. 
considered in detail 2) the significance of impacta, .3) the suitability 1994, 858 F. Supp. 1503, 1525-29). 2) A consulting firm which bas 
of proposed mitigation meuures, 8Dd 4) the adequacy of baseline been involved in developing initial data. and plans for the project I data, 8Dd 5) the �equacy of the monitoring program are discuuecl need not be disqUalified from EIS preparation (Forty Questions, 
in the FEIS. See Sections 8.2. 1,  8.2. 12, 8.2.5, 8.2.4, 8Dd 8.2.3, Answer 17a). 3) A firm with no interest in the project outcome may 
respectively. Opposing views concerning interpretation of available later �id for future work on the project if it is approved (Forty 1 
data are addressed u individual responses to COIIIIDelltl. Questions, Answer 17b). · 

Comment Arll: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. Cnrnromt AP24: See Section 8.2. 1 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af12: See response to Comment AE151 in the FEIS, Comment AP25: See Section 8.2.7 in the FEIS. 
where T�le 8.3 describes the linkage between lignificance criteria 
and monitoring. Qmnmnt AP2§: See response to Comment AP9 in the FEIS. 

Commmt AP13: See Sections 8.2.5 8Dd 8.2.6 in the PElS. Cqmmmt AP27: See Section 8.2. 1 in the FEIS. 

Comment Arl4: See Section 8.2. 7 in the FEIS. Cnrmpmt AP28: See Section 8.2.6 in the PElS. 

· Comment APlS: See Section 8.2.5 8Dd 8.2.6 in the FEIS. Coppnmt AP29: See respoQSe to Comment W3 and Seeti� 8.2.10 

I 
I 
I 

Copynmt AP16: See responie to Comment AE31 in the .PElS. 
in the FEIS. . I 
Cwnpmt AP30: Table captions for Tables 2.1(a) 8Dd 2. 1(c) have 

Commmt AP17: See Sections 8.2. 1 ,  8.2.3, 8Dd 8.2.5 in the FEIS. been changed to indicate swface disturbance. 
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Cormpent AP31: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1 ,  8.2.4, 8.2.5, and 8.2.6 in 
the FEIS. 

Ctmz!lKl!!t AP32: See Sections 8.2.3. 1 ,  8.2.4, and 8.2.6 and 
response to Coqunent AL24 in the FEIS. 

Commept AP33: See Section 8.2.5 in the �S. 

Comment AP34: See response to Comment AE30 in the FEIS. 

Commept AP35: See response to Comment AE31 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP36: See Sections 8.2.3.3 and 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP37: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Qunmept AP38: See response to Comment AP20. 

Commept AP39: See response to Comment AE34 in the FEIS. 

Commept Ar40: See Sectian 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP41: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment Ar42: It is unlikely that any trees would have to be 
cleared duriJl& Windplant development� If trees 1IIOd by DeStin& 

raptors or other sensitive migratory birds must be cleared, 
mitigation could include erecting nesting platforms QUtside of the 
development area. BLM would CODSUit with the WGFD lhould this 
contingency arise. 

Comg:ient Al43: The POD·for Phase I delcribes erotioD control 
measures that would be implemented to minimi� aedimentation in 
Rock Creek and :Joote Creek. Furthermore, a Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention Plan will be prepared in accordance with � 
Clean Water Act. 

1 Comment AP44: See response to Comment W3 and Section 8.2. 10 
in the FEIS. 

Comment Ar4S: · BLM does not require off-site mitigation for 
impacts that cannot be Jllitigated on-site. LOP surface disturbance 
would not be mitigated during the LOP; however, upon Windplant 
decommissioning, all disturbed areas would be reclaimed (see 
Section 2. 1 . 10 in the DEIS). 

Comment AP46: See Sections 8.2.5 and 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP47: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP48: See Section 8.2.5 and responses to Comments 
AE44 and AE1 15. 

Comment AP49:· See Section 8.2;5 in the FEIS. 

Comment APSQ: See Section 8.2.2 in the FEIS. 

Commept APSl: See response to Comment AE44 in the FEIS .. 

Comment APS2: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS . .  

Compient APS3: See Sections 8.2.5 and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comment APS4: ·See Section 8.2.5 and response to Comment AE 
. in the FEIS. 

eomment APS5: See response to Comment AP45 in the FEIS. 

Comment APS6: See response to Comment AE100 in the
. FEls 

Commept APS7: See response to Comment AP43 a 
Section 8.2.3. 1  in the FEIS. 

Commept APS8: Whereas . Item 9 refers to general constnlcti 
practices, for which surface disturbance within 500 ft (152 m) 
pereunial streams and wetlands would be avoided, Item 12 refers 
the permanent placement of transmission line structures; therefo 
these stipulations are consistent with one another. See Chapter ! 
in the DEIS for mitigation measures (including avoidance, wht 
feasible} for sage grouse leks, raptor nests, wetlands, and otl 
sensitive areas. 

Commept APS9: See response to Comment AE49 in the FEIS. 

Commept AP6Q: See response to Comment AE77. 

Commept Af61: See response to Comment AES5. 

Commept AP62: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Commept AP§3: Lek IUl'Veys were conducted in 1994 and 19 
1llina standard lUrVey methods (delcribed in Appendices A and B 
the DEIS). Therefore, lek inVentories have been adequate to vei 
activity at leks. Restrictions would be placed on construction arou 
known lek sites - text has been modified accordingly. Impacts 
private land would be mitigated as described in Section 8.2.5. It 
not known how

· 
many leks would not be mitigated; please s 

response to Comment AES5 in the FEIS. 

Cnmomt AP64: Because BLM does not require off-site mitigati 
for impacts that cannot be mitigated on-site, substation coJistructi 
would result iii the loss of approximately 12 ac (for the f 
Windplant) of wildlife habitat which would not be mitigated. Bir 
may perch on fences around substations. If this were to. become 
problem, , the technical co�ttee may recommend installi 
antiperching devices on these fences. 

Comment AP65: See response to Coinmeot AES5 in the FEl 
•water• has been changed to •winter• as requested. s 
Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP6§: See Sections 8.2. 1 ,  8.2. 1 1 , and response 
Comment AP9 in the FEIS. 

Copunent AP67: See response to Comment W9 in the FEIS. ' 
Coimnept Af68: See Section 8.2. 1 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af69: 'See Section 8.2. 1 . 1  in the FEIS. 

Comment AP70: See response to Comment AP20. 
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Commegt AY71: Confidence intervals range from 90-95$. 

Cormpept AP72: Text bas been revised to ensure consistency with 
Table 2.9. 

Commept AF73: See Section 8.2. 1 . 1  in the FEIS. 

Commegt AP74: See Section 8.2. 1 .2 in the FEIS. 

Gnmmmt AP75: See Sections 8.2. 1 and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Con:ynent AP76: See response to Comment AE44 and 
Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Cotmpent AP77: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP78: See Section 8.2. 7 in the FEIS. 

Comment AYZ9: The DEIS acknowledges impacts to wildlife on 
areas outside crucial winter ranges on page 4-34, column 2, 
paragraph 1 ,  line 5; page 4-34, column 2, paragraph 2, line 1; 
page 4-37, column 2, paragraph 2, line 1 ;  page 4-37, column 2, 
paragraph 3,  line 13; page 4-38, colimm 1 paragraph 2, line 8; 
page 4-38, column 2, paragraph 3, line 8; page 4-39, column 1 ,  
paragraph 2 ,  all, and paragraph 3 ,  line 1 ,  to aame a few. See 
Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP8Q: See Section 8.2.8 aad Section 2.2 in the FEIS. 

Cgpunent AP81: See Section 8.2.3 . 1  in the FEIS. 

Cotpment Af82: See re8pODIC to Commellt AP'79. See 
Section 8.2.5 In the FEIS. Impacts due to displacement md strea 
are unknown; big game behavior arouad the development would be 
monitored (� Appendix B in the DEIS). 

Cmnmept AP83: Text in Tabie 2. 1 1  bu been modified to clarify 
the impact and proposed mitigaticni. See Sections 8.2. 1 .3, 8.2.2, 
3.2.5, and 8.2. 12 m the FEIS. 

. 

:Omrpent AP84: Consideration bas not been given to sage grouse 
.vintering areas because these areas are not considered critical to 
;age grouse population dynamics. 

· 

:omment AP85: Land use impacts are discuuecl in Section 4.5 in 
he DEIS. Because the proposed development is compatible with 
�xisting land uses within the KPPA, BLM views the development 
lS an added land use, thereby supporting BLM's mandate for 
nultiple use land management. See Section 8.2. 10 in the PElS for 
t discussion of impacts and mitigation pertaining to recreation. 

:Omment AP86: See Section 8.2. 1 . 1  in the FEIS. 

:omment AP87: See R!SpoD8e to Comment AP43. 

:Omment AP88: See response to ConuDent AP79. Noi� 
lisplacement effects are discUISed on page 4-40, column 2, 
1aragraph J in the DEIS. 

&mment · AP89: The methodologies used for avian wildlife 
urveys, survey schedules, and .real coverage are described in 

Appendices A and B in the DEIS. See Sections 8.2.3 and 8.2.4 in I 
the FEIS. Big game surveys were initiated in March 1995; none 
were conducted prior to release of the DEIS. 

Comment AP9Q: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP91: Text bas been modified as requested. 

Commmt AP92: See response to Comment AE71. 

I 

I 

Cnm!!F't AP93: Standard errors have been calculated and enor I · 
bars have been added to the fiJUre&. Figures 3.2A and 3.2B in the 
DEIS were baaed on the total number of raptor species observed per · 
month divided by the number of survey days for that month. These I numbers have been recalculated by averaging the total number of 
species per survey by month to give a more representative overview 
of the data. This eliminates the tendency to underrepresent species I which were commonly observed (i.e., golden eagle). 

Comwm't AP94: An overlay of the proposed turbine string locations 

I and associated roads (Appendix H) bas been provided for use with 
Maps 3. 14 A-D, 3.15 A-F, 3. 16 A�. and 3. 17 in Section 3.2 of the 
FEIS. See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Cpmmpt AP?S: See :relpODIO to Comment AE77. I 
Cmmmrrt AP96: Becauae density is computed as number per square I mile, the compariaon llllde on paae 3-53 is not affected by the 
differeat areu surveyed md is therefore valid as stated. Habitat 
mappiDa bu DOt been completed within the Simpson Ridge area. No 
accipiter Delta were found. See response to Comment AE83. I 
Cmpmmt AP97: See response to Coumient AE17. 

CQmnmt AP98: Standard errors have been calculated md enor I 
bars have been added to Figure 3.3 in the DEIS • .  Figure 3.3A in the 
DEIS wu buecl on the total number of passerine species observed 1 per month divided by the number of survey days for that month. 
These numbers have been recalculated by averaging the total number 
of species per survey by month to give a more representative 
overview of the data. This eliminates the tendency to underrepresent I species which were commonly observed (i.e., homed lark) . 

Qmunmt AP99: An overlay of the proposed turbine string locations 1 
and associated roads (Appendix H) bas been provided for use with 
Maps 3. 14 A-D, 3. 15 A-F, 3.16 A�. and 3.17 in Section 3.2 of the 
FEIS. Mountain plovers were not observed during biweekly surveys 
in 1994-1995 Oil the Simpson Ridge area, nor have they been I observed in the Simpson JUdge area during 1995 monitoring studies. 
The monitoring plan (Appendix B in the DEIS) proposes i.nteniive 
surveys for this species to determine the nUmber of birds, numtier of 

I nestina pairs, clutch _size, md number of young hatched within the 
KPPA. :ijowever, it is currendy unknown if and to what extent 
mountain plovers use the Simpson Ridge area. 1 CoDP'9S't AP100: 1be visual impact analysis conducted for this 
project resulted in a conclusion of significant impacL Since the key 
obaervation points, particularly along 1-80, are well-traveled and in I closer proximity (i.e. , a peater proportion of forepound is affected) . 
to the KPPA tban areas aouth of 1-80, analysis of visual impacts 
frOm south of 1-80 would not change the conclusion of significant 1 8-84 
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impact. Visual classes as defined by the BLM GDRA RMP 
indicate the degree of acceptable visual change within a 

chaTtJCteristic landscape (i.e., the actual area to which modifications 
are proposed), rather than the areas from which proposed changes 
might be visible. The project area does not extend south of I-80; 
therefore, visual classes south of the Interstate are not relevant to 

· the discussion. 

Comment Ar101 : See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Commept Afl02: See Sections 8.2. 1 and 8.2.7 in the FEIS. 

Comment Arl03: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af104: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1 ,  8.2.4, and 8.2.5 in the 
FEIS. 

Cnmmmt Afl05 : See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af106: AB stated on page 4-l ,  column 2, paragraph 2, 
line 7 in the DEIS, signifi�ce criteria were established for those 
resources for which significance criteria can be reasonably 
supported by scientific or regulatory considerations. Consideration 
was given to issues and concerns raised about the level and nature 
of impacts; for example, the lengthy treatment of legal issues 
associated with bird mortality and the development of significance 
criteria for avian wildlife were included in response to scoping 
comme:nts. See Table 8.3 in the FEIS for a description of the 
linkage between sipificance criteria and the monitoring program. 

Commept Af107: See respcme to CoJDJDeDt AP9 in the FEIS� 

Commept Af1Q8: All mitigation measures described in the DEIS 
and FEIS woUld become a binding part of the ROW grant. 
Monitoring (wildlife, reclamation, etc.) would also become part of 
the ROW grant with the caveat that monitoring protocols could be 
altered if deemed appropriate by the AO (under ..Wisement from 
the IDT and the technical committee). All mitigation measures 
woUld be enforced. See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af109: See Sections 8.2.3. 1  and 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

Commept ArllO: See Section 8.2.7 and response to CoJDJDeDt 
AP106 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af1 1 1 :  See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af112: See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af113: On page 4-31,  column 2, paragraph 2, l.ine 3, 
the DEIS states that "Windplant owners and/or KENETECH 
personnel, under BLM supervision, woUld be responsible for 
monitoring reclamation success. • 

Comment Af114: See response to Comment AES5 in the FEIS. 
The AO woUld be under advisement from the IDT and the technical 
committee to determine when it woUld be appropriate to permit 
construction within sage pouae nesting habitat. . Critical winter 
periods are defined as periods during which big game utilize CNCial 
winter range as their primaJy IOUI'Ce of forage because other 

habitats are unavailable or insufficient to provide adequate forage ' 
to snow cover, acceas, exposure, etc. 

Comrpsmt Af115: MitigationS for noise impacts are described 
Section 5. 1 .3.8 in the DEIS. Based on the noise analysis, 
proposed mitigation measures shoUld be adequate. If, however, i 
determined during monitoring that noise impacts require additio 
mitigation, the IDT and the technical committee woUld be responsi 
for recommending appropriate mitigation. 

Cqmrpept Afll6: Text on page 4-29 bas been modif, 
. accordingly. 

Comment Afll7: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS; 

Comment Af118: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1 ,  8.2.4, and 8.2.8 in : 
FEIS. 

Commmt AP119: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Commept Af120: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

CoiQDFpt Af121: See Section 8.2.8 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP122: Text bas been added as requested. 

Commept Afl23: See response to Comment AE108. 

Comment AP124: Teit bas been added as requested. 

Cmpmmt Af125: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Com!P!!Pt Afl26: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comromt Afl27: Text bas been added as requested. 

Commept Afl28: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af129: See response to Comment AE108. The literatu 
search presented in Chapter 4.0 of the DEIS presents the best kno\ 
available evidence concerning how big game woUld react to t 
proposed Windplant. BLM is requiring monitoring of big gar 
movements to evaluate development impacts (see Appendix B in t 
DEIS). 

Crnpmept AP130: See response to Comment AP9. 

Comment Af131 :  See Section 8.2.8 and response to Comme 
AP106 in the FEIS. 

Comment Ar132: See Section 8.2.2 and response to Comme 
AE44 in the FEIS. KENETECH has not obtained permits for talc 
for other projects, but is considering obtaining permits for t1: 
project. See response to Comment AE1 17. 

Comment Af133: See Sections 8.2.2 and 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Cqmnm� Af134: See response to Comment AE44 ar 
Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comment Ar135: See Sections 8.2.5 and 8.2.7 in the FEIS. 
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Comment AP136: See response to Comment AE1 17 in the FEIS. 

Qnnmegt AP137: See Section 8.2.5 and respoDse to Comment 
AE44 in the FEIS. 

Comment Afl38: Page 5-9 of the DEIS states that mitigation 
measures for raptors would include placing WTGs away from 
raptor high-use areas. See also Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Comment Afl39: ·The Estep (1989) citation has been added as 
mggested. 

2omment Afl40: This paragraph pertains to wraptors species 
Jbsetved on the KPP A. (except for federally listed or candidate 
JPeCies) . . .  • and therefore does not contradict Orloff and Flannery 
'1992). Section 4.2.4.3 of the DEIS, which discusses project 
·mpacts to federally listed and candidate raptor species, concludes 
.hat any mortality may be significant for these species, which is in 

. 1greement with Orloff and Flannery (1992). 

:Omment Af141 :  Table 4.15 describes species distribution 
iifferences between California and Wyoming and the last paragraph 
>n page 4-51 discusses how these differences may contribute to 
ligber collision-related mortality at the proposed Wyoming 
11indplant for some species. Also see additions to Table 4. 15 in 
lec:tion 4.2.3.4 of the FEIS. 

:Omment Afl42: Broad-winged hawk, northern JOshawk, turkey 
tulture, peregrine falcon, great homed owl, northern saw-whet owl, 
>sprey, short-eared owl, and sharp-shinned hawk have been added 
o Table 4.15 in the FEIS. 

:Omment AP143: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

:Ommept Afl44: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. 

:Ommept AP145: Text has been added as requested. 

::omment Afl46: Mountain plovers have not been observed in the 
iimpson Ridge area, but no regional surveys have been completed. 
•oote Creek Rim could be a local concentration area for mountain 
1lovers, but there is substantial mountain plover habitat to the east 

· ,f the rim; therefore it is unlikely that mountain plovers are 
oncentrated on Foote Creek Rim. 

:omment Af147: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1  and 8.2.3.3, and response 
:> Comment AE151 in the FEIS. 

:omment Af148: See response to Comment AE129 in the FEIS. 

::Omment AP149: See response to Comment AE90 in the FEIS. 

:omment AflSO: See response to Comment AP94. 

::Omment Af1S1:  Because significance criteria used throughout the 
)EJS were based on scientific or regulatory provisions, it was not 
10ssible to develop criteria pertaining to the utility ofland. Overall 
mdscape character changes are discussed in Section 4.5.2. 1 in the 
)EJS. See also Section 8.2. 10 in the FEIS. 

:omment AP152: See Section 8.2. 10 in the FEIS. 

Coppnent Ar15�.: See Section 8.2.5 in the FEIS. I 
Coppnent Afl54: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1 ,  8 .2.5 , and 8.2.6 in the 1 
FEIS. 

Cqmmept AflSS: See Sections 8.2.5, 8.2.6, and 8.2.7 in the FEIS. 

Commept AP156: See Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Comment Afl58: See Sections 8.2.3, 8.2.4, and 8.2. 12 and 
response to Comment AE44 in the FEIS. 

Cogppent Ar159: The text has been corrected accordingly. 

Comment Af16Q: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS . 

Comment Arl61:  See Section 8.2. 10 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP162: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1  and 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af163: Text bas been changed accordingly. 
response to Comment AE1 16. 

Commept Af164: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment AP165: See Section 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment Arl66: See Section 8.2.4 in tbe FEIS. 

Gqgpmpt Af167: See response to Comment AE7J. 

Gmpmsmt Ar168: See Sections 8.2.3. 1  and 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Onnmmt AP169: See Sections 8.2.3 . 1  and 8.2.4 in the FEIS. 

Comment Arl70: See Section 8.2.3 . 1  and Table 8.3 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af171 :  Text bas been revised accordingly. 

Comment AP172: See response to Comment AE153 in the FEIS. 

Commept Af173: See Section 8.2.3.2 in the FEIS. 

Comment Af174: The photographs used for the visual simulations 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
in Appendix F of the DEIS were taken with a Noblex 120 panoramic 

I format camera with a SOmm lens. The human eye is comparable to 
a 48.2mm lens; therefore, the S x 12 em format with a SOmm lens 
gives a panoramic view which virtually eliminates distortion of the 1 subject (personal communication, May 16, 1995, Ron Fletcher, 
Visual Simulation Specialist, KENETECH). 
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AQ. Audubon Coync;il of Wyomiqg 

Area lolaneger 
Buteau of Lllnd lolanaoement 
Rawlt-'S Dtllnct OUace 
P.O Bo• 870 • Rawtona. Wyomong 82301 

O..r Wanaoer: 

The following cornmenll are auDmrlle<! by lhe Audubon Councol of 
Wromong. There are love A-.. Challletl and appro��rnalely 1300 
-. ot .,. ...._. ,..,.,_, s-ey in wrommg. 

TheM co-nts are llale<! upon presentatoona rnecle by repreunrarnres ol 
Kenetecll and repreuntatoves of tile u.s. Fosh and w.tldl�e Sarvoce; a foeti 

lrtp to 111e anes and a cursory exan��naroon of the Draft EIS ISSued '" 

January of 1995. 

In the lntrocluclion to 11\e Draft EIS it is stated ll'lat: 'Utrlilies throughOut 

tile -tern U.S. are lorecasting a marked increau in ball lOad and peak 

power demands dunng the next 20 years,' and also p. 1-6 • alttoougn BPA 
preaenUy hal a IUrpluS of oenerat10n C81)8City, lhiSI lOINS plus the 

expected growtn in the regoon would 8¥entuany creale a need tor ,_ 
generaling sources'. . We would like 10 auggnl a much atronger Sla-t 

on energy conaanranon ., 111e clocumenl eapeciaHy in - wilh mllogaiiOII 

wllich could help 1eaaen the need tor more energy and oilier energy 

projects. We - rn eddll.,n auggeSI lhel an asaenment ol how energy 
conaervar.,n could be Incorporated on tho irnptementar- of thiS PI'OfKI o. 
e. combtnong tropa usong -r vehiCleS ale. be clocumentaled and -
a 111n ot Kenetecn·a commnmenl to a friendlier enwonmental·energy 
partnersntp. 

We will concentrale on the 22 prorect·wide milogaroon measures 
mentiOned on p. vHx tor lhe ,.,....,..., of our comments. l in relation 10 2) windplant lacililiH

.

· ale. llllnl waa an indication at -
pr_..ltOn tllat in lhe F- Creel< Aim AIM not .nougll =-atoon 
waa gnren in 111e propole<! winell*nt ptace,._t to wildlife 2 conliderations eapecially IIWd ..,..,,.,, We would 111011"11 tllal 
consideratiOn be D...,. 10 r- winCIPianl .,..,._t in Ill F- Creel< Aim 
Alaa willl more alleiiiiOn 1111C1 10 Wildlife ·dell COllected. 

l in 3) and 4) phrases aueh u "Where feasible" and "WWIenever leuillle" 
leaves this to whOse judgment as to -.re or wllerever" il feuible? 3 We suggest teallbiUty of these ia-• be aoraed to belont the tacr rather 
than be debated after the dlllurtla� hal lllken � on feeleral Iandi. 

4 
/ In 6) emphaSIS should be J)laC. JCI on the leut disturtlance of topsoil 

possible Its structure will be CleStnoyed wherever tl IS dlllurbecl and it 
Will take Cleceeles to be restored. 

The seme comment apploes to 7) the leut amount of vegelllliYe 
diSturbance the bener. Th1s wdl undoubedly mean some re-education of 
constructJon workers who have not ·btlan schooled 1n thiS anea on the put l in 8) use word 'will'· instead of "wwuld':. let's f8ca it: some enolion and 5 sedirnenlllbon will occur. howaver, the bell methOds possible shOuld be 
usecl · to mrnimize it. USe 'reduce' instaall of prevent. 

3 1 11) 1 0) & 1 1 )  again "where feasible" comes into play again. These things 
need to be documented. 

s f '" 1 3) we suggest somehow markings on the gnound, meybe Stakes anouncl 
the rapror silas to help avoid them. . l in 14) does this mean 'all' towers will be tubular and that there will be 

7 no perching sites on them? Th1s would be a much more acceptable 
statement. 

8 1  Slllrt sllltement 1 5) with word 'all' and also 'all' after second "would". 

9 l ln 1 8) also Should start hOuld slllrt with the word 'all'. 

1 0 l 1n 20) who makes the Judgment on "if Cleemed appropriate"? 

We would Hke to commend Kenetech. the U.S. Fish ancl Wildlife SeMc:e: 
the Bureau of land Management and othefs involved in the preparation of 
this EJS. We I'Niize that some of the auggellions we have made: if 
implemented, mey -m to meke the projact more COIIly, however, if 
enemalities and tollll envinonmental COlts are tully COIIIielered, we 
believe the overall cost mey be rad&ad by implementing them. 

We bel- that Wltldpower cen be the one of the most envoronmentally 
lnendly ways of pnovtdlng our natoon·s energy needs wnen ot 11 handoed 
correctly and - would like to cont1nue to be 1nvotved w1tl'l Kenetech and 
others whO are wortung on thiS proJect. 

� 
William C. Edwards, Ph.D. 
President, Audubon Council of Wyoming 

Cqmmmt AOl: BPA uaalyzed a conservation alternative in its 19< 
Resource Propams FEIS (BPA 1993a), and this EIS is tiered to tt 
document. BLM concurs that implementation of conservati< 
proarams would decrease the need to build new power plants. 

Qmnmgt A02: See Section 8.2. 12 in the FEIS. 

Commept A03: The POD for each phase would contain site-specif 
information concerning the feasibility of construction on steep slopt 
etc. Each development proposal would be reviewed by the AO, wi 
would determine the type of mitigation required on a case-by-ca 
basis. See also Section 8.2.6 in the FEIS. 

Comment A04: Text has been added accordingly. 

Comment AOS: Use of the word wwould• is in keeping with tJ 
parallel verb tense of the seritence and section, and is not meant 
deny the possibility of minimal erosion and/or sedimentatio 
Accordingly, the word •prevent• has been replaced with •minimil.l 
on pages vii (Executive Summary) and 2-30. 

Comment A06: During construction, contractors would report to 11 
environmental supervisor who would be responsible for ensuring th. 
mitigation measures, such as preventing construction �itbin 0. 75 r 
(1.20 km) of active raptor nests, would be implemented properl: 
The need for staldng exclusion areas would be determined by t1: 
environmental inspector on a case-by-case basis. 

Commept A07: KENETECH is committed to using a tower desig 
which minimizes raptor perch sites; only .solid tubular towers &J 
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proposed for this project. Solid tubular towers represent a 

sUbstaotiaJ reduction in the number of perch sites auociated with 
the lattice towers. 

Commept A08: The text on pages viii and 2-31  bas been modified 
acco�inaly. 

Commept AQ9: The text on pages viii aDd 2-32 bas been modified 
accordingly. 

CoiDJDeDt AOJO: The AO bas authority to grant exceptions to 
stipulations presented in the DEIS. The IDT and the technical 
committee for wildlife monitoring would advise the AO on the 
possible impacts of such actions. 

• UnlonP-=tllc 
I "-- • Minerals ·---

"'"' l. 1991 

_,Woe!.._ 
- Dooona Ollico 
PO lloo 610 
- Wyoooiof lllOI "''" w-E Cooorp. l'nl;ocl '-

no "- ww t:-v Pnjoct 
c.... c-c,, w,_, 

� ,... l'orolfordoot wlilt_..., IO_dlo Dnft .._ � -
l'or l  .. _ __ .......__. 

I We _.. • ._ a lJo.kV rmts�n����Dnir• rs ......,. to ,.. ,...,.. Focn Cnlll �to die Millin 
, =: . .  :.:::r.:.::.�-:-C.:.'!:"..::!:!W.:�� 

...... .... .,., r.aur- _  ... .... c.,.. ._ coM ...,..,. .. brl ..... .... ... -
...., .. ......, '*ncoea _.. .. ,.. -

..... --

._ p  .... ....... . -.. 0 ... , ,.., ._. ,  ... ..... ., ,., ... ,__. 

Commept ARl: See Section 8.2.9 in the FEIS. I 
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AS· u.s. FISh IPd Wildlife Scnjc;e 
United Statel Department cl! the Iataior • I 

PISH AHD WILDUn �-��'fll-�iMI"'''"'I'"'="''=' y .. lal�:se;,IIMSifll l l  I I® • 
··=-· .,.iii�;p! fl' I •""tf!'ft\'lt: -• IUU NIR I 0 1115 

. . - un '"1 6, IIH 
---- -- -=--�·· ; 

........... _ ..... 
To: Are1 illiiiter""';"Vin bt- Resource Aro1, ......, of Lud """-t• ._ltas, .,_,.., 
,,..., Fttld Sooptpot-. lcol .. tcal SePwleta, � • .,_,.., 
Subject : 

=
hctft(opp Ill� Pre.lect Dr1ft &.t.-t l.,tct 

1ft 11oft ,...,_ till MIIJtct ""-t (0£15) ud •ff� tilt fo11wt .. �ta. 
laltd 011 boltlt• -ltOI'I"' - Gil tilt lite, w 1ro � tllat till 
project Is bttog III'OIIOitd for stttng In an aro1 oltd 111 1 h..,. - of· 

I 
bll'll

.

s durl"' both •t9"1tiOO ud •attog ,...tods. Altllougll data 011 wlllttr IH 
... not .. allalllt at tiN tt• tilt D£15 was witt ... w aU�pect tbat till aro1 
Is asod Ill' wtat�log •11111 IIIII I'IIOIIII·ll911td -· lltcaaM af till prort.tty af 1 c-tal bit - •tater rtllfOS. Pla&H IKIIIIIt data on wl•ter ••• as 
1-rtatt In tilt flul ••1-tal IIIPICt st1t-t (FliS). If till 
=�mc:\'T; ::.:td�I&IH&IM for •lfl'ltllf riptera, tills 1 ..... ld IN 

I 
htlletlct tlllt tiN stu II - dortlf .tfl'&tl• tiiCiadel tiN olltarwatt•a.of 
flect1 of btl'lla, ........,s aotatllt tloatr .. ,.., h

.

blttts. clurtog sprtog ud fall 2 (t.g. wllttt·f- tbts, -tala biMiftls, .ttc . ) .  Tilt ...,. ef nptor 
obaarwatt•• ,... a-, allo pHUol .,.,., Apri l ud lllogat, wllldl u 
attrtbated tt •ttrlterr - (pege 1·47) .  TiltH aod .,.  of,lllr rol..,ut 

�:!!: r. :,u ,:;5� ,, t111 proJoct site •• 1 .. ,.._., carr�c�ur s��t�ld 

I Tilt dlta • -t -tttn II ... ful ,  altlloegh till 11101111or lod lentt• at 3 t...,.ttertta -ld polltttii1J lit -.  IHful. SIICit laf-tiGII, u natlable, 
f,... till ...-uwltJ atedtn lltllf ._ 'J IIEST, lac., lllllllld lit -rtu.l 
lA till FUS. . la.,tor 11sttog acttwlty lltrlog liM •• .a 1- t11u _,, due '"-'If 
te cntllls to till cettettttl aod jactralllltt -l•tt-. nta ... npeci&I1J · tro� for ,.,...,. •lilts. hetl'lls f,... od,laceet ••- todtcat• tAI&t .. , , tw 
,.,...,. ... ,. -u .... actt.,. ta .. aro1 tllat ..., "-""' - 11 aod n 4 actt.,. vol...,. eogle -t• lltrllf tilt prowl- ftft Jllrl. ...u., tctlwltJ 'J 
•t- raplii'S •s - 11r _..1Mtt11 50 PDI"C•t. olt. ..,..t af 
lat-tata llneOif'Cn ta u .. ta 1111 _,_ tiiiH -ts for .-al 
7ftn·· Tllll  llatt slltllf lit -••ct•Md ta tiN FllS, te (llllt till ....,. of Ktlft 
-t• Ia a -. -•tt ...--tift, aod te --.ro tiN 8ltd for u off· 
alta -tNI &rol ta tilt ,_tlwtty stodtu tllot •111 lit ,.,,_ttd. 
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2 

I 'he coettzt aod relev_. of tile lloMII loptor c-•trauoe area sllould IMI 
�tre fM11J dllcand lo tile FEIS. ��� tMs area destpated ..... ,. tile Federal 5 coal •sMitabll i iJ crlttrtaf !INs tills dell911&tlon offer JNttetl• or 
special .,..,_.t coeslderatl0111 h coostruct1011 of facllttlu � to till 
raptors .,...,..tate Hd In c..,l tlllea with relt'llll N9•11tiOAs1 

I Tile ,...teet Olll'"atlons of r"f'891'"1M falCGDs (lD """'tl

.

oos ...,orted 11 I 
-tbs) ....,.sts tllat •stl81 MJ bl OCQrrl81 H&l'll7, or tiat tile silt II 

6 wHd as a olfr&tlon f-1 . 'he tlolnt of tbeu ollst"ltl•s 011 ,...tda 
clue. Furtlltr fltld wort sllluld bt �l tsitd to dattroltt tf tile spectu 
II 11tltl81 ttar tile projeCt aru. l iM nota tllat Tabla 4.U (Pifl 4·47) lftdlcatu occllfftiiH of toldtn t811ts 
.,rozlattlJ 110 lllf'UIIl lllflltr tllan It till Alt-t silt to Cal ifornia *" 7 toldtn eqlt artal ltlts iaft bttll • IOOlult probl•. 1M are t��Uolstlc lilt 
t-ltr �. as - ,.,...s, will ,_. oortol ltlts 111 redKI81 tile 
••1 1ull tt1 If ,...aes. 1M 1re CIIIICOI'Itd, .....,.,., tilt Fttlt Crttl 1111 IS 
u hlpertut aru for ... Its. · 1 Till llutlttt -ttorlnt dolle to datt lodtcatu tbat till projeCt site ts an 8 IIIPOrtlftt rapttr llallltat t ............ t till )'t&r, 11 discussed lli!Oft. TillS ilfh 
llftl of raptor •st warrants 1 cautious approach, pertlcullrlJ In l lgllt tf tile 
-ted risks tiat wlod tmltts po• • to rapttrs UICI otitr birds. 
Allti'Utlft projeCt silts Ia .,_, .. MJ ilft 1-r lllrd PIPUlltiOIIS dlrrt81 
- tr al l of tile )'tlr ud -ld result 'n 1- lltrd oortal tttu. 'he ·DEIS 
dlsotssu alttraatlft project locations on tile buts of .wilds tlllllti!Ntt to 
....-c• tltctrtcllJ that Is cost·c-tltl .. wltb coal· or eas.,...rated g ....,. 1M -st tilt till Bureau of Lalld 111-ot's (lureau) ec-lsts 
revltw tMs ratloealt carefullJ. If till data sliow tltat alttrnatlvt projeCt 
silts will oot bl -lca11J feasible, tile FEJS siiDUld speclftca11J aplaln 
""' wtlldplut sttts eperated 111 kiMtKh and otitrs, Dll81 lns lfflct•t 
tMrbltts, Ire -ICillJ ftoslblt It SiltS Mtsldt �)'10181 wltll -.ell 1111 
faYtrlblt wlod r-.t•s. 

1 0  

1 0  
cont. 

1 1  

If  al tereattn prejtet silts are oot flutblt, till Fish ud �lldlflo Sorwlco 
(Service) -sts tlllt .tile Bureou constdtr an lddiUOMl prejtet alttraatlvt. 
ltclust fttlt Crt1k Rio us btlft 1"-, tllr'OIIIIh beHlltt -lttr181, lt bt I 
lllfh•USI Sill, til bll tlft lhlt I rtlsttUlt lhtraltlft II lD Silt pbaH -
In till ltast staslttn illllltat wltlltn tile p� "•lqlllre•otlo prejtet 
area. lill Sllllllft Rlclfo pert!• of till projeCt area MJ IIIft sitos with 
""-l• wilds tllat are not •std tt suei 1 lllfh defrtl as fttlt Crt1k Rto. 
Addltl011al '""'' data will Itt reQUired to Identify tltt• oost ........,...Itt ·stto. 
If tllorougll lllrft1l tlldtcatt tilt Staopsan Rlclfo Is as lltavlly ued Itt raptars 
ud tllltr birds 11 Fttlt Crttk Rho, tlln bulld181 pbaH - at fNtl Crtlk 
Rta, os ,.....Hd, •1' rtprtHil tile lout _.ltln llltllttat. 1M lltlllft, 
"-vtr, tlttt lns �t�sltlvt sills can lit ltcattd wtUto tile SIIIPHI llclfo 
11'11. 

adnncos could tiPUICI toto tile .,. 11111ltlvt altts. ..,,., .. at a stto 
-. lttrd oortalttlu are npocted tt Itt otohltatd also ,...tdts a lttttor 
epportDnltJ for Klllltteh to doooestrata tlttt Its e��UI,..at dtls ttt pna a 
stenlflcant risk to birds. .......,, tlltrt are otlltr re-s Ulat -ld also 
bl protected by thts appreiCII t•·t·. corlt-1 artifacts, etc.) 

87 tncorpor&tl81 tilt Sl- llclfo trea tate ,._ � prtjtCt area, tile 
Bureau and IINttell 111ft llldlcated tiat .tltt area -• II&" adtc!Ntt wltd 
resturcu to support a cost·-tltlvt prejtct. Rt•trr...-nt of tltt Ol"dtr 
In ""lch specific situ are dtwleped apptan tt till So"tco tt bt warreottd, 
p-nt, alld reaiOIIIblt. ''"" tile sartoasHn ef · tM predicted taopacts, ,. 
do 110t ball..,. tlllt tllo lddtttooal bastliH '"""'' ....,,� are an oodlll 
burden on tl tiler till lurtM or Klllltacll. 
Tilt Sorwtco ts CllfTIIItlJ wortl81 wtt� hlitttch tt "''"' 1 ... -ttro rtMIPCII 
oiMd at eva1Ntl81 specific piiCOitftl or sltl81 eptlons for tilllr  · 
offectt-ss In reducl119 olfl'&ltr>' ltlrd deatis. 1M a•ttctpato ISUI81 1 
special purpose perolt -· tilt lltyraltr')' Bird Trt&lJ Act to ,....It 1111 MCit 
take. Incidental tako of spectu l steel lllldtr tltt Eadl8f'rtd Speclas Act 
(Hid oqlos and pe""''"' falcoos) wi l l  lit iatdled til,..... allier stetloo 7 
COIIIUJlatiOII If' b7 I perolt. To bl OOSt tffactlvt, tltt �ICI lttlllftl tllat I 
stnrl• varltblo at a tl• sllould bl evalMted lf&last 1 .-trel ......, , ud 
that 11 ••1 otillr nrtulos 11 poutltlo sbould be control led. For • ...,1,, 
If painted rotor bl ades •Ill bl .. aluated qatnst anpalnltd bltdts, tilt •tire 
piluo should bl sited at tilt •- relatlft position on tile slope, UICI a 
UlllfON di stance ff'OI ••1 Clll1'0ftl or 1t1111 drop•tffs. Dtlltr varltblls tlloagllt 
to plo7 a rolo to bird •rtal ltlts siiMld olso IMI c-.sldored Hd c-.trelllld 
tthrouth slt1119, otc . )  to till tlltftt possible. Tilt status tf tlltst 
ltfOtl&tlons, alld ••1 c-ltaots 8frNd IIPOIIo sllould bt -riled In tile 
FE IS. 

I 'he Bureau Ills rtCifttlJ -steel Initiation tf ,.,..., �It&t ton wttll tilt 1 2 So"'" lllldtr stett011 7 of tile Etda ... rtd Spectu Act. Tbl Bureau MJ wtsft to 
c-.stdtr tacorporatlon of tilt blo1811Cal assn-t dOlt II)' llartu Associates, 
lac. ,  IS 1ft appttdll to tile FEIS. 

1 1 1 Apprept'late procodll'ts far dt&l l81 wttll tala oodtr tilt Ill� Eatlo l'rotactl• 
Act are Mdtr coestdtratl011 at tits u •. 

1 3  perttcalarlJ In l lgllt of ·-•-• tt tltt Alt-t sttt to ta l l f,....ta. I 'he PDt•tt•l for ttcrt�std ....,. fires ..... ,d lit ftalllttd ta ttiJI rns, 
Accordlftf to tilt tlfo,...tloo ,,... tilt State tf Ca l l ftr1h l&ttaclltd) ,  
wlftdfaros """ t ilt  1tadl81 caau o f  f i re  IR 1• ti....,., lMS. 
Tllaak JOU for tile epport.ltJ to -t ., tltt DEJS. If Jill lltvt 1111 
....,.u .. s COIICII"'II81 tlltst -·· phaH cootoct • tt tile latttrllttd 
address, er ,._ (SD7) 771"!74/

. 

/ . 

�.�-....., Cllarln P. rlaV(s--z::> 
Attocllotat 

cc: ARO, LE, DtMor, CD 
ARO, ES, Dotlnr, CD 
Director, IIGFD, Chi)'IMe, WY 
....,_ Supervisor, IIGFD, laoder, WY 
Special llflllt, LE, Cuper, WY 
llltrator')' llrd Office, lllllvtr, CD 

Commegt 4S1: See the Section 3.2.2 in the PBS for updat 
baeline data, including· the winter of 1994/1995. Only : 
rough-leged hawk obeerVations were recorded in the Foote Cret 
Rim area between Febnwy 16, 1994 and March 17, 1995 (see M: 
3 . 1SF in the FEIS). Two of these observations involved immatu 
birds observed during May and June. Three observations occum 
during the fall of 1994 (September 1 - October 31), 19 observatio 
occurred during the winter of 1994-1995 (November 1 - Februa. 
14), and seven observations occurred during spring of 1� 
(Febnwy 15 - March 17). Thirteen of the 36 observations occum 
em January 25, 1995; some of these probably represent repe 
observations of the same individual(&). It is unknown whether tl 
project area is a destination for migrating raptors. 

Comment AS2: See �nse to Comment AE95. 

Comment A$3: Prior to 1994, there bad been no complete annu 
coverage of all raptor nests in the KPPA; making territoey histo1 
data impossible to accurately present. Implementation of tl 
monitoring protocol (page B-22, Appendix B in the DEIS) ov' 
several years will permit determination of territoey occupancy. On: 
two years of nest survey data are available at this time; the data &J 
not yet sufficient to determine territories. Nest densities for the 1� 
nest survey area are presented on page 3-53 in the �EIS. 

Comment AS4: A discussion of temporal variability in raptc: 
reprodUction, and evidence that 1994 appeared to be a poor year fc 
raptor productivity bas been added to Section 3.2.2.3. 

Comment ASS: Text bas been added in Chapter 3.0 as requested 
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Comment AS6: See responSe to CoiDIDellt AE90 in the FEIS. 

Commept AS7: See Section 8.2.12 in the FEIS. 

Comment A$8: See Sections 8.2.3.3 and 8.2. 12 in the PElS. 

Comment AS9: The issue of the economic feasibility of alternative 
project locations is discussed in Section 8.2� 1 . 1  in the FEIS. The 
economic feasibility of a particular site for wind ene!JY aeneration 
depends on a myriad of environmental and economic factors, one 
of which is the price structure under which local utilities are 
operating. In areas where KENETECH and other wind energy 
producers operate Windplants using less efficient machiQes and in 
less energetic wind regimes, utilities will bear costs of 8 to 12 cents 
per kWh. In Wyoming, however, costs m� · be below 
approximately 5 cents per kWh to be competitive in the Wyoming 
market, which bas an abundance of fossil fuel resources. 

Cotpment ASIO: See response to Comment U2 and Section 8.2.1 
in the FEIS. 

Cogunent ASl l: See Section 8.2.2 in the FEIS. 

Comment AS12: The biological assessment for the proposed 
project is available to any interested party from the BLM. Because 
few people would be interested in reading the biological assessment, 
BLM ·is not including it as an appendix in the FEIS. 

Commept AS13: See Section 2. 1 .5 in the DEIS and modifications 
to Section 2. 1 .5 in the FEIS. 

�--------------�1 AT. Carbon County Coalition 
Area -.ver 
Greet Dl•lde Reeource Area 
lureeu of Lad ......_t 
P.O. - 170 
.... 11a8, W,O.i119 12301 

AttUI: Welter Geoqe 

a.: -tecii/PaclflCorp 
VlDdpower Project EIS 

- Mr. -..... 

f�.:. • 
IIUUI lbepllerd, C:OOI'dlaetor 

carbon COUDty Co&litloa 
P .O. - 715 
Serat-, w,.a.1119 12331 

'ftaulll ,... for tile -"aalty tc -t oa tile ._tecll 
Vllldpower project la C&l'bon Coolllty. I realise tbet 1'0U will ..-t.a 
thia conHpoDdeaca after tile -t deedliae; -.r, tile 
reapoaeibility ia aiDI &Dd abould DOt reflect upoa tba Coalition. 
"" r .. uae it ia ia-t - our orva��iaeuon to participate io • DUIMir thet 1a ..... i119ful to iafora the aguey of our poaiUoa 
CODOirDill9 the Villdpower Projact. 

n.. CUbOD · Coolllt?. CDalitioa wlllb .. to � tile Bureau of 
Lud -.......t OD tile tbor-h .... 17e1a proYldad ia tile Draft EU. 
It la OUr belief thet the -cy will fOllOW tile per-ten 
prapoeed la Ulle .so-t, ud a..._t ••••1-t declaiODI for 
altitatiOD or ceratuuoa of tile project -ld be triDNcted baaed 
- -ltcred date. 

Altbolatla wlDd _...,. la aot tile -t CODt effectlft electrical 
..-r aupplJ' lftllllbla la tile UDited ltetea at tllla tiM, it la a 
p..-le - for future -ratl-. VbUI --niaewllbla utaral 
naourcu en a0 l..,.r ••aUIIbla for CODftraloa iOto _...,., tile 
sw-t uperl-tal u .... ltioa to wlDd v-rated ..-r aitbt 
aU..,late • futun _...,. crlUa. n.. -ltond diu oa Ulla 
prajec:t lbould furalab pal'tl-t laf-tioa for fatun -latlODI 
to datamlae wbatber l..,.a_t 1a w�r la •-lcaUy ud 
ecolorlcally Ylabla. 

n.. .-.n of tile CUbOD CGaaty caauu.. .... aot only 
�tt..s tc projec:te wlalcb Ntlafy ooar "-dlate ec:onoaic .....sa, 
- alao � naaarell ud PI'OIIf- which potaotlaUy aobeaca tbe 
futura of tbe c:-aty. n.. caal�Uon -u to aupport tile Eaaetec:b 
Vllldpower Project Ullfoallloolt ita YUl- pbuu . 
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AU. Stag of W!"!Jhw, Ofl'k.e of the Gompor 

,.. _ -

Nr.Woll a..p . 
a-ot'-1� 
P.O. Boa 670 . 
........_ WY I2JOI 
O..Nr.o..p: 

• 
April II, I"' 

Lalla_,.. _________ � 
-- - ,.. ,.. _, _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ _ - .-;lie - n.. ...u. • - - · · - - ot - -
..----...-. 

. 

a...- ot · - - - ot- - • - ,... · - - - - ol  ..._�_..,.,..,... .,io_oodwill --otw,.....·,
___ , .. -. 

n._ot..._ _ _ _____ _ _ oll.ood�io 
..... ... .......... -
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Ay. Ronald R. W'urgjm 

_ .. .. .... 

.l ... l. c..p ...... ., .... ---' ... u., ......,.._ IWI'aa. •.a. - 'JO ... u.. n . .,1 

-

... 

Commept AV1: The diiCUIIion on pap 1-6 of the DEIS indic:atea 
tbat the expected ciplcity factor for the Windplaat on Foote Creek 
Rim during on-peak hours would be 72.8�. Text hu been added 
to this paragraph to ind�te that the ovenll capacity factor of the 
Windplant is expected to be 25-35 � .  BLM acknowledps tbat the 
W'mdplant thus is expected to procluce 125-175 MW aanually. 
Table 1 .2 presents costs to the utilities not conaumers; therefore 
inclusion of transmission costs is not appropriate. Since the 
production tax credit is directly passed on to the utility, it is 
appropriately used in the table. Table 1 .2 hu been footnoted for 
clarification. Tables 4.2 and 4.3 in Section 4. 1 . 1.2 in the DEIS 
have been footnoted to note tbat the reductions in emissions of air 
pollutants shown have not been corrected for the estimated capacity 
factor and thus reductions would be less than the amounts shown. 

Comment AV2: On pages 4-10 and 4-12 in the DEIS, it is stated 
WThe effects of greenhouse gases [e.g. , C02, nitrous oxide (N20)] 
on the earth's climate is still controversial. Some of the 
mechanisms by which th_e earth's ecosystems absorb or convert 
excess C02 are understood, but the long-term effects on climate 
cannot be determined (Cogan 1992). • See also response to 
Comment AMl in the FEIS. 

Comment AV3: The noise modeling completed for the DEIS used 
the full spectrum of noise frequencies emitted by the KV5-33 
turbines. The range included frequencies from 63-4,000 hertz. 

Comment A V4: See � to Comment N2 in the FEIS. 
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APPENDIX A: 

AVIAN STUDIES PROTOCOLS FOR THE KENETECH WINDPOWER, INC. 
WINDPLANT PROJECT 

Page A-2, line 4 . Insen "(0.8 km)" after "0.5 Mile" . 

Page A-3, paragraph 1 ,  line 12. Replace "The purpose of this repon is to document the protocols 

currently being used for baseline data "collection. " with "The purpose of this repon is to document the 

protocols used for baseline data collection from October 1993 through March 1995. Additional 

monitoring would be conducted using protocols described in Appendix B."  

Page A-4, paragraph 2, line 4. Add "as described in Appendix B."  after "prior to development of 

subsequent phases".  

Page A-1 1 ,  paragraph 3,  line 2. Replace "mitigation" with "migration" .  

Page A-16, paragraph 1 ,  line 6.  Replace "is" with "are" . Line 8.  · Replace "Detailed surveys will be ' . 
conducted in the turbine string areas 1-2 years prior to development." with "Detailed surveys will be 

conducted in development areas for three years in the Simpson Ridge area prior to development, unless 

otherwise approved by the AO (see Appendix B). "  

Page A-20, lme 1 .  Delete reference to Biosystems Analysis, Inc .  (1992). 

A-1 
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APPENDIX B: 

GENPRAL DESIGN WYOMING WINDPOWER MONITORING PROPOSAL 

Page B-6, paragraph 2, line 6. Replace "construction" with "issuing an NTP . "  

Page B-6; paragraph 2,  line 6. Replace "However, if KENETEOI decides not to proceed with further 

development at Foote Creek Rim, due to wildlife or other concerns , then KENETECH may apply for a 

BLM Notice to Proceed for the Simpson_Ridge area. " with· "However, if KENETECH determines that 

wildlife, public recreation, or cultural resource concerns at Foote Creek Rim are substantial enough to 

avoid, then KENETECH may apply for a BL� NTP for the Simpson Ridge area. The application shall 

thoroughly document the reasons development cannot proceed on Foote Creek Rim. " 

Pages B�31 and B-32. Replace the last paragraph on page B-31 and the first three paragraphs on B-32 

with the following: 

"The WGFD Pronghorn Survey Protocol (Johnson and Lindzey n:d.) would be followed with the possible 

exception that automated data entry/global positioning system equipment could be used. When possible, 

an aircraft with an on-board computer for data recording would be used . When an on-board computer 

is unavailable, a laptop computer interfaced to the global positioning system would be used for recording 

data. 

Observer(s) would concentrate their efforts on a 656-ft (200-m) band on each side of the aircraft. Each 

band would be divided into four distance bands A, B, C, and D, with widths 82, 82, 164, and 328 ft (25, 
25, 50, and 100 m) respectively at an altitude of 300 ft (91 m) above ground level . The first distance 

band would -begin 164 ft (50 m) on either side of the aircraft because the,.,fuselage blocks the view in a 

band approximately 328 ft (100 m) wide· directly beneath the aircraft. 

Observer(s) would record group size (count of individuals in each group of animals), distance band in 

which group is observed, and altimeter readings. These data would be recorded by the pilot when an on

board computer is available or by the observer if a laptop computer is being used. Once the survey has 

commenced, the airplane would attempt to maintain a constant altitude above ground level. Altimeter 

readings would be used to adjust the actual width of distance bands." 

Fllflll - Allgut 1995 B-1 
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Page B-39, paragraph 1 ,  line 2. Add this sentence to the end of the paragraph: "To obtain adequate 

replication, the transect in the reference area would be surveyed on three separate nights. " 

Pages B-51 and B-52. Insert the following references: 

Collins, W.B. and P.J. Urness. 1981 .  Habitat preferences of mule deer as rated by pellet-group 
distribution. Journal of Wildlife Management 45:969-972. 

Johnson, B. and F. Lindzey. n.d. Guidelines for estimating pronghorn numbers using line transects. 
Wyoming Game and Fish Department Coop. Fish and Wildlife Res. Unit. 30 pp. 

Leopold, B.D., B.R. Krausman, and J.J. Hervert. 1984. Comment: the pellet group census technique 
as an indicator of relative habitat use. Wildlife Society. Bulletin 12:325-326 

Neff, D.J. 1968. The pellet-group count technique for big game trend, census, and distribution: a 
review. Journal of Wildlife Management 32:597-614 

Rowland, M.M., G.C. White, and E.M. Karlen. 1984. Use of pellet-group plots to measure trends in 
deer and elk populations. Wildlife Society Bulletin 12: 147-155. 

White, G.C: 1992. Do pellet counts index white-tailed deer numbers and population change?: a 
comment. Journal of Wildlife Management 53:61 1-612. 
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APPENDIX D: 

ANIMAL SPECIES LIST 

Page D-12, footnote 3.  Add "and 1995" after " 1994". 

Page D-4, line 10. lnsen "3" after "Ruddy duck". 

Page D-7, line 1. Delete "3" after "Red-headed woodpecker". 

Page D-10, line 14. Delete "3" after "Clay-colored sparrow". 

Final - August 1995 D-1 
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APPENDIX G: 

PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCE EVALUATION, 
KENETECH WINDPOWER PROJECI' AREA, 

CARBON COUNTY, WYOMING 



I .  
I 
I ·  
I 
I 

. I  
I I I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I .  
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 
I 
I 

I 

I FiNJl - August 1995 

I 

KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

PALEONTOLOGIC RESOURCE EVALUATION 
KENETECH WINDPOWER PROJECT AREA, 

CARBON COUNTY, WYOMING 

Prepared for 

TRC Mariah Associates Inc. 
60S Skyline Drive 

Laramie, Wyoming 82070 

By 

Erathem-Vanir Geological Consultants 
816 West Figueroa Street 

Santa Barbara, California 93101 

Principal Investigator 

Gustav F. Winterfeld, Ph.D. 
WPG No. 2224, BLM Paleontological 
Collecting Pennit No. 137-WY-PA92 

Original 18 January 1995 
Revised 19 June 1995 

G-1 



KENETECH lftndpower Final EIS 

INTRODUCriON . 

Investigative Methods, Data SOurces 

To establish existing conditions for paleontologic resources in the KENETECH Windpower Area, Carbon 

County, Wyoming, pertinent scientific references and maps on the geology and paleontology of the area 

were identified by a .  GEOREF and CURRENT CONTENTS database search. The GEOREF database, 

available through most university library systems, indexes the world's publications in the geosciences. 

Coverage is from 1785 to current and is updated monthly. Materials covered include journal articles, 

conference publications, reports, theses, maps, books, and book chapters. CURRENT CONTENTS 

indexes current scientific information published in 6,500 scholarly journals during the past five years and 

contains over 5.6 million references. 

. ' 
A paleontologic records search was also conducted for the project area at universities or museums known 

or suspected to have staff with a �earch in�est in the area. The search was conducted at the Geology 

Museum, University of Wyoming, Laramie, Wyoming by Mr. Brent Breithaupt. The Department of 

Geology and Geophysics at the University of Wyoming (Dr. Jason A. Lillegraven), U.S . Geological 

Survey (Dr. Thomas M. Bown), and Denver Museum of Natural History (Dr. Richard Stucky) were also 

queried about possible localities in their records and information about fOssils in the area. These searches 
supplement the principle investigator's more than 19 years field experience in Wyoming geolpgy and 
paleontology. 

PaleontoiCJiic Resources-Delioed 

Paleontologic · resources include the remains or traces of any prehistoric organism which has been 

preserved by _natural processes in the Earth's crust (Bureau of Land Management (BLM) Information 

Bulletin WY-93-371,  1993). Energy minerals such as coal, oil shale, lignite, bitumen, asphaltum, and 

tar sands, as well as some industrial minerals such as phosphate, . limestone, diatomaceous earth, and 

coquina, while of biologic origin, are not considered fossils in themselves. However, fossils of scientific 

interest may occur within or in association with such materials. Fossils of scientific interest include those 

(ossils of particular interest to professional paleontologists and educators. Vertebrate fossils are always 

considered to be of scientific interest; other kinds of fossils may be placed in th� category by. the State 

Fllflll · AMgun 1995 ' G-2 
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Director and District or Area Managers, in consultation with BLM staff paleontologists or other experts. 

Professional paleontologists generally consider scientifically significant fossils to include those that are 

unique, unusual, or rare, diagnostically or stratigraphically important, or those which add to the existing 

body of knowledge in specific areas of geology and evolutionary biology. 

App&cable Laws, Regulations and Po&c:ies 

Scientifically significant fossils are protected by a variety of federal laws, regulations, and policies, and 

considered nonrenewable resources by the BLM and· other federal land. agencies. Inclusion of fossil 

resources by federal land agencies in the environmental review process has been haphazard in the past, 

dependent largely on the knowledge and experience of local agency personnel. This situation, however, 

changed in 1993, when the BLM hired a lead paleontologist for their Wyoming State Office. The state 

office has since developed and implemented standard p�ures for evaluating paleontologic resources 

as part of the environmental process as authorized by the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 

(NEPA), the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA), and other related regulations 

and guidelines; The BLM has also established specific criteria for the qualifications of paleontologists 

conducting work on lands under their jurisdiction. Other federal agencies have adopted or are in the 

process of adopting similar guidelines (Lazerwitz 1994). 

As a result, the BLM and other federal agencies now require that a Class I survey (literature and records 

search) be conducted by a qualified paleontologist for areas known to contain, or that are suspected to 

contain, sCientifically significant fossil resources, as part of the envirOnmental process. Potential adverse 

impacts of project implementation to fossil resources must be addressed in environmental documents and 

appropriate procedures for mitigating those impacts must be developed prior to construction in order to 

satisfy environmental requirements. Appropriate mitigation measures can include. any or all of the 

following: (1) worker education; (2) monitoring of excavation; (3) collection and sampling of significant 

fossils; or (4) relocation of excavation to avoid fossils of significance. 

A Class m survey (field survey) to identify and quantify fossil resources .is required prior to construction 

disturbance in areas identified by the Oass I survey as having higll or undetermined paleontOlogic 

potential, as defined below. The Oass m survey can be completed any time prior to surface disturbance 

at specific sites within a project area. A report of findings is completed following the completion of the 

, FinDl - lblgut 1995 G-3 
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Class m survey. The report details the results of the survey, including a discussion of any fossils 

collected during the survey, and either sets forth a plan to implement the mitigation of adverse impacts 

to scientifically significant fossil resources (as defined below) or details the steps taken if mitigation was 

conducted as part of the Class m survey. Mitigation measures may include any or all of those listed 

above. A qualified supervising paleontologist is responsible for the assessment and development of the 

program for mitigation during the initial planning phase, the adequacy of the mitigation measures, and 

the report of findings. 

Significance Criteria for Fossils 

Although all fossils contain some scientific information, few paleontologists consider Ill fossils to have � . 
scientific significance. The scientific significance of fossils can only be. evaluated by a qualified 

paleontologist. There is no precise definition of what constitutes a significant fossil or fossil reSource, 

even among paleontologists. Wyoming BLM .guidelines (Information Bulletin WY-93-371, 1993) 

consider all vertebrate fossils to be of scientific interest; other types of fossils may also- be placed in this 

category. The BLM provides no guidance on evaluating the significance of fossil resources, but 

profes$ional paleontologists generally recognize fossils and their containing deposits to be of scientific 

value or significance if they provide taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenetic, ecological, or stratigraphic 

information. Paleontologic resources are considered to be older than recorded history and/or greater than 

5,000 years old [Society of Vertebrate Paleontology (SVP) 1995]. Remains of animals currently 
inhabiting an area under,consideration are usually excluded from being cOnsidered fossil, unless .it can 

be clearly demonstrated by geologic or other scientific information that such remains are older than 

Recent. Recent remains should not be colletted and treated as fossils. 

Paleontologic Potential Criteria for Geologic Fonnatiom 

Criteria used to describe the paleontologic potential of geologic deposits in this investigation are consistent 

with those embodied in Wyoming BLM Information Bulletin WY-93-371 (1993). These criteria are as 

follows: 

High Potential. Sedimentary units with high potential for containing significant paleontologic resources 

are those which are shown by literature or museum records and field surveys to have prod\lced (or to be 
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very likely to produce) venebrate fossils or significant invertebrate or plant fossils. Units with high 

potential may be so designated throughout their extent, or only in areas/lithologies that are especially 

productive. Areas need not be uniformly productive; they may produce only a few highly significant. 
fossils that provide new taxonomic, phylogentic, ecological, and/or stratigraphic data. 

Low Potential. Sedimentary units that have been studied may be found through literature, museum 

records, and field surveys to have produced few significant fossils. These units ire judged by a qualified 

paleontologist to be unlikely to produce significant fossils in the course of surface disturbance. 

Undetermined Potential . Sedimentary units for which no known published or unpublished information 

exists have undetermined potential for producing significant paleontologic resources. Field survey should 

be performed by a qualified paleontologist to make a specific determination of high or low potential and 

to develop a program of mitigation as necessary. 

Although BLM guidelines do not specifically recognize geologic deposits as having no paleontologic 

potential, some deposits, such as non-fossil-bearing intrusive or extrusive igneous rocks, metamorphic 

rocks, and modern sediments that are clearly too young to contain fossils effectively have no 

paleontologic potential. 

PALEONTOLOGIC OVERVIEW OF PROJECT AREA 

Geologic Deposits 

Geologic mapping (Dobbin et al. 1929, Lowry et al. 1973, Love and Christiansen 1985, Love et al. 

1993) shown in Figure l documents the presence of at least 10 different geologic deposits in the project 

area. These include, from youngest to oldest: (1) unnamed deposits of late Holocene age, including 

. unconsolidated eolian sands, stream gravels, alluvium, colluvium, and landslide material; (2) unnamed 

older alluvial and terrace deposits of late Holocene to possibly late Pleistocen_e age; (3) Browns Park 

Formation of middle Miocene age; (4) Wind River Formation of early Eocene age; (5) Hanna Formation 

of Paleocene age; (6) Ferris Formation of Late Cretaceous to Paleocene age; (7) Medicine Bow Formation 

of late Cretaceous age; (8) Lewis Shale of Late Cretaceous age; (9) Mesaverde Gropp of Late Cretaceous 

.,e; and (10) Steele Shale of Late Cretaceous age. 
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Paleontologic resources within these sedimentary deposits record the history of animal and plant life in 

Wyoming during parts o'f the Mesozoic and Cenozoic Eras. The record represented by Mesozoic age 

deposits includes parts of the late Cretaceous. The record represented by Cenozoic age deposits includes 

parts of the Tertiary and Quaternary Periods. It is particularly important that the formations in the area 

preserve the continuous depositional record of events spanning the Cretaceous!feniary boundary. Areas 
preservirig such a complete record are relatively �e and have a high potential to yield scientifically 

signifi�t information about events associated with the extinction of the dinosaurs at the end of the 

Cretaceous and subsequent adaptive radiation of mammals in the succeeding Teniary. The extinction of 

the dinosaurs is one of the most debated topics of modem paleontology and any area that can add 

knowledge to this event is of great scientific interest. 

Paleontologic Potential Rating 

With the exception of the Holocene and Pleistocene age sediments, geologic deposits that occur in the 

area are rated as having either a high or undetermined pileontologic potential rating, indicating a potential 

to produce scientifically significant fossils resources. Information on the geologic deposits exposed in 

the project area and their paleontologic potential is summarized in Table 1 .  Additional information on 

geologic deposits having a high or undetermined paleontologic potential is provided below. Geologic 

deposits are rated as having a high paleontologic potential if they are known to produce scientifically 

significant fossils anywhere in their known distribution. They are rated as having a low potential if they 

are not known to, or are unlikely to, contain such fossils. They are rated as having an undetermined 

paleontologic potential if not enough is known about the particular deposits in the area to either rate them 

as having a low or high potential. 

The unnamed deposits of Late Holocene age that occur within the project area are too young to contain 

fossil remains. Terrace deposits of early Holocene to possibly latest Pleistocene in age that occur in the 

southeastern pan of the area along Upper Foote Creek and Foote Creek Rim may be old enough to 

contain significant fossils. Similar terrace gravels of Pleistocene age are known to produce significant 

fossils at widespread localities throughout the western United States, but such fossils are relatively rare. 

For that reason, these deposits in the project area are accorded an undetermined, but probably low 

paleontologic potential. 
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Table 1 Summary of Surface Geologic Deposits and Paleontologic Resources, KENETECH 
Project Area. 

Type of Deposit/ Fouil Paleontologic Ara(a) 
Geologic Deposit Geologic Age Environment of Depoait.icm Reaourcea Potential Preaent 

Alluvial aedimems Recent UDCOIIIOlidated ailta, aands Noae Low Foote Creek 
(i.Dcludiq alluvium, of valleys and pllias; Rim, 
colluvium, aad teneslrial-fluvial, eoliaD. Simpaon 
landslide debris) Ridge aru., 

Altemlt.e 1 ,  
. Altemlt.e 2, 
Alternate 3 

Terrace deposits Early Holocene Gravels, ailta, aad aands Noae UndetermiDecl, Foote Creek 
to Pleiatocene Chat predate current probably low Rim, 
(7) erosional cycle; terrestrial- Altemlt.e 1 ,  

fluvial. Alternate 2 

Browns Park Middle Mioceoe White aancly tuff aad v ertebratea, Undetermined, Simpaon 
Formation (Arilweean- tuffaceoua 8llldltoDe, inveriebratea probably high 'Ridge area 

Bantovian) mucl8toae, coqlomente, 
limeatone; terrestrial, 
fluvial, air-fall volcaaic 
... lacualrine. 

WiDd River Formation Early Boceae Dnb to varicolorecf Vea1ebnlea, High Foote Creek 
(early UDd8toae. llllldatoae, iDvertebnte8, RiQI. 
W•..,...i•a) co.ls; ten'eltrial, fluvial, plaala, trace Altemlt.e 1,  

fJoocfplein, loeally awamp (Ollila Altemate 2, 
aad poad. Altemate 3 

Haaaa Formatioa Pa1ooceae Dnb colored Vertebrate�, High Foote Creek 
(mcludea Duttoa Creek (Torrejoaiul to coqlomerates, iavertebntea, RiQI. 
Formatioa) Tiffmian) ADdatoaes, ukoae, plaata. trace Simpeoa 

llllldatones, COlla; foaila Ridge Area, 
ten'eltrial, alluvial faa, Altemate 1 ,  
alluvial p1aia, IW, poad, Alteraate 2, 
awamp aad fluvial. Alternate 3 

Ferris Formatioa Cretaceoua to Lower part: coagl�c v ertebfttes, High Simpaon 
Pa1eoceae (IUeat 8111datoae, aandatone aad iDvertebratel, Ridge aru., 
Cretaceoua to shale of late Cretaceoua plants, trace Alternate 1,  
Puercan) age; Upper part: pay • foasils Alternate 2, 

brown, aad yellow Alternate 3 
sandstone, mudatone, aad 
co.l beds; terrestrial, 
alluvial faa, alluvial plein. 
pond, swamp, aad fluvial. 
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Table 1 (Continued) 

Geologic Deposit 

Medicine Bow 
Formation (includes 
Foote Creek 
Formation) 

Lewis Shale (mcludes 
Fox Hills Sandstone) 

--

Mesaverde Group 
(includes Hayacack 
MountaiDs, Allea 
Ridp, Pine Ridp, and 
Almond Formatioas) 

Steele Shale 

KENETECH Wilidpowtr Final EIS 

Geologic Age 

Late Cretaceous 
(Maastrichtian) 

Late Cretaceous 
(Campanian to 
Maastrichtian) 

Late Cretaceous 
(Campanian) 

Late Cretaceous 
[Santoniaa(?) to 

Campanian] 

Type of Deposit/ 
Environment of Deposition 

Yellow, gray and 
cubonaceous shale, coal, 
gray aDd brown sandstone, 
conglomerate; marine-
terrestrial, nearshore, 
estuarine, shoreline, 
swamp, alluvial plain. 

Dark colored abale, 
siltstone, and sandstone, 
minor limestones; marine, 
transgressive shelf, delta-
front, nearshore to offshore 
marine floor, and 
shoreline. 

SaDdltoae, siltatoae, 
mudstoae, lhale, and coal; 
marine to terrestrial, 
neanbore, shoreline, 
debaic, fluvial, estuarine, 
swamp. 

Dark gray lbale, thin 
sandstoae and limestone; 
marine, muddy shelf 
neanbore to offshore. 

G-9 

Fossil 
Resources 

vertebrates, 
invertebrates, 
plams, trace 
fossils 

Marine 
vertebrates, 
invertebrate, 
trace fossils 

Marine and 
nonmarine 
vertebrates, 
invertebrates, 
plants, trace 
fossils 

Marine 
vertebrates, 
invertebrates 

Paleontologic Area(s) 
Potential Preaent 

High Foote Creek 
Rim, 
Simpson 
Ridge area, 
Alternate 1 ,  
Alternate 2, 
Alternate 3 

Uftdetennined, Simpson 
possibly high Ridge area, 

Alternate 1 ,  
Alternate 2, 
Altenwe 3 

High Foote Creek 
Rim, 
Simpson 
Ridge area, 
Alternate 1 ,  
Alternate 2, 
Alternate 3 

UDdeterminecl, Simpeon 
possibly high Ridge area, 

Alternate 1 ,  
Alternate 2, 
Alternate 3 
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Paleontologic Potential vs Paleontologic Sensitivity 

As described above, geologic deposits are rated as having a high paleontologic potential if they produce 

scientifically significant fossils anywhere in their aerial distribution based on review of literature and 

records. This should be differentiated from paleontologic sensitivity, which is a more specific rating of 

the likelihood that panicular geologic deposits will contain scientifically significant fossils, based on field 

survey. Because it is based on field survey, sensitivity is a more specific measure of the likelihood of 

an area to yield scientifically significant fossils than paleontologic potential. 

It is important to distinguish between paleontologic potential and paleontologic sensitivity because usually 

only a small fraction of an area of high paleontologic potential proves to be fossil-bearing, and hence, 

to have high paleontologic sensitivity. As described above, geologic formations, by definition, are 

assigned a high paleontologic potential if they have yielded scientifically significant fossils anywhere in 

their distribution. Formations, however, may contain several lithologies that differ in the degree to which 

they preserve fossils. · Some lithologies may be very fossiliferous, whereas others may· be entirely 

unfossiliferous. As a result, a formation known to produce spectaCular fossils in some areas may prove 

to be fossil-barren in others. The practical result is that paleontologic ,resource inventories, based on 

literature and museum records searches alone will usually identify large areas of high paleontologic 

potential, whereas field surveys will usually more specifically identify areas of high paleontologic 

sensitivity. Areas of high paleontologic sensitivity rather than high potential should be the focus of 

proposed impact mitigation. 

High or Undetennined Paleontologic Potential Deposits 

Browns Park FOrmation 

The Browns Park Formation of middle Miocene age occurs in the western pan of the project area south 

of Wyoming State Highway 30 near Hanna. The deposits consist of a white, brown, and gray 

volcaniclastic sandstone, conglomerates, and air-fall tuffs and limestones, which are the remnants of more 

widespread deposits that once bJanketed south-central Wyoming and are more widely exposed in the 

Saratoga Basin. Lithologically, the formation has been subdivided into a lower unit that is dominated by 

volcanic sandstone and pumiceite beds, and an upper unit which is dominated by limestones and other 
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lacustrine deposits (Montange 1991). Fossils from the lower part of the formation are of Arikareean to 

Hemingfordian age, whereas those from the upper part appear to be chiefly of Barstovian age. Limestone 

and lake deposits appear to dominate the formation in the Carbon and Hanna Basins (Lillegraven 1995), 

suggesting that the deposit may correlate with those of the upper Browns Park in the Saratoga Basin and 

that it is Barstovian in age. 

No fossils have been reported from the formation in the Hanna and Carbon Basins, but significant finds 

of fossil invertebrate and vertebrate remains have been made in the formation in south-central Wyoming 

and north-central Colorado. In Browns Park of northwestern Colorado, the formation has produced the 

remains of a variety of fossil mammals including those of a mastodont, rhino, procyonid, chalicothere, 

camel, oreodont, and antelope of middle Miocene age (McGrew 1951,  Bradley 1964). Abundant fossil 

vertebrates have also been found in the formation in the Saratoga Valley, including the remains of horses, 

camels, oreodonts, merycodonts, rabbits, bears, antelope, and a beaver (McGrew 1976, Montagne 1991). 

In addition to the fossils of mammals, the formation has produced the remains of freshwater algae, 

gastropods, diatoms, and pollen. The lack of fossils in the Browns Park in Carbon County appears to 

be the result of the lack of paleontologic study, rather than an
_ 
indication of a lack of fossil potential. For 

that reason, the formation .is rated as having an undetermined, but probably high paleontologic potential. 
! 

Wind River formation 

The Wind River Formation of the early Eocene occurs in the southeastern part of the project area along 

the Foote Creek drainage, immediately north of the town of Arlington, Wyoming. The formation consi�ts 

of drab to varicolored sandstones and mudstones that accumulated in floodplain and fluvial environments 

during early Eocene time over most of the Cooper Lake Basin, Shirley Basin, and northern part of the 

Laramie Basin. Similar deposits, which are unnamed, occur in the Hanna Basin (Blackstone 1993) . 

Fossils of terrestrial vertebrates, invertebrates, and plants have been noted in the formation at several 

localities in the Cooper Lake Basin (Prichinello 1971 ,  Eaton et al.  1976-1978, Davidson 1987). 

Vertebrate specimens from these localities are curated into the collections of the Geology Museum at the 

University of Wyoming an9 include the remains of two extinct species each of fish, turtle, lizard, and 

crocodile, the giant ground bird Ditztryma, and at least 27 species of mammals (Table 2). The 
- mammalian species include multituberculates, marsupials, insectivores, primitive hoofed condylarths, 

primates, creodonts, carnivores, horses, tapirs, artiodactyls, rodents, and pantodonts. The wide diversity 
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Table 2 Fossil Vertebrates from the Wind River Formation {from Davidson 1987) . .  

Class Osteichthyes 

Order Amiiformes 
Family Amildae 

Amia sp. 
Order Lepisosteiformes 

Family :t..q,isosteidae 
Atractosreus sp. 

Cl&u Reptilia 

Order Testudiaata 
Family Baenidae 

cf. Baena sp. 
Family Dermatemydidae 

Adocu.s sp. 
Order Sauria 

Family Aaguidae 

.M� sp. 
iDcertae -. 

Order Crocodilia 
Family Crocodylidle 

cf. uidyosuchus sp. 
Allognatlrosut:hus sp. 

Class Aves 

Order Diatrym&iformes 
Family Diatrymatidae 

Diatryma sp. 

FiNII • Allgut 1995 

Class Mammalia 

Order Multitubereulata 
Family Neoplagiaulacidae 

Ectypodus sp. cf. E. 
tardus 
Parectypodus sp. cf. 
P. �unatus · 

Order Marsupialia 
Family Didelphidae 

Perat:kctes protintwminatus 
Order Proteutheria · 

Family Pantoletidae 
Ptikleosinopa sp. 

Order laJectivora 
Family Dotmaallidae 

.Mtu:rocn:rnion sp. cf. 
.M. nitms 

Family IDcertae ledit 
cf. Talpavoillb dt.zt1oni 

Order Condylarthra 
Famil Phealcoclontida y . 

Phenlzcodus primaevus 
P. YOnmani 
P. brat:lryptemus 
Ectocion o.rbomianllm 

Family Hyopaodontidae 
Hyopsodus sp. cf. 

H. miticulus 
Haplomylus speirianus 

Order Primates 
Family �clapidae 

Cantius sp. cf. C. mclr.ennai 
Cantius sp. · cf. C. trigonodus 

G-12 

Family Omou:lyidae · 
Tetonius sp. 

Order Creodoata 
Family Hyaenodoatidae 

Prototomus sp. 
cf. Prolimnocyon atavus 

Family Oxyaenidae 
O%yczena sp. 

Order Camivora 
Family Didymictidae 

Didymiais sp. 
Genus and species indet. 

Family Miacidae 
.Miacis cciguus 

Order Perislodactyla 
Family Equidae' 

Hyrtu:otherium angustidms 
Family ltectolopbiciae 

Homogall;a protapirinus 
Order Artiodactyla 

Family Diacodexeidle 
Diacotlt:%i$ S«X111S 

Order Rodeatia 
Family lscby!dmyidae 

PartJmys copa 
Family Sciuravidae 

Sciurrzvus sp. 
Order Pantodoata 

Family Coryphodoatidae 
Coryphodon eocaenus 
C. oweni 
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of scientifically significant fossils known from the Wind River Formation in Carbon County and 

throughout Wyoming document the high paleontologic potential of the formation: 

Hanna Formation 

The Hamia Formation of Paleocene age occurs in the area along the southeastern edge of the Hanna. Basin 

and is widespread in the <;arbon Basin along 1-80 near the town of Arlington. The formation includes 

sediments previously referred to as the Dutton Creek Formation, a term now abandoned, by Hyden et 

al .  (1965). The Hanna Formation consists of drab-colored conglomerates, sandstones, arkose� mudstones, 

and coals that accumulated in terrestrial environments during the Paleocene (Bowen 1918, Dobbin et al. 

1929, Knight 1951 ,  Gill et al. 1970, Hansen 1986, Blackstone 1993). In the Hanna Basin, coarse

grained conglomeratic deposits of the formation accumulated adjacent to ancient highlands to the north 

in alluvial fan enviionments. These deposits become · finer-grained southeastward away from the 

highlands into the Carbon Basin where they are replaced. by sediments that accumulated in fluvial, 

floodplain, and swamp environments. 

Fossils known from the Hanna Formation include the remains of terrestrial vertebrates, invertebrates, and 

plants (Gill et al. 1970, Ryan 1977, Lillegraven 1995). The pllll¢ fossils include microfossil (pollen) and 

megafossil (leaf and stems imprints, and petrified and carbonized wood) remains. Invertebrate fossils of 

the Hanna Formation have been described by Kirchsner (1984), and include a variety of freshwater 

gastropods and bivalves. With the exception of fish scales, turtle fragments, a fragmentary jaw of a 

possible condylarth reported by Bowen (1918), and the unpublished discovery of a nearly complete 

mandible of the phenacodont condylarth Tetraclaenodon (collected by J.A. Lillegraven and J.G. Eaton 

in the late 1970s), little was known of the vertebrate fossils of the Hanna Formation until recently. That 

situation has changed over the past few years as the result of new discoveries made by field parties under 

the direction of Dr. Jason A. Lillegraven and his students, Ms. Jaelyn Eberle and Mr. Ross Secord at 

the University of Wyoming (UW). The newly discovered fossils (as yet unpublished) include the dental 

and. skeletal remains of a wide variety of vertebrates, including many extinct mammalian species known 

from the Torrejonian to Tiffanian North American Land Mammal ages (Eberle 1994, Lillegraven 1995). 

These recent discoveries document the high paleontologic potential of the formation. 
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Ferris Formation 

The Ferris Formation of late Cretaceous to Paleocene age occurs in the northern part of the project area, 

north of 1-80 along the northern flaDks of Halleck and Simpson Ridges and eastward along Spade Flats , 

at the base of the Saddleback Hills. The formation includes sediments previously referred to as the Foote 

Creek Formation, a term now abandoned, by Hyden et al. (l96S). The Ferris Formation consists of a 

thick sequence of continental rocks that have been traditionally subdivided into an upper and a lower part 

(Gill et al. 1970),' based on age and lithology. The lower part of Late Cretaceous age consists of 

conglomeratic sandstone, sandstone, and shale, and is equivalent in age to the Lance Formation, which 

is well known for its fossil vertebrates, including dinosaurs. The upper part of Paleocene age consists 

of gray, brown, and yellow sandstone· and thick beds of coal. 

Fossils known from the Ferris Formation include the remains of terrestrial venebrates, invertebrates, and 

plants (Gill et al. 1970, Ryan 1977, Hansen 1986, Lillegraven 1995). The plant fossils include 

microfossil (pollen) and megafossil (leaf and stems imprints, and petrified and carbonized wood) remains 

of late Cretaceous to Paleocene age. The invertebrates include the remains of freshwater gastropods, 

bivalves, and ostracods. Dinosaur bone fragments have long been known from the lower part of the 

Ferris Formation (Bowen 1918, Lull 1933, Breithaupt 1985, 1994). Until recently, fossil vertebrates 

from the formation have . included remains identified only a5 the· ceratopsian Triceratops and an 

undescribed genus and species of turtle. In recent years, UW field parties under the direction of Dr. 

Jason A. Lillegraven have discovered additional fossils from both the lower and upper parts of the Ferris 

Formation. Fossils from the lower part of the formation include the diverse relllains of a wide variety 

of dinosaurs and crocodilians of late Cretaceous (Lancian) age. These fossils are currently being studied 

by Mr. Anton Wroblewski, a student at UW (Breithaupt 1994). Additional fossils from the upper part 

of the formation include the diverse remains of a wide variety of early Paleocene (Puercan) age mammals 

(Lillegraven 1995). These recent discoveries document the high paleontologic potential of the formation. 

Medicine Bow Formation 

The Medicine Bow Formation of late Cretaceous age occurs in the northern part of the project area, 

where it is exposed beneath the Ferris Formation in the same areas as the latter formation. The Medicine 

Bow Formation consists of dark gray carbonaceous shales, sandstones, and coals that accumulated in 
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marine, brackish water, and terrestrial environments in and along the. last regression of the Bearpaw 

Seaway from Wyoming in latest Cretaceous time (Bowen 1918, Gill et al. 1970, Fox 1971 ,  Ryan 1977, 

Blackstone 1993). 

Fossils known from the formation include the remains of terrestrial plants, marine and freshwater 

invertebrates, and terrestrial vertebrates. The plants include microfossil (pollen) and megafossil (leaf and 

stems imprints, and petrified and carbonized wood) remains of Late Cretaceous age. Well-preserved leaf 

floras have been described from the formation by Dorf (1942). The invertebrates include the remains 

of marine foraminifera and brackish-water bivalves and gastropods represented by at least 21 different 

species (Gill et al. 1970). Dinosaur bone fragments have long been known from the lower pan of the 

formation (Bowen 1918, Lull 1933, Breithaupt 1985, 1994) and include the remains of the ceratopsian 

Triceratops. The formation has also produced the remains of a small · number of mammals of late 

Cretaceous (Lancian) age (Lillegraven 1995); These recent discoveries establish the high paleontologic 

potential of the formation. 

Lewis Shale 

The Lewis Shale of Late Cretaceous age occurs widespread in the project area, along the edges of the 

Hanna and Carbon Basins. The formation consists of a thick sequence of shale, siltstOne, and sandstone 

that accumulated in deltaic, interdeltaic, and marginal marine to deep-water marine environments (Winn 

et al. 198Sa, b). The Fox Hills Sandstone which accumulated in shoreline �vironments above the Lewis 

Shale during the retreat of the Lewis Sea is often lumped with the .r.ewis on maps because it is too thin 

to map separately at conventional map scales. 

The Lewis Shale contains a large and varied marine invertebrate fauna, including many genera of 

bivalves, baculites, scaphites, and ammonites (Gill et al.  1970). Isurid shark teeth have also been 

recovered from the formation at localities in Carbon County (Breithaupt 1985). The Fox Hills Sandstone 

contains a· shallow water marine fauna including a large variety of clams and snails, as well as three 

distinctive types of ammonites, a species of bryozoan, and burrow trace fossils. The remains of marine 

fish, sharks, rays, bony fish, and marine crocodiles and lizards (mosasaurs) have been reported from the 

Fox Hills Sandstone in Sweetwater- and Converse Counties of Wyoming (Winterfeld 1978, 

Breithaupt 1985). 
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Fossils are known from the Lewis Shale and Fox Hills Sandstone in Carbon County, but no significant 

vertebrate finds have been made there to date. These formations have produced significant vertebrate 

fossils in other areas of Wyoming, and for that reason, the formations are rated as having an. 

undetermined, but possibly high paleontologic potential. 

Mesavercie Group 

The Mesaverde Formation of Late Cretaceous age occurs widespread in the project &rea along the basin 

edges and in the core of the Big Medicine Bow Anticline. The formation consists of alternating 

sandstone, shale, carbonaceous shale, and coal of varying thickness that accumulated in marine, marginal 

marine, shoreline, and terrestrial environments. It includes in descending order, the Almond Formation, 

Pine Ridge Sandstone, Allen Ridge Formation, and Haystack Mountain Formation (Gill et al .  1970, 

Martinsen et al. 1993). 

The Almond Formation consists of a sequence of interbedded carbonaceous shale, shallow-marine 

sandstone, and lenticular coal. The marine sandstones contain abundant marine and brackish-water 

fossils, including reef-like beds of oysters, other types of bivalves, ammonites, baculites, worm tubes, 

and burrow trace fossils (Ophiomorp/ID). 

The Pine Ridge Sandstone consists primarily of white to gray nonmarine sandstone with thin interbeds 

of carbonaceous siltstone, carbonaceous shale, and coal. Apart from the burrows of marine and brackish

water organisms, no fossils have been reported from the Pine Ridge Formation. 

The Allen Ridge Formation consists of a lower nonmarine unit of fluvial sandstone, shale and 

carbonaceous bed, a middle unit of marine shale and sandstone, and an upper unit of brackish-water 

origin. Fossils are scarce in the nonmarine member, but include vertebrate bone fragments and the 

isolated teeth of a few mammals (Lillegraven 1995). Fossil invertebrates are plentiful in the marine units 

of the formation and include the remains of several genera of bivalves, bryozoans, baculites, and 

ammonites. 

The Haystack Mountain Formation consists of a sequence of thick units of marine sandstone interbedded · 
with thick units of marine shale. The sandstone accumulated in nearshore and shallow offshore 
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environments, whereas the shale accumulated in deeper water environments. Fossils of marine 

invertebrates are abundant in the sandstone and shale of the formation. At least 17 genera of 

invertebrates have been reponed from the formation, including the remains of bivalves, bryozoans, 

baculites, scaphites, and ammonites. Trace fossils, including the burrows of marine bivalves and worms, 

are also abundant. 

The Mesaverde Group has produced diverse vertebrate fossils from many widely dispersed localities in 

central Wyoming, and although fossils from the group are not widely published on; they appear to be 

reactively common in parts of the formation (Winterfeld 1989). Not many fossils have been reponed 

from deposits of the formation in Carbon COunty. Fossils from the group from nearby areas of Wyoming 

include 
·
the remains of plants, a wide variety of marine invertebrates, and marine and terrestrial 

vertebrates. Non-mammalian vertebrates known from the formation include nine species of shark, two 

of ray, nine of bony fish, six of amphibians, three of turtle, 14 of lizards, five of lizard, three of . 

crocodile, four of ornithischian dinosaur, three of saurischian dinosaurs, and one each of champsosaur, 

pterosaur, snake, unidentified marine reptile, and bird (Breithaupt 1985). The Mesaverde Group has also 

produced the fossils of 12 species of mammals (Clemens and Lillegraven 1986, Lillegraven and 

McKenna 1986) in Natrona County and a few in Carbon County (Lillegraven 1995). The marine part 

of the formation has produced the abundant remains of invertebrates, including ammonites, baculites, 

bivalves, and planktonic formanifera (Keefer 1972, Kauffman 1977, Shapurji 1978). A varied fauna of 

fossil sharks is also known from marine beds in the formation in the southern part of the Bighorn Basin 

(Case 1987). Dinosaurs from the Mesaverde include the more popularly known genera Edmontosaurus 

and Albertosaurus. Mammals from the formation include species of multituberculates, primitive 

�arsupials and placental mammals, and primitive mammals which can neither be classified as being either 

placental of marsupial, based on dental anatomy. 

Significant fossils are known from the Mesaverde Group in Carbon County and elsewhere in Wyoming. 

The scarcity of fossils from the formations in the group in Carbon County is probably more a measure 

of the lack of work on the deposits than of its true potential, and for that reason, the group is rated as 

having a high .paleontologic potential. 
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Steele Shale 

The Steele Shale of Late Cretaceous age occurs in the south� part of the project area along 1-80 

and in the core of the Big Medicine Bo�. Anticline. The formation consists of dark gray shale that ' . 
contains sparse layer5 of gray weathering limestone concretions and thin beds of very fine sandstone and 

siltstone; Fossils are abundant in limestone concretions and thin sandy beds of the Steele Shale with a 

wide variety of marine invenebrates recorded, including the remains of at least 15 genera of bivalves, 

scaphites, and ammonites. Shark teeth have also been noted in the formation in Natrona and Carbon 

Counties (Wegemann 191 1 , Lillegraven 1995). The remains of marine reptiles, plesiosaurs, and 

crocodiles are known from equivalent strata (Cody Shale, Pierre Shale, Niobrara Formation) at widely 

dispersed localities in eastern and northern Wyoming (Weishampel 1992), and similar remains may yet 

be found in the Steele Shale as well. Although few fossils have been reportectfrom the Steele Shale in 

Carbon County; the remains of significant vertebrate fossils are know from nearby areas of Wyoming; 

For that reason, the formation is rated as having an· undetermined, but possibly high, paleontologic 

potential.  

PROJECT IMPACI'S 

Introduction 

Inventory of paleontologic r�urces in the KENETECH Windpower project area documents the presence 

of sedimentary deposits of Late Cretaceous, Paleocene, Eocene, and Miocene age that are known to 

contain plant, invertebrate, and vertebrate fossils of scientific interest· and significance. Of particular 

importance are fossils ·from geologic deposits spanning the Cretaceousfl'ertiary boundary which record 

the extinction of the dinosaurs and rise of modern orders of mammals. Impacts due to the proposed 

project would be potentially sigmficant but would be reduced to less than significant via mitigation. 

It is very likely that ground disturbance associated with construction of the project will encounter fossils 

of scientifically significance. Direct damage or destruction of these fossils, as a result of construction, 

with subsequent loss of scientific information, is of primary concern as an adverse impact of the project. 

Adve{Se �pacts indirectly associated with construction are of additional concern. 
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Not all impacts of construction are adverse to paleontology, however. Excavation can reveal fossils of 

significant scientific interest that would have otherwise remained buried and unavailable for scientific 

study, and in this way, can be beneficial. The mere revelation of fossils of scientific importance is in 

itself not a beneficial impact. To have beneficial impacts, such newly discovered fossils must be properly . 

collected and catalogued into the collections of a museum repository so that associated geologic data is 

preserved and the fossils are available for future scientific study. 

Impact Assessment 

The relative magnitude of potential construction impacts to paleontologic resources is related to the 

paleontologic potential of the sedimentary deposits disturbed during �nstruction, the nature and extent 

of the disturbance, and the significance of the fossils disturbed. Paleontologic potential, as described 

above, is a measure of the probability that a deposit will contain not just fossils, but fossils of scientific 

significance. Criteria to describe scientific significance are given below. 

. Impact Sipif'acanc:e Criteria 

Adverse impacts to - fossils resources occur when fossils of scientific significance are damaged or 

destroyed by construction. Significant impacts occur when scientifically significant nonrenewable fossil 

resources are damaged or destroyed as a result of project implementation. Scientifically significant fossils 

may occur anywhere within the project area, but are most likely to be encountered in areas of high 

paleontologic potential. 

As described above, Wyoming BLM guidelines (Information Bulletin WY -93-371) consider all vertebrate 

fossils to be of scientific interest; other types of fossils may also be placed in this category. The BLM 

provides no guidance on evaluating the significance of fossil resources, but professional paleontologists 

generally recognize fossils and their containing deposits to be of significant scientific value if they provide 

taphonomic, taxonomic, phylogenetic, ecologic, or stratigraphic information. 
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Direct and Indirect Impacts 

Direct damage or destruction of these fossils as a result of construction, with subsequem loss of scientific 

informati<?n, is of primary concern as an adverse impact of the project. Adverse impacts Indirectly 

associated with construction are of additional concern. For example; fossils may be subject to damage 

or destruction by erosion that is accelerated by construction disturbance. In addition, improved access 

and increased visibility as a result of construction may cause fossils to be damaged or destroyed as a 

result of unauthorized collection or vandalism. 

Adverse impacts to fossil resources are most likely and could be significant at known fossil localities or 

in places where geologic depOsits with a high paleontologic potential are exposed at or near the surface. 

Deposits are considered.to have a high paleontologic potential if they are known to yield sciemifically 

significant fossils anywhere in the region. Adverse impacts to fossil resources are less likely and 
potentially less significant in places where geologic deposits with an undetermined paleontologic potential 

are · exposed at. or near the surface. Deposits are considered to have an undetermined paleontologic 

potential if either not enough information is known about their fossil-producing nature in the area, or their 

lithology, age, and depositional environment suggest they should be fossil-bearing, but fossils have yet . 
to be reported from them. Adverse impacts to fossil resources are unlikely to be significant in areas 

underlain at the surface or near surface by g�logic deposits with a low paleontologic potential. Deposits 

are considered to have · a low paleontologic potential if they have been doCumented to lack significant 

fossils. 

Beneficial and significant positive construction impacts, including the unanticipated discovery of 

previously undetermined scientifically significant fossils, are possible anyV.rhere in the project area. 

Cumulative Impacts 

No cumulative impacts to fossil resources are anticipated from implementation of the project or 

alternatives if the prescribed mitigation measures are implemented. 
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Mitigation Swnmary 

Paleontologic inventory of the KENETECH Windpower project area documented the presence of high 

and undetermined paleontologic potential in geologic deposits within the project area. A high 

paleontologic potential was documented in the Browns Park Formation, Wind River Formation, Hanna 

Formation, Ferris Formation, Medicine Bow Formation, and Mesaverde Group. An undetermined, but 

possibly high, paleontologic potential was documented in the Lewis (inCluding Fox Hills Sandstone) 81ld 

Steele Shales. An undetermined but probably low, paleontologic potential was documented in unnamed 

terrace sediments of Quaternary age. 

To reduce the potential for significant adverse impacts to fossil resources in the project area to 

insignificant levels, the following mitigation measures should be implemented. Implementation of 
mitigation measures such as those described here are specifically designed to reduce adverse impacts of 

construction to fossil resources to nonsignificant levels. Mitigation measures include both general and 
specific measures. · General measures mitigate impacts that may occur anywhere in the project area and 

specific measures are designated specifically for areas 'identified as having high or undetermined 

paleontologic potential. 

General Mitigation Measures 

General measures n:Utigate adverse impacts to fossil resources that may occur anywhere in the project 

area, including areas of low paleontologic potential. These measures are consistent with standard practice 

for paleontologic work within the professional paleontologic consulting community. The following 

measures are considered standard practice and should be applied to the entire KENETECH area: 

Worker instructiOQ. Qualified paleontologists instruct construction personnel about the types of 

fossils they could encounter and the steps to � if they uncover fossils anywhere during 

construction of the project. This information can be conveyed in a short brochure/handout to be 

made available to construction personnel. This measure is particularly important in areas of low 

paleontologic potential that are unlikely to produce significant fossils and that are not likely to 

be monitored by qualified paleontologists. 
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Discovezy coutin&ency. Contingency is made for the unlikely event !hat significant fossils are 

discovered in areas that are not monitored during construction. Usually construction activities 

which could adversely affect the fossils are redirected · until a qualified paleontologist has 

determined the importance of the uncovered fossils, the extent of the fossiliferous deposits and 

made, and implemented recommendations regarding further mitigation, if any, are warranted. 

Specific Mitigation Measures 

Specific measures are usually enacted to mitigate adverse impacts to fossil resources in areas of high and 

undetermined paleontologic potential on a project-by-project basis. Areas of high paleontologic potential 

include any area underlain at the surface, or within a few feet of the surface, by formations having a high 

paleontologic potential. These measures are consistent with standard practice for paleontologic work 

within the professional paleontologic consulting community and include the following: 

Ogs m field survey. Prior to construction, areas of high or undetermined paleontologic 

potential should be surveyed by a qualified paleontologist to identify the location and extent of 

fossil resources, thereby definin& areas of high paleontologic sensitivity. 

Pevelomnent of a mitiption and monitorin& plan. A mitigation and monitoring plan is prepared 

for projects affecting geologic deposits of high paleontologic sensitivity (where scientifically 

significant fossils are likely to occur). Paleontologic sensitivity is a more specific measure of the 

likelihood of a geologic deposit tO yield scientifically significant fossils than paleontologic 

potential. The plan is based on the aass m field survey and details the following: 

1) results of the aass m s�ey, including the types of fossils identified and recovered, if 

any were found, their locality of discovery, and scientific significance; 

2) procedures for preconstruction mitigation (mitigation may include any or all of the 

following: (a) avoidance of significant resources, (b) collection of significant resources, 

and (c) construction monitoring); 

3) construction phase procedures if scientifically significant fossils are encountered during 

construction (Usually if fossils of significance are discovered during monitoring, 

construction activities are redirected until a qualified paleontologist has determined the 
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importance of the uncovered fossils, the extent of the fossiliferous deposits, and made and 

implemented recommendations regarding further mitigation.); and 

4) procedures for curation of specimens collected during the Class m field survey. Fossil 

specimens collected during the field survey and subsequent construction mitigation, if any 

is conducted, must be curated into the collections of a museum repositpry acceptable to 

the lead agency. Curation as used here includes specimen preparation to the extent of 

identification; and preparation of accompanying catalogue tags and entry of locality and 

specimen data into archive records. 

Submission of a final technical document. Adverse impacts to paleontologic resources are usually 

not considered reduced to insignificant levels until a final technical report is prepared and 

submitted following completion of the mitigation program, if one was implemented. If a 

mitigation program was implemented, the report should contain the results of the surveys and 

mitigation work conducted, including an accession list of fossil specimens collected listed by 

locality. If no mitigation was conducted because no significant fossil resources were identified, 

the report should contain the results of the survey. The report should also contain a discussion 

of the scientific significance of the specimens and geologic and paleontologic setting of any 

discovered fossils and their localities. A confidential appendix containing copies of locality maps 

and standard locality data sheets for each locality, if any specimens were discovered and 

collected, should be appended to the report, and copies of the report should be filed with the 

project proponent, agencies involved, and the repository where the fossils are curated. 
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APPENDIX H: 

OVERLAY OF PROPOSED PHASE I WIND PLANT FACILITIES LOCATIONS 
FOR USE WITH FIGURES 3.14 THROUGH 3.17 IN THE FEIS 
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APPENDIX 1: 
RESULTS OF INDEPENDENT ANALYSIS OF POTENTIAL ALTERNATIVE 

WIND DEVELOPMENT LOCATIONS IN SOUTHERN WYOMING 
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Depattment of . · Atmospheric SdeDce 

Ms Karyn Oassi 
Mariah Assoc, Inc 
Laramie WY 82070 

Dear Karyn, 

19 Jun 95 

P.O. Box 3038 
. Room 6034, En,meerq Bulldmc lAramie, Wyomln& 8Z071·3038 

{307) 7�32A6 . 
FAX: (307) 766-2635 

I have received the following manuscript from KENETECH Windpower, Inc, and have carefully 
reviewed it. I offer the following comments as per your request: . . . . _ . .  - . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

"Assessment of the Windplant'IM Production Potential at Other Wyoming Locations with 
Respect to the Foote Creek Rim 70.S MW Windp1ant" by Bob Baker dated 19 April 1995 . 

In this manuscript Mr Baker has compared the wind energy potential at Foote Creek Rim with 
about 25 other locations in Wyoming. Some of these locations were based on data collected by 
Kenetech, some by UW and some by the National Weather Service. The potential at Foote 
Creek was estimated based on reCent wiad data collected at 19 sites located on Foote Creek Rim. 
The 1994 wind speed frequency data at hub height (85 ft) on Foote Creek along with a windplant 
power curve were used to estimate· the gross wind energy which would have been generated if 
that windplant bad been installed and operating. The gross wind energy was discounted to net 
wind energy by assuming various losses. These losses were estimated to be 17%. The wind 
speed frequency data for the 25 other locations were adjusted to hub height based on an assumed 
wind speed profile. Again, using a wiadplant power curve along with these adjusted wind speed 
frequencies, the gross wiad energy was estimated for each location. The gross wi,nd energy was . 
also discounted to net wind energy for each location based on assumed losses. The results indi
cate that the Foote Creek Rim and Hanna/Simpson Ridge are the two best wind energy locations 
of the 26 locations. 

The analysis provided by Baker is straight forward and typical for the wind energy industry. My 
major concern has to do with the assumed Inth power law profile used to adjust the observed 
wind speed to hub height. An extensive analysis of vertical wind speed profiles was done by two 
of my colleagues (Martner and Gilmer 1981)  based on tower data collected near Medicine Bow 

. .  

at 33, 200, and,350 ft. The results indicate thatduring the day.fr-omMar¢�1e:Novem� tlu�.; , · · ·  · - · · · · · - •  · · ·  
power law parameter, a, is about 60% of 1n and during the night a is about 140% of 1n. In 
December and January a is always less than In. When a is less than In. then wind speed 
increases slowly with height and when a is greater than tn. then wind speed increases rapidly 
with height. Half of the comparative locations were based on UW data. The UW data was col-
lected at 1 3 ft and was adjusted to hub height at 85 ft using the tnth power law profile. � small 
error in a combined with the approximate wind speed squared relation between wind speed and 
wind energy can result in a large error in the estimated wind energy potential. 

It appears that there may be significant compensating errors in the procedure because the net 
wind energy potential at the Arlington site (UW data collected at 13 ft) was 1075 MWh [1250 x 
( 1 -0. 14)]. This site is very close to the Foote Creek site where the net wind energy potential was 
1300 MWh. The only other location which competes with Foote Creek and Arlington was the 
Hanna/Simpson locations where the net wind energy potential was 1 175 MWb. All other loca
tions have a net wind energy potential of < 1000 MWh. 



My major concern still remains with the assumed In power law profile. Does the Kenetech 
tower data, collected at multiple heights, support the tnth power law profile? If not, does it. 
agree with the seasonal and diurnal varying profile described by Martner and Gilmer 1 98 1 ?  Is 
there a better a which should be used to estimate the wind energy potential at the other loca- · 
tions? Perhaps Mr Baker was lucky and the compensating errors were just right? · 

Some minor comments are as follows: 

1 .  Rather than using Cheyenne Airport as the long term station I would think that the 
nearby Rawlins Airport data would be more highly correlated with the UW and Kenetech 
wind data. 

2. Why was the wake loss assumed to be zero for the other locations when it was assumed 
to be 3% for the Foote Creek location? 

3. On page 3, first paragraph, the mean annual wind speeds for Medicine Bow and Arling
ton are given as 14.5 mph and 19.2 mph, respectively. These values don't a� with the 
values listed in Table 8. 

4. OUt ·Cf the 19 sites available, why was site t202 selected to rcpreseilHh& F.oote Creek · . 

location? 

I have long contented that the Foote Creek location is one of the best sites in the world in terms 
of gross wind energy potential. The winds are steady, unidirectional, and strong. The hazards of 
major wind gusts, turbulence, and icing are small. Mr Balcer's analysis supportS this contention. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to ask. 
Sin�ly, . · 

· .�� Jo itz 
Professor . 

cc: Bob Baker, Kenetech 
Kenneth Whitting, Kenetech 
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HAZARDOUS MATERIALS SUMMARY 
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1.0 INTRODUCDON 

This Hazardous Materials Summary (HMS) provides specific information regarding the types and 

quantities of hazardous and extremely hazardous materials that would be used during project development, 

operations, maintenance, and reclamation. 

This HMS is was prepared pursuant to BLM Instruction Memoranda Nos. W0-93-344 and WY -94-059 

which require that all NEPA documents list and describe any hazardous and/or extremely hazardous 

materials that would be produced, used, stored, transponed, or disposed of as a result of project 

activities. Hazardous materials are those substances listed in the EPA's Consolidated List ofDI.emicals 

Subject to Reporting Under 'Iltle III of the Superfund Amendments and Reauthorization Act (SARA) of 

1986, and extremely hazardous materials are those identified in the EPA's List of Extremely Hazardous 

Substances (40 C.F.R. 355). 
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2.0 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

Lists of hazardous and extremely hazardous materials that would be produced, used, stored, transported, 

or disposed of as a result of the proposed project were obtained from KENETECH and PacifiCorp, along 

with Material Safety Data Sheets (MSDS) for all ch�micals, compounds; and/or substances that may be 

used during the construction, operation, maintenance, or reclamation of the proposed project. All 

hazardous and extremely hazardous subs�ces known to be present within these materials are summarized 

in Table J . .  1. Where possible, the quantities of these materials have been estimated, and their use, 

storage, transport, and disposal methods identified. 

2.1 WINDPLANT, TRANSMISSION LINE, AND SUBSTATION CONSTRUCTION, 
OPERATION, MAINTENANCE, AND RECLAMATION 

2.i.l Conqete 

Concrete would be used in the construction of building foundations (quantity unknown), turbine 

foundations (70.5-MW Phase I, 3 ,000 yeP; 500-MW Windplant, 18,000 yd3), meteorological tower 

foundations (70.5-MW -Phase I, 40 yd3; 500-MW Windplant, 400 yd'), transformer pads (quantity 

unknown), communications structures (2 yd3/structure) and in anchoring overhead collection and 

communication line poles. Concrete and additives used for these purposes may contain the hazardous 

material classes of fine mineral fibers, polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), and polycyclic organic 

matter (POM), though these substances would be bound in solidified concrete. No extremely hazardous 

materials are known to be present in the concrete or additives proposed for use on this project. Concrete 

would be transported to the project area by qualifieci concrete contractors in appropriate vehicles. 

2.1.2 Explosives 

Dynamite or a mixture of ammonium nitrate and diesel fuel may be used to facilitate the construction of 

foundations, overhead collection and communication line support structure installation, or communication 

line trenches. Nitroglycerin· is a known hazardous material present in dynamite; ammonium nitrate and 

some components of diesel fuef(see Section 2. 1 .3. 1 ,  Fuels) are also considered hazardous. No known 

extremely hazardous materials are present in the types of explosives typically used during eonstruction. 

Finol - AMgrut 1995 J-3 



Table J . 1  

Source 

Concrete 

Explosives 

Gasoline 

Diesel 

Lubricants/oils 

KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

Hazardous and Extremely Hazardous Materials Proposed for Use in KENETECH
PacifiCorp Windplant, Transmission Line, and Substation Construction, Operation and 
Maintenance, Carbon County, Wyoming. 

· · 

Hazardous1 and Extremely Hazardous2 Constituents . 

fine mineral fibers 
PAHs3 

POM'' 

ammonium nitrate 
nitroglycerin 

benzene 
ethyl benzene 
methyl ten-butyl ether 
m-xylene 
o-xylene 
PAHs 
POM 
p-xylene 
tetraethyl lead5 
toluene 

benzene 
ethyl benzene 
methyl ten4lutyl ether 
m-xylene 
naphthalene 
o-xylene 
PAHs 
POM 
p-xylene 
toluene 

barium 
cadmium 
copper 
lead 
manganese 
nickel 
PAHs 
POM 
zinc 

CAS Number 

6484-52-2 
55-63-0 

7 1-43-2 
100-41-4 
1634-04-4 
108-38-3 
95-47-6 

106-42-3 
108-88-3 

7 1-43-2 
100-41-4 

1634-04-4 
108-38-3 
91-20-3 
95-47-6 

106-42-3 
108-88-3 

7440-39-3 
7440-43-4 
7440-50-8 
7439-92-1 
7439-96-5 
7440-02-0 

- .  

Coolant/antifreeze - ethylene glycol 

7440-66-6 

107-21-1 
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Table J . 1  (Continued) 

Source 

Paints 

Wood preservative 

Miscellaneous 

KENETECH Windpowtr Final EIS 

Hazardous• and Extremely Hazardous2 Constituents 

barium 
cobalt 
lead 
manganese 
PAHs 
POM 
sulfuric acid 
xylene (mixed isomers) 

pentachlorophenol 

ethyl ether 
hexane 

CAS Number 

7440-39-3 
7440-48-4 
7439-92-1 
7439-96-5 

7664-93-9 
1330-20-7 

87-86-5 

60-29-7 
1 10-54-3 

1 As defined under the EPA's Consolidated list of Chemicals Subject to Reporting Under ntle Ill of the 
Supt!Tfund Ame�nts and Reauthorization Act {SARA) of 1986, as amended. 

2 As defined iri 40 C.F .R. 355. 
3 Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. 
4 PolycyClic organic matter. 
s Extremely hazardous material. 
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The quantity of explosives required for construction would be dictated by specific construction needs and 

is not known at this time. 

2.1.3 fueJs. Lubric;ants. Coolant/Antifreeze 

Vehicles and equipment typically used during construction, operation and maintenance, and reclamation 

require various fuels, lubricants, and coolant/antifreeze solutions, though the specific quantities of these 

products used, transported, or stored is not known. Wirtdplant operation and maintenance (O&M) 

. vehicles would include three pickups for the first phase of development and · 15-20 pickups for the full ' 
500-MW Windplant. Transmission line O&M would require two inspections per year by a single pickup, 

and reclamation efforts would probably require the use of a pickup, a grader, and a tractor. 

2.1.3 . 1  Fuels 

Gasoline would be used as a fuel for transport vehicles and miscellaneous machinery powered by internal 

combustion engines. The volume of gasoline required through the LOP is unknown due to the variability 

in vehicle fuel efficiencies, distance traveled to and within tbe project area, etc. Gasoline would be stored 

in 1 ,000-1 ,500 gal above ground storage tanks and transported primarily in vehicle gas tanks. Small 

quantities (approximately 5 gal) may be stored in appropriately designed and labeled containers for 

supplemental use as vehicle and machinery fuel.  Hazardous materials present in gasoline include 

benzene, ethylbenzene, methyl tert-butyl ether, m-xylene, o-xylene, P AHs, POM, p-xylene, and toluene. 

Leaded gasoline, which contains the extremely hazardous material tetraethyl lead, may be required as fuel 

for some older equipment. Unleaded gasoline contains no known extremely hazardous materials. 

Diesel fuel would be used, transported, and stored in a manner similar to gasoline including an above 

ground storage tank ( 1 ,000-1 ,500 gal). The quantity of diesel required for the LOP is not known. Diesel 

potentially contains hazardous materials including benzene, ethyl benzene, methyl ten-butyl ether, 

m-xylene, naphthalene, o-xylene, PAHs, POM, p-xylene, and toluene. No extremely hazardous materials 

are known to be present in diesel fuel. 

FUIIJI - A11p.rt 1995 J-6 
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2. 1 .3.2 Lubricants 

' 
Various lubricants and oils, including motor oil, hydraulic oil , gear oil, transmission oil, and grease, 

would be used for vehicles, turbines, and other equipment and machinery needed for the project. Specific 

. lubricants include, but are not limited to, Mobil DTE 13M, Mobil Synthetic, Mobil HC 100, Mobil SHC 

632, Mobil SHC 460, Chevron Delo 400, Chevron Dexron, Chevron EP Industrial Oil 46X, Chevron 

SRI2, Chevron VIST AC 150, Stihl 50: 1 2-Cycle Oil , High Performance Gear Lube 80W90, Gear Oil 

#150, Valvoline Hydraulic Fluid, and WD40. Some of these lubricants would likely contain PAHs and 

POM, and some may additionally contain compounds of barium, cadmium, copper, lead, manganese, 

nickel, and zinc. No known extremely hazardous materials are present in the lubricants proposed for use 

in conjunction with this project. Though specific quantities are not known, lubricants would be stored 

at the construction site as well as within vehicle and other equipment reservoirs, and would be used, 

transported, stored, and disposed of following manufacturer's guidelines. No unauthorized disposal of 

lubricants would occur as a result of project-related activities. 

Lubricating oils in turbines would be checked biannually, filled as needed, and changed annually. 

· Accidental spills or leaks would be �ntained within the nacelle to minimize risk of site contamination. 

Each KVS-::33 turbine uses less than 64 gal of lubricants per year, therefore a maximum of 12,864 gal 

and 88,960 gal . per year would be used for the 70.5-MW Phase I and the 500-MW full Windplant 

respectively. All waste oil would be transported off-site and recycled by a certified waste contractor. 

2. 1 .3 .3 Coolant/Antifreeze 

Coolant/antifreeze would be utilized in combustion engines associated with construction, operation, 

maintenance, and reclamation efforts. Ethylene glycol is the principle component of these fluids and is 

classified as a hazardous material . No extremely hazardous materials are known to be present in engine 

coolant/antifreeze. The quantity of coolant/antifreeze to be stored or transported in vehicle radiators 

during construction of the Windplant is unknown, however, its use, storage, transport, and disposal would 

be in accordance with manufacturer's recommendations. 
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2.1.4 Paints 

Turbine towers would be painted prior to their arrival on-site, and repainting would be required 

approximately every 10 years. Communications and O&M buildings would also be prepainted and may 

require repainting at 1 0-year intervals. Small quantities of aerosol spray paints may be used to mark 

stakes, etc. during activities associated with construction. Hazardous materials contained · in paints 

potentially include barium, cobalt, lead, manganese, PAHs, POM, sulfuric acid, and mixed isomers of 

. 
xylene. No extremely hazardous materials are known· to be present in the paints that would be used 

during construction and O&M of the proposed Windplant, transmission · lines or substations. Small 

quantities of paints may be stored on-site in the O&M building. 

2.1.5 IransConner Oils 

· Transformer oils would be required for the operation of the Windplant and substations. Oils proposed 

for use in this project would not contain polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), though PAHs· and POM are . . ' 
potential hazardous constituents of these fluids. Approximately 34,200 gal of transformer insulating oil 

would be required for the 70.5-MW Phase I; the full 500-MW ·Windplant would require approximately 

236,300 gal. Transformer insulating oils would be completely contained within sealed transformer units. 

Additionally, approximately 10,000 gal ofnon-PCB dielectric oils would be required for use in substation 

equipment. These oils may contain PAHs and POM which are considered hazardous materials. No 

· known 'extremely hazardous constituents occur in the dielectric oils to be utilized in this project. 

2.1.6 Miscellaneous Hazardous Materials 

Engine starting fluid is likely to be present during Windplant and transmission line construction, O&M, 

and reclamation activities, and is · known to contain the hazardous materials ether and hexane. Engine 

starting fluid would be stored in vehicles and other equipment on-site. 

Transmission and distribution line structures would consist of wooden poles which have been treated with 

pentachlorophenol, a hazardous material. Approximately 384 structures would be required for Phase I; 

2, 034 structures would be required for the full Windplant. Poles would be pretreated prior to their 
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arrival on-site, and no additional pentachlorophenol would be stored or used in conjunction with the 

construction or O&M of the Windplant or transmission line. Structures may be replaced at approximately 

20.:year intervals. Treated poles that have been replaced would be·transported to an al)proved disposal 

facility. 

Fertilizers may be used during reclamation within the proposed Windplant and along the transmission line 

corridor. Site-specific reclamation procedures would be developed by KENETECH and PacifiCorp in 

consultation with the BLM. Although the quantities and specific hazardous constituents of the fertilizers 

to be used on the project are unknown at this time, the use, storage, transport, and disposal of these 

products would be consistent with manufacturer's guidelines. 

Some herbicides may be used in the proposed Windplant for vegetation control around buildings and 

turbine pads. Specific brands, quantities, and hazardous constituents of these herbicides are unknown at 

this time. Herbicides would be stored in accordance with BLM stipulations and state and county 

regulations. 

2.1. 7 Emissiorw 

Hazardous emissions would occur as a result of this project (Table J .2). These emissions would originate 

from two sources: internal combustion engines and transmission lines. 

2.1 . 7. 1 Combustion Emissjons 

Combustion emissions from gasoline and diesel engines would consist of unburned hydrocarbons, 

particulate matter, nitrogen oxides, and sulfur oxides. Secondary contaminants would likely include the 

formation of ozone from the photolysis of nitrogen oxides. 

Unburned hydrocarbons may contain potentially hazardous PAHs and POM; particulate matter may 

contain metal-based particulates from lead anti-knock compounds in the fuel, metallic lubricating oil 

additives, and engine wear components. Hazardous materials in particulate matter may include fine 

mineral fibers and compounds of barium, cadmium, copper, lead, manganese, nickel , and zinc. 
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Table J.2 

Source 

Hydrocarbons 

KENETECH Windpower Final EIS 

Potential Combustion and Transmission Line Emissions Produced by the Proposed 
KENETECH-PacifiCorp Windplant and Transmission Line, Carbon County, Wyoming. 

Hazardous1 and Extremely Hazardous2 Constituents 

PAHs3 
POM' 

CAS Number 

Paniculate matter barium 
cadmium 
copper 

7440-39-3 
7440-43-9 
7440-50-8 

Gases 

fine mineral fibers 
lead 
manganese 
nickel 
zinc 

nitrogen dioxide' 
ozone' 
sulfur dioxide' 
sulfur trioxide' 

7439-92-1 
7439-96-5 
7440-o2-o 
7440-66-6 

10102-44-0 
10028-15-6 
7446-09-5 
7446-1 1-9 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I .  

I 

I 
1 As defined under the EPA's ConsolidtJied List of Oaemietlls Subject to Reporting Under nrle III of the 

I SupeTjund Amendments and Remlthorization A.ct (SARA) of 1986, as amended. 
2 As defined in 40 C.P.R. 355. 

, 

3 Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons. 1 4 Polycyclic organic matter. 
' Extremely hazardous material. 
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I 
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KENETECH liindpower Final EIS 

Nitrogen dioxide, sulfur dioxide, sulfur trioxide, and ozone are probable combustion emissions, each of 

which is classified as an extremely hazardous material in their gaseous form. These materials would be 

directly released in minor quantities from internal combustion engines or formed. through photolysis (e.g. ,  

ozone). 

No releases of these or other materials would occur in excess of those allowed for Prevention of 

Significant Deterioration Class n areas, WDEQ-Air Quality Division Implementation Plan, or National 

Ambient Air Quality Standards for the project area. Particulate matter and larger unburned hydrocarbons 

would eventually settle to the surface of the ground, whereas gaseous emissions would react with other 

air constituents and integrate into the nitrogen, sulfur, and/or carbon cycles. 

2. 1 .  7.2 Transmission Line Emissions 

Nitrogen oxides and ozone, which are classified as extremely hazardous, are naturally formed as a 

by-product of electromagnetic radiation from transmission line conductors. The quantity of these 

materials potentially released is not known; however, the quantities released would be very insignificant 

making it extremely unlikely that releases would .exceed allowable levels fo·r Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration Oass D areas, WDEQ-Air Quality Division Implementation Plan, or National Ambient Air 

Quality Standards. 
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KENETECH mndpower Final E!S 

3.0 MANAGEMENT POUCY AND PROCEDURE 

Windplant and transmission line construct.ion, O&M. and reclamation would be in compliance with 

regulations promulgated under the Resource Conservation .and Recovery Act, Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act (Clean Water Act), Safe Drinking Water Act, Toxic Substances Control Act, Occupational 

Safety and Health A!=t, and the Federal Clean Air Act. Additionally. project operations would comply 

with all attendant state and local rules and regulations pertaining to hazardous material reporting, 

transportation, management, and disposal. All project-related activities involving the production, use, 

and/or disposal of hazardous or extremely hazardous materials would be conducted to minimize potential 

environmental impacts. 

KENETECH, PacifiCorp, and other Windplant owners wou�d comply with emergency reporting 

requirements for releases of hazardous materials. Any release of hazardous or extremely hazardous 

materials in excess of reportable quantities, as established in 40 C.F.R. 1 17, would be reported as 

required by the ComprehmsiVt! EnviT0111nental Response, Compensation, and /'.iQbility Act (CERCU) of 

1980, as amended. The materials for which such notification must be given are the extremely hazardous 

substances listed U:nder the �rgency Planning and Community Right to Know (EPCRA) Section 302 and 

the hazardous substances designated under Section 102 ofCERO..A, as amended. If a reportable quantity 

of a hazardous or extremely hazardous substance is released, immediate notice would be given to the 

BLM's AO and all other appropriate federal and state agencies. Additionally, notice of any spill or 

leakage (i.e.. undesirable event) would be immediately given by KENETECH� PacifiCorp, or other 

Windplant owners to the· AO and other federal. and state officials as required by law. 

KENETECH and PacifiCorp have evaluated field operations in the project area and would prepare and 

implement a Spill Prevention and Control Countermeasure Plan, an Emergency Response Plan, and 

inventories of hazardous chemical categories to ensure environmental protection from hazardous arid 

extremely hazardous materials. TheSe plans/policies shall be available for review at the BLM Great ' 
Divide Resource Area in Rawlins prior to construction of Phase I. · Other future Windplant owners would 

also be responsible for preparing these plans prior to development of future phases. -
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