
Letter of Transmittal 
Zoning Commission Comments Related to Supervisor-Proposed Changes to Draft Wind Ordinance 

November 8, 2021 

Pursuant to guidance from the County Supervisors on Oct 4 and Oct 11, 2021, the Zoning Commission 
met on November 3 to review Supervisor-proposed changes to the June 28, 2021 draft Wind Ordinance.  
Changes were received from each of the Supervisors during October and were consolidated for review 
and discussion of the Zoning Commission.  The enclosure contains each of the proposed changes 
submitted by the Supervisors, along with comments from the Zoning commission and draft of what new 
language would look like if a changed were approved by the Supervisors. 

It should be noted that several of the individual changes proposed by a Supervisor were in conflict with 
a change submitted by another Supervisor.  These conflicting changes were grouped together for review 
and discussion by the Zoning Commission.  The enclosure retains that grouping and includes the 
conclusive comments on each grouping by the Commission for the benefit of Supervisor discussion and 
vote. 

One major theme of proposed changes by the Supervisors was to change or eliminate property line 
protections as defined in the draft Ordinance and explained in the Rationale document submitted by the 
Zoning Commission with the Draft of the Ordinance in June.  The Zoning Commission was unanimous in 
strong opposition to elimination of those private property rights.  A related aspect was discussed during 
our November 3 review as it applies to impacts associated with growth of new residents in rural areas of 
the county.   Since draft of the ordinance and discussion of wind turbine impacts has grown, it has come 
to light that there are many building sites in the county (as identified in county tax records) that provide 
prime opportunities for new rural residents in the county  Some of these sites are separate parcels of a 
few acres, and others set up as building sites but part of larger land parcels.  Commission members have 
been approached by several, indicating their desire to be able to develop those building sites in the 
future for family and friends.   During discussion of Supervisor-proposed changes to property-line 
setbacks, a concept for protection of those building sites was developed.  The Commission was split (3 
for 2 against) on that concept, but since a majority was supportive it is included in the enclosure.  
Debate and vote on it by the Supervisors would add clarity to the question of priorities between land for 
turbines or goals to entice new residents. 

One other aspect was discussed by the Commission and included as an additional recommendation to 
add a carveout related to agency reviews specific for Worthwhile Wind.   That is included as a last item 
in the enclosure 

Each of the Supervisor-proposed changes, with Zoning Commission comments are presented in a form 
to allow discussion, debate and vote by the County Supervisors.  It is possible that during Supervisor 
discussion that a new alternative change is proposed to be voted in by them.  I will plan to attend each 
of the meetings in which the Supervisors have their debate and votes so that I can address any 
questions they may have or point out additional necessary questions as result of that change to related 
text somewhere else in the draft. 

Once the Supervisors have voted on each of the proposed changes, the Zoning Commission will prepare 
a clean copy of the draft with those changes that were approved by Supervisors vote so that the 
Supervisors can proceed with the process required for adoption of an Ordinance.  

Respectfully Submitted. 

 

Jeff Gorball, Chair Worth County Zoning Commission 



Supervisor-Proposed Changes to Draft Wind Ordinance 
November 3, 2021 

 

Each County Supervisor has proposed individual changes to the draft Wind Ordinance recommended by 
the Zoning Commission on June 28, 2021.  Each of their proposed changes are described below, along 
with identification of who proposed the change and what the new ordinance language may look like if 
the change were approved via majority vote of the Supervisors.   

Note that some of the proposed changes by individual Supervisors are contrary to a proposed change by 
another supervisor.  These are presented as a package of alternatives, which the Supervisors will need 
to discuss and ultimately decide a single change.   

Each change proposed by the Supervisors has been reviewed by the Zoning Commission and the Zoning 
Commission has included comments and recommendations. 

The organization of information below is as detailed below.  To aid reading and debate, each change 
subject begins on a new page. 

Title of Proposed Change 
Affected section and paragraph reference(s) 
Detail of proposed change (submitting Supervisor) 

Draft new language based on the proposed change 

Comments and recommendations of Zoning Commission 

 

Since several proposals are related to various setback distances and multipliers, a quick reference 
distance chart is provided. 

   

  

1.1 1.15 1.25 3.75 4
Top of Iowa I 322 354 370 403 1208 1288
Barton, TOA II & III 399 439 459 499 1496 1596
Deer Creek, Freeborn 459 505 528 574 1721 1836
St Ansgar, Turtle Creek 492 541 566 615 1845 1968
Worthwhile Wind ? 590 649 679 738 2213 2360

616 678 708 770 2310 2464

Total Ht 
in feetExample ProjectTurbine

Multiplier



1. Change to Property Line setbacks in Table 1 
Table 1, Page 10 

The two changes proposed below (A and B) are each related to the property line setbacks and are 
therefore contradictory to each other.  It should be noted that each are also related to changes proposed 
in items 2-4 which add new setbacks other than related to property lines. Only one of the proposed 
changes in this item 1 should be approved, or an alternative to them approved.  

A. Change setback requirement for Adjacent Property lines to “The greater of 1.25 
times the total height or Manufacture Safety Distances” (Loberg) 

Table 1, Setback Distances (Loberg) 
Adjacent Property Lines The greater of 1600 feet or 3.75  1.25 times the 

Total Height, or Manufacture Safety Distance 

 
B. Change setback requirement for Adjacent Property lines to Human Occupiable 

Buildings (see related item 4.B below) (Smeby) 

Table 1, Setback Distances (Smeby) 
Adjacent Property Lines The greater of 1600 feet or 3.75 times the Total 

Height, or Manufacture Safety Distance 

If this change 1.B is adopted, then a change to the Intent and Purpose section, and a deletion of Section 
I.4.1 (related to property line setback waivers) must also be made. 

Changes to Purpose and Intent Section 

2. The intent is to provide development of commercial wind projects in a fair and balanced 
manner, consistent with principles of safety, general welfare and preservation of private 
property rights of current and future landowners in Worth county. The goal is to ensure 
wind development sites are appropriately located to preserve and protect the safety and 
general welfare of the public; the character, image, and stability of Worth County’s 
residential, tourism, recreational, agricultural, commercial, industrial, and other areas; the 
county’s important and sensitive environmental and ecological assets and areas, open 
space, viewscapes, aesthetics, and wetlands; and avoid nuisance forced on Adjacent 
Landowners, as well as ensuring against public taking of the enjoyment of personal 
property.  

3. These regulations have been developed in consideration of impacts and needs for all 
stakeholders, including present residents, Landowners, businesses and developers, and 
future generations.  It is intended to be in accordance with the Comprehensive 
Development Plan for Worth County.  That plan calls for implementation of guidance 
and regulation designed to preserve the agriculture nature of the county and to protect 
health and the general welfare, which is understood to include; protection individual 
property rights that don’t abridge other property owner rights; to prevent overcrowding of 
land; to provide recreational areas; to protect the finite natural and historic resources and 
fragile ecosystems of Worth County including forests, wetlands, rivers, streams, lakes 
and shorelines, aquifers, prairies, and recreational areas and other public requirements; to 
support intelligent protections for threatened or endangered species native to the county.   



 
Delete I.4.A.1) 

1) Adjacent Property Line – to not less than 110 percent of the Total Height of the Turbine. 
 
Commission Comments:   The commission feel strongly that property rights, expressed in property line 
setbacks as explained in our Rationale document submitted with the initial draft, should be retained.  
Therefore, while the commission recommends no change to those property line setbacks, the commission 
is supportive of the change expressed in 1.A, but not 1.B.  If change 1.A or change 1.B (or an alternative) 
is adopted then the commission believes another change should be added to facilitate new families and 
residential development on building site acreages in the county.  The Commission was split (3 for, 2 
against) on adding the following definition and a new setback to Table 1.  These types of sites are clearly 
identified in land use tax records and on maps maintained in the county GIS.  Protecting such sites would 
enhance potential future residential development in the county that otherwise may become unfavorable 
for development if not protected. 
Add Property line setbacks for land designated in county GIS as Building Site.  (Zoning 
Commission) 
Building Site means an area of land in the county which has been designated for land use as a Building 
Site in tax records of the county and represented as such in the county GIS. 
 
Table 1, Setback Distances (Commission) 

Building Site Property Lines The greater of 1600 feet or 3.75 times the Total 
Height, or Manufacture Safety Distance 

 

  



2. Adjust definition for Human Occupiable Building 
Page 7 
Change definition to preclude arbitrary placement of buildings on fence lines simply to 
game the system and allow carve-out for confinement buildings. (Loberg) 

Human Occupiable Building shall mean any building that is structurally sound, available, and 
designed for use by people.  In includes, without limitation, such things as office buildings, 
churches, schools, houses, stores, green houses, barns, workshops, or garages, regardless of 
whether the building is occupied at any given time.  This definition is not meant to encompass 
Confinement Feeding Operation Buildings or abandoned buildings that would require structural 
repairs (i.e load bearing repairs for safety) prior to being able to be occupied.  To meet the 
definition of Human Occupiable Building the structure must also be located on land that is not 
located on land designated by the county as Crop Land use for tax purposes. 
Commission Comments:  Commission had no specific comments to this change, and was supportive of it. 

   



3. Add Definition for Confinement Feeding Operation Building 
Add to Page 6 
Add new definition to allow specific setback for animal confinement building (Loberg) 

Confinement Feeding Operation Building shall have the same meaning as found in Iowa Code 
459.102(15) 
Commission Comments:  Commission had no specific comments for this change and was supportive of it. 

  



4. New Setback for Human Occupiable Buildings added to Table 1 
Table 1, Page 10 

The three changes proposed below (A, B and C) are each related to the building setbacks and are 
therefore somewhat contradictory to each other.   Only one of the proposals should be approved, or an 
alternative to them approved. If either of the proposed changes below, or a variation of them, is adopted 
then a change will also be required in Section I.4.A to add ability for a waiver.  Proposed language is 
presented in the Commission Comment section for such a waiver.  

 
A. Add new setback for all non-Turbine Hosting Landowners Human Occupiable 

Building to read “The greater of 3.75 times the Total Height, or Manufacturer 
Safety Distance” and add a setback for Turbine Hosting Landowners equal to 
Manufacture Safety Distance. (Loberg) 

Table 1, Setback Distances (Loberg) 
Non-Turbine Hosting Landowner Human 
Occupiable Building 

The greater 3.75 times the Total Height, or 
Manufacturer Safety Distance 

Turbine Hosting Landowner Human Occupiable 
Building 

Manufacturer Safety Distance 

 
B. Change Property Line setbacks to Human Occupiable Buildings (Related to item 

1.B above). (Smeby) 

Table 1, Setback Distances (Smeby) 
Adjacent Property LinesHuman Occupiable 
Building 

The greater of 1600 feet, or 3.75 times the Total 
Height, or Manufacturer Safety Distance 

 
C. Add new setback for all Human Occupiable Buildings to read “The minimum 

distance for all Turbines up to 616 feet in total height shall be 2,000 feet.  Turbines 
with a total height greater than 616 feet shall be 2,650 ”. (Stone) 

Table 1, Setback Distances (Stone) 
Human Occupiable Building The minimum distance for all Turbines up to 616 

feet in total height shall be 2,000 feet.  Turbines 
with a total height greater than 616 feet shall be 
2,650 

Commission Comments:  The commission is supportive of change 4.b since it provides the minimum 
distance of 1600 feet and includes the automatic increases based on specific turbines selected.  The 
Commission would also support the larger minimum setback as described in 4.C but recommends 
retaining the automatic scaling based on the multiplier and MSD. 
(Conditional) Add new waiver in section I.4.A to read: 

Human Occupiable Buildings – to not less than the greater of 1.25 percent of the Total Height of 
the Turbine, or Manufacture Safety Distance. 
 



5. Add new setback for animal confinement buildings 
Add to page 6 
Add a new line to table 1 for setbacks to confinement buildings to be the greater of 1.25 
times the total height of the Turbine, or Manufacture Safety distance. (Loberg) 

Table 1, Setback Distances 
Confinement Operation Feeding Building The greater of 1.25 times the Total Height, or 

Manufacturer Safety Distance 

Commission Comments:  The commission is supportive of change 5. 

 

  



6. Change to DNR Recognized eagle nest setback in Table 1 
Table 1, Page 10 
Change the existing setback listed for Iowa DNR recognized eagle nests to 1 mile. 
(Loberg) 

Table 1, Setback Distances 
Iowa DNR Recognized Eagle nest 1 mile The greater of 1600 feet, or 3.75 times the 

Total Height, or Manufacturer Safety Distance 

Commission Comments:  The commission discussed during the draft, that a mile setback for an eagle 
seemed at odds with a lesser setback for humans.  While the commission believes that the DNR 
recommendations should be valued and followed - the commission consensus remains the same, perhaps 
humans should have the same protection as eagles. 

  



7. Change Zoning District Boundary setbacks in Table 1 
Table 1, Page 11 
Change the existing setback listed for Zoning District Boundaries to read “The greater of 
1.25 times the Total Height, or Manufacturer Safety Distance”. (Loberg) 

Table 1, Setback Distances 
Zoning District Boundaries The greater of 1600 feet, or 3.75  1.25 times the 

Total Height, or Manufacturer Safety Distance 

Commission Comments:  The commission believes that the zoning district boundaries should be the same 
as for property line setbacks, and therefore supportive if 1.A is adopted.  

  



8. Change sound analysis requirements during design  
While changes A and B below are presented separately, they could both be approved and result in a 
combined change to the section (i.e. reduce geographical range and apply to buildings vs property lines).  
They are presented individually for debate and approval. 

Section I.3.K Sound, beginning on page 12  
A. Change the existing design requirement sound analysis to reduce the geographical 

range to 1 ½ miles. (Loberg) 

K. Sound.  Prior to final design and siting decisions, the combination of Turbine design and 
siting considerations shall be analyzed by the Applicant for a design goal of no LMAX (fast) 
measured sound produced by the operation of Turbine to be greater than the levels specified 
below in subsection 1) at the property line of Landowners within two  one and one half miles 
of a Turbine. 

B. Change the existing design requirement sound analysis to apply to buildings vs 
property lines. (Loberg, Smeby) 

L. Sound.  Prior to final design and siting decisions, the combination of Turbine design and 
siting considerations shall be analyzed by the Applicant for a design goal of no LMAX (fast) 
measured sound produced by the operation of Turbine to be greater than the levels specified 
below in subsection 1)  at the property line  Human Occupiable Buildings of Landowners 
within  one and one half miles of a Turbine. 
 

Commission Comments:  The commission is supportive of changes 8.A and 8.B.  Consistent with 
comments for section 1, the commission was split (3-2) with regard to protections for Building Sites being 
added as a result of changes away from the original property line protections. 
Addition of design consideration for Building Sites 

L. Sound.  Prior to final design and siting decisions, the combination of Turbine design and 
siting considerations shall be analyzed by the Applicant for a design goal of no LMAX (fast) 
measured sound produced by the operation of Turbine to be greater than the levels specified 
below in subsection 1)  at the property line  Human Occupiable Buildings, or property line of 
Building Sites of Landowners within  one and one half miles of a Turbine. 

  



9. Change to sound emission targets related to adjacent property 
owners  

If the change detailed below is approved, then a change to Section VI.2.B.4 will also be required.  (See 
below) 

Section I.3.K.1).b on page 13 
Change the existing sound limits for adjacent property owners to apply to Human 
Occupiable Buildings vs. property lines. (Loberg, Smeby) 

b. At the property line  Human Occupiable Buildings of an Adjacent Landowner; No 
measured sound above 45dBA Lmax (fast) and 60dBC Lmax(fast) and 85dBG 
Lmax(fast) during Daytime periods and no measured sound above 35 dBA Lmax 
(fast) and 50dBC Lmax (fast) and 60dBG Lmax(fast) during Nighttime periods. 

Section VI.2.B.4) (noise complaint testing), Page 31 

1)  The Acoustician and Permit Holder shall use the validation/complaint measurement 
procedure: ANSI S12.9 Part 3 (R2013) “Short Term Measurements with an Observer 
Present. The S12.9 Part 3 “On/Off” test protocol must be followed.  Testing shall be 
conducted three different days with varying wind direction and ground wind speeds as 
determined by the Acoustician. Testing shall be performed at the property linesHuman 
Occupiable Building of the complainant. 

 

Commission Comments: The commission stands behind the original guidance as it pertains to protection 
of property rights as expressed in the original language relating to property lines and was unanimously 
opposed to moving the sound protections to strictly applying to buildings.  The Commission was split 3-2 
in recommending that if the changes in 9 above were approved, that protection to Building Sites should 
be added.  It was noted that there are many building sites available for future occupancy by new 
residents to the county that would be irreparably harmed if not protected from these sound impacts (see 
below). 

Additional changes should be made to Section I.3.K.1).b (sound limits) and  Section 
VI.2.B.4 (noise complaint testing) to protect Building Sites. 

Section I.3.K.1).b, Page 13 

b. At the property line  Human Occupiable Buildings of an Adjacent Landowner or 
property line of a Building Site; No measured sound above 45dBA Lmax (fast) and 
60dBC Lmax(fast) and 85dBG Lmax(fast)  during Daytime periods and no measured 
sound above 35 dBA Lmax (fast)  and 50dBC Lmax (fast) and 60dBG Lmax(fast) 
during Nighttime periods. 

Section VI.2.B.4), Page 31  

1)  The Acoustician and Permit Holder shall use the validation/complaint measurement 
procedure: ANSI S12.9 Part 3 (R2013) “Short Term Measurements with an Observer 
Present. The S12.9 Part 3 “On/Off” test protocol must be followed.  Testing shall be 
conducted three different days with varying wind direction and ground wind speeds as 
determined by the Acoustician. Testing shall be performed at the property linesHuman 



Occupiable Building, or property line of the Building Site, as applicable of for the 
complainant. 

  



10. Change shadow flicker restrictions for Turbine Hosting Landowners  
Section I.3.L.1) on page 14 
Remove restriction of not more than 50 days per year of shadow flicker for Turbine 
Hosting Landowners. (Loberg) 

1) No Occupied Residence of a THL Landowner will experience more than thirty (30) 
hours per year, or more than thirty (30) minutes per day over 50 days per year, of 
Shadow Flicker. 

Commission Comments:  The Commission is supportive of the change.  

 

  



11. Change shadow flicker restrictions for Adjacent Landowners  
Section I.3.L.2) on page 14 
Change shadow flicker restrictions for Adjacent Landowners to apply to the Human 
Occupiable Buildings vs the property lines. (Loberg, Stone, Smeby) 

2) No shadow flicker shall be experienced at the property line  Human Occupiable 
Buildings of an Adjacent Landowner. 

Commission Comments: The commission stands behind the original guidance as it pertains to 
protection of property rights related to shadow flicker and opposed to moving the protections to strictly 
applying to buildings.  If the change for shadow flicker above is approved to only apply to buildings (as 
proposed), then the commission was split (3-2) on also adding the following protection to Building Sites 
so as to defend for future development of new residents in the county. 

2) No shadow flicker shall be experienced at the property line  Human Occupiable Buildings 
of an Adjacent Landowner, or property line of an adjacent Building Site. 

 

  



12. Permit fee for each Turbine  
Section III.4.L on page 22 
Change permit fee for each Turbine to $2,000 vs $1000 (Loberg) 

L. To aid in covering county costs associated with permitting and oversight of a C-WECS 
project a permit fee equal to $1,000.00 $2,000.00 for each Turbine in the Project, to be paid 
upon approval of the C-WECS Permit by the Board pursuant to Section IV. 

Commission Comments:  The commission is supportive of this change. 

  



13. Upgrades to existing Turbines 
Section VI.3.B and Section VI.3.C on page 32 

The three changes proposed below (A, B and C) are each related to the restrictions related to upgrade of 
existing Turbines and are therefore contradictory to each other.  Only one of the proposed should be 
approved, or an alternative to them approved. 

A. Change upgrades to existing turbines to be unrestricted, regardless of size or 
impact. (Smeby) 

A.  C-WECS existing in the county as of the date of this ordinance that do not meet the terms of 
this ordinance are considered as nonconforming and their use and operation may continue in a 
nonconforming manner as long as it shall meet the terms of this Subsection 3, and Sections VI, 
VII, IX, and X.   

B. Any upgrades to installed nonconforming C-WECS that require more than a software upgrade 
shall be considered a new project and be subject to a new C-WECS Permit and shall follow all 
aspects of this ordinance. C-WECS existing in the county as of the date of this ordinance may be 
allowed to be replaced or upgraded under whatever terms may be specified in agreements 
between the Landowner and wind easement owner at the time. 

C. Exempt from the preceding subsection 3.B are upgrades to internal components of 
substations or Turbines which may occur as a matter of routine operation, maintenance or 
repair and which does not materially change the structural aspects or size of the Turbine, its 
Components or substations.   No such nonconforming substations or Turbines shall be allowed 
to be structurally changed or altered in size or dimension or increase of sound emittance.  Such 
changes constitute a new installation and shall be required to follow the permitting guidance 
and abide by the entirety of terms in this ordinance in effect at the time. 

B. Change upgrades to existing turbines to allow increase of overall size up to 10% 
without new permitting. (Loberg) 

B. Any upgrades to installed nonconforming C-WECS that require more than a software upgrade 
shall be considered a new project and be subject to a new C-WECS Permit and shall follow all 
aspects of this ordinance. 

C. Exempt from the preceding subsection 3.B are upgrades to internal components of 
substations or Turbines which may occur as a matter of routine operation, maintenance or 
repair and which does not materially change the structural aspects or size of the Turbine more 
than 10%, its Components or substations.   No such nonconforming substations or Turbines shall 
be allowed to be structurally changed or altered in size or dimension or increase of sound 
emittance.  Such changes constitute a new installation and shall be required to follow the 
permitting guidance and abide by the entirety of terms in this ordinance in effect at the time. 
Changes to substations shall follow guidance contained in existing zoning ordinance in effect at 
the time. 

C. Change upgrades to existing turbines to allow increase of overall size up to 15%, 
with engineering study, without new permitting. (Stone) 

B. Any upgrades to installed nonconforming C-WECS that require more than a software 
upgrade shall be considered a new project and be subject to a new C-WECS Permit and shall 
follow all aspects of this ordinance. 



C. Exempt from the preceding subsection 3.B are upgrades to internal components of 
substations or Turbines which may occur as a matter of routine operation, maintenance or 
repair and which does not materially change the structural aspects or size of the Turbine more 
than 15 percent, provided a third-party engineer selected by the County, at Permit Holder 
expense, certifies that the existing base and infrastructure can safely accommodate such 
upgrade., its Components or substations.   No such nonconforming substations or Turbines 
shall be allowed to be structurally changed or altered in size or dimension or increase of sound 
emittance.  Such changes constitute a new installation and shall be required to follow the 
permitting guidance and abide by the entirety of terms in this ordinance in effect at the 
time.Changes to substations shall follow guidance contained in existing zoning ordinance in 
effect at the time. 

Commission Comments: The Commission stands behind the language in the original draft.  Allowing 
greater height adds impacts that could exceed protections otherwise in place.  Going through a 
permitting process would ensure that all safety and other issues are evaluated prior to an upgrade.  
However, if some minimal growth is desired without new permitting, then such growth should be 
limited to not more than 10% of the original Total Height, with outside engineer validation that the 
foundation and infrastructure supports it, and validation by county zoning that the upgrade would not 
violate the setbacks and other stipulations contained in the ordinance (unless waived). 

  



Additional Recommendations from Zoning 
Commission 
In light of the specific situation and timing associated with the Worthwhile Wind Project and the draft 
Wind Ordinance, the Zoning Commission believes there are a few items that may be appropriate to be 
detailed uniquely, explicit to that project.  Specifically, these are things that are defined in Section III of 
the ordinance related to agency reviews of the project prior to submission of permit applications. 

Agency reviews are expected for a variety of reasons, as called out in the draft, with some aspects being 
subject of things that have greater or lesser likelihood of change over time.  Therefore, the Commission 
feels that it may be appropriate to waive requirement for timely reviews by the following agencies 
specific for Worthwhile Wind due to the typical longer periods of change relative to the items under 
review by that agency, if those reviews have already been performed in the prior two-year period.  All 
other aspects of the Ordinance would apply.   If approved by the Supervisors, a change would be 
required to the Jurisdiction and Scope section of the Draft.  Such changes are proposed below, by adding 
a subsection A to Section 2 of Jurisdiction and Scope beginning on page 4. 

A. A waiver of requirements specified herein shall apply exclusively to Worthwhile Wind 
Project during the 12-month period beginning on date of approval of this ordinance.  The 
project shall not be required to have reviews conducted as specified in Section III.2 for the 
following agencies, provided these agencies have already conducted a review and provided 
comments in a two-year time period outside that specified by Section III.2. 

a. Iowa Department of Transportation 
b. Iowa State Archeologist Office 
c. U.S. Department of Agriculture (Local FSA and NRCS) 
d. U.S. Department of Energy (Wind Energy Technology Office) 
e. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
f. U.S. Fish and Wildlife  
g. U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
h. U.S Bureau of Land Management 
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