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Memorandum 

SL1\EAC OF MINES 8 S 'I 'u, 
SEP 49 Ri JL 

WE.SlCIU-I FIELD OPERAll0;-';S CEi'TER 
EAST J60 3RD AVENUE 

SPOKANE. WASHI1\GTON 99202-1413 

September 1, 1992 

To: Karl Simonson, Bureau of Land Management, Burley District Office, Burley, Idaho 

From: Supervisor, Environmental and Regulatory Analysis Section 

Subject: Southwest Intertie Project Draft Environmental Impact StatemenVDraft Plan Amendment 

For a project of this size, the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) provided a 
reasonably good inventory of areas where potential conflicts with current and future mineral 
resource development CQuid occur. This inventory was acknowledged by our reviewers at both 
Intermountain Field Operations Center (IFOC) and Western Field Operations Center (WFOC). 
However, the document failed to take the next and most important step-·assessing the likelihood 
that a significant conflict requiring mitigation will occur at any of these identified areas. It is 
difficult to understand why this was not done, particularly when statements were made such as, 
"issues of concern regarding the location of the proposed transmission line include. 
conflicts with potential mineral development," and "specific resource features that were identified 
on maps include. . areas with potential mineral resources" (p. 3-4, DEIS). We could not find 
any identification of potential conflict areas with mineral resources, including on the maps, for 
the miles of mining claims traversed by the proposed transmission line rights-of-way. This 
mineral resource potential should be given for specific areas and should not only identify the 

r' likely commodity but also its potential to be discovered and developed in the foreseeable future . 

trl 
j r We object to two statements presented in the document. The first, on page 5-39 of Technical 
@ Report Volume III, states that "Potential impacts to mining claims were not assessed because the 
~ B BLM has the authority to grant rights-ot-way across mineral claims." If a right-of-way can only be 
Q granted across a claim it it does not interrupt the mineral development of the claim (p. 5-39, 
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Mining claims crossed were not incorporated in the map volume. The 

mi leage that each alternative would cross was recorded in Tab le 2-4 and 2-5 
of the SWIP OEIS/OPA under the Land Use Category. Also avai lab le are 
some of the land owners andlor names of the claims that can be cross 
referenced once a fina t right-of-way is detenn ined. 

Project maps with known mineral resources are available in the project flies. 
Tab le ER-3 (Mineral Resources Inventory), Table ER-4 (Microwave Facilities 
- Earth Resources Inventory), and Table ER-l (Substation and Series 
Compensation Station Siting Area Inventory) of Ule Technical Report., Volume 
II - Natural Environment identifY locations of known mineral resources by 
commodity or the potential of mineral resources at a site. This infonnation 
was used as a part of the assessment. Mineral resources are included in the 
overall route assessment as shown in Tables 2-4 and 2-5 (Route Comparison 
tab les) in the SWIP DElSIDPA. Mitigation by avoidance is expected to resu lt 
in no adverse impacts to mineral resources . It is beyond the scope of this EIS 
process to evaluate the potential of a commodity to be discovered and 
developed in the foreseeable future. Also refer to Appendix H in the 
DEISIDPA for the locations where the technical reports can be reviewed . 

Mineral potential is documented in Tab le ER·3 , Volume II of the Technical 
Report. 
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Technical Report Vol. III), then mineral resource potential must be determined before the right-of­

B way can be granted. This DEIS, however, chooses corridors for the transmission lines without 
the benefit of a mineral resource potential assessment of claims crossed. Therefore, as impacts 
to mining claims might occur, an attempt to identify this impact should be made. 

C 

The other statement we disagree with is, "if a mining claim predates the right-of-way grant for the 
transmission line, and the claimant wants to reach what is believed to be a rich ore deposit, the 
right-ot-way holder (the utility) would have to move the transmission line or negotiate an 
acceptable monetary payment for the mineral rights" (p. 4-29, DEIS). We do not support 
"payment for the mineral rights" as an acceptable mitigation alternative to poorly chosen rights­
of-way. Purchase of mineral rights precludes adding the resource to our domestic mineral 
supply and prevents the boost to our economy that its development would generate. We prefer 
that Mitigation Measure 6, from table 4·2, be strictly adhered to and applied to areas of known 
mineral resources with foreseeable development potential as well as to areas of active mining. 
This form of mitigation would virtually eliminate the costly relocation of a poorly located 
transmission line. 

If you have. questions pertaining to these comments, please contact Michael Dunn at 
(509) 353-2664. Thank you. 

~s~g~7 
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The BLM agrees that monetary payment for mineral rights within a right-of­

way is a less acceptable ronn of mitigation, not only for the reasons you 
stated, but also because it would be very expensive. This transmiss ion line 
would have an average span of about 114 mile between towers and would 
effectively span quite large areas. Mitigation 6, as noted on Table 4-2 would 
be the preferred mitigation. 

t 
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Clark o:s;t ';' , ,1 ' :,';' 
ty l" , ,,_ Coun B -"'" '; "'1 '~i: 

Department of A 
Comprehensive Planning 

Fl ICHA FlD B . HOLM ES 
DIRECTOR 

AUG 2! ;:.~ ... I I I FlICHARD T . BEFIFAB B 
ASSISl'ANT D IReCTOR 

August 18, 1992 

CLARK COUNTY 6RIOGER BUILDING 
285 BRIDGER AVENUE, SEVENTl-I FLOOR 

LAS VEGA$. NEVADA 89155 C 
PO::!1 a55-«11S1 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley ID 83318 

COMMENTS ON THE DEIS/DPA FOR THE SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

Thank you for sending us a copy of Ihe DEIS/DPA for the Southwest Intertie 
Project. After reviewing Ihe documentation for this transmission line project, the 
Clark Counly Department of Comprehensive Planning has the following 
comments: 

1. The DEIS/DPA does not indicate what will happen to Ihe power once it 
gels 10 the Dry Lake substation, This raises the following queslions: 

Will the Dry Lake substation be connected to existing transmission 
lines within Clark Counly? 

Will the Dry Lake substation be connecled to the local grid? If this 
is the case, has this project been incorporated into Nevada Power 
Company's Resource Plan? 

Will the Dry Lake substation be connected to another new project. 
requiring construction of additional transmission lines, substations 
and microwave communication sites within Clark County? If so, the 

l of 3 

Although the future plans of the connections in the Dry Lake and McCullough 
areas are still in the planning stages, the SWIP will interconnect with existing 
lines in the county. 

Yes, the Dry Lake Substatio n will be connected to the local grid. The BLM 
anticipates that Nevada Power will incorporate this into their 1993 Resource 
Plan. 

Yes . TIle BLM anticipates that the SWIP will interconnect with the 
Marketplace-Allen Transmiss ion Project. The cumul ative effects of this 
project are discussed in Chapters 2 and 4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 
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OEIS/OPA should cover the cumulative impact 01 the entire project 
rather than just this segment. 

Are there any commitments between Idaho Power Company and 
Nevada Power Company to connect the substation to Ihe proposed 
Marketplace Allen Transmission Project mentioned on page 4-810 

The OEIS/OPA identifies numerous areas of the country where power is 
in short supply, but does not list any sources which would supply 
surplus power to the system. Is this project dependent solely on the 
season demand 01 different regions of the country for its power 
supplies? 

The OEIS/OPA should include more details relating to reclamation of 
the affected areas not used for the ongoing operations or maintenance 
of the project. This is of special concern because of the unique climatic 
condi tions found in southern Nevada. The arid climate is not conducive 
to the natu ral re-establishment of native vegetation for the following 
reasons: 

• Cla rk County generally receives about three to four inches of 
precipitat ion per year. 

• Weed species tend to invade disturbed areas, competing with native 
plants. 

• Windy condi tions are common in the desert. This causes the 
su/iace disturbed soils to shift or blow away, further inhibiting Ihe 
ability of vegetation to thrive. 

These conditions will discourage the re-establ ishmenl of disturbed 
areas even if they are re -vegelated with native plant species. 

The OEIS/OPA does nol address the cumulative impacts to Clark 
County's population if Ihe Irans[Tlission line is connected to the local 
grid. The increased power supply could promote unexpected 
population growth pressure in the area, causing additional problems 
with other types of environmental or service supply factors within the 
County. 
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The SWIP is not so lely dependent on seasonal demand from different regions 

or the West. Please refer to pages 1·5 through 1-13 of the SWIP DEISIDPA 
for add itional information about the transfer capabilities of the SWIP and to 
the expanded discussion of purpose and need in Chapter 3 of this document. 

Sources of surplus power would also be available when utility systems 
connected to the SWIP would be operated in "off-peak" conditions. Further, 
in good water years, the hydroelectric systems of the Northwest could have 
substantial surplus power. 

The BLM agrees that more is needed. The SWIP EIS process is intended to 

make dec isions on whether or not the project should be buill. and if so, which 
route will be selected. Additional work will need to be done during the 
Construction, Operation, and Mai ntenance Plan phase to detail the 
rehabilitation methods and other aspects of the project (refer to page 1-34 of 
this document). 

G It is unlikely that the addition of a transmission line to the local grid would 
increase the population within Clark County . The SWIP is intended to 
transport bulk power between regions of the West. Because it will tenninate 
in the Las Vegas area means that the local grid could be interconnected to it. 
AC transmission systems in the West are typically connected to local grids via 
substation interconnections. 

I 
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Table 3-8 notes the population for the City of Las Vegas, yet does not 
reference any of the unincorporated towns/areas within the Las Vegas 
Valley which represent about two-thirds of the Valley's population. 

These comments are based on the information the Clark County Department of 
Comprehensive Planning has received to date. At the present time there is not 
sufficient mitigative information available to fully review the overall environ­
mental impacts associated with this project. Any additional information or 
understanding of this project may require further analysis and comment. If you 
have any questions, please contact Ron Gregory of my staff at (702) 455-4181. 

Sincerely, 

flLLlJ.~ 
RICHARD B. HOLMES 
DIRECTOR 

RBH:RG:bh 
L227 
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H Most cities for this table include incorporated cities or unincorporated cites 
through which the transmission line directly passes. Cities that were less 
distinct or outside of the three mile corridor were not listed in the inventory 
andlor table. 
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A The Agency Preferred Alternative proposes to use Links 221 and 223 (refer to 
COM MISSIONERS 

E?N IE ;-,I.LL 

,/) ! .- / " .. Impacts in the Oas is Area in Chapter 3 of this document). Your comments 
.!/)o(( y(. (/ f!(;I() t ~i/ l~ ('lJ()JI(";.;t(.)If!r; are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision process. 

DALE f>QFHE;R 
NORMAN i HOMP$C "l 

GEORGE r! E BOUC;' ::~ 
COUNT! MANAGER 
17021 738· 539 8 

::!..KC -:-:'I.JNT' ':C'..: i=T .... -:·'..i::: 
:::!..K':; ' ::;;. • .::':' =ie:,;: 

Septsmce: 10, 1992 

U.S. :Jept. :f the !:1te r~or 

Burea~ or ~and Managemer.: 
Burley uls~~ict Offlc e 
ROU't:E ::. Bcz ! 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

'!'':'TN: t'!:.-. Ka r i Slmo:-:'Ecn 

RE: SOUTHWES T I NT ERTIE PROJECT 
DE I S/DPA 

Dear N:-. S:monson : 

T~e Boa:.-d of Co ~n t y Cc~mlsslone=s ~ave bee~ advlsed a~d 
orientej en the SWIP as It :e l ates to Elko County, Nevada. 
Specli:c =eSponse a~d SGncer~ nas bee~ : ece1ved by th e Beard 
~ elat ! ~~ to Link 21l as : ~ rela~es to the commun!ty area of Oasis 
and t~~ B1g 2pr:ngs Ranc~ that :5 jeadquar~e:ed at johnson Spr!;.qs. 

W!th regard to L1nk 211. the pre:erred alte r nate is to 
shlft ~e :oute to the Ea st s!de of the Gosh~te Valley uS1ng llnk 
221 a~ a ;Ort10n of L1~k 222 to gal~ a easterly bear1ng before 
gOlng cut~. 

A~ acceptable alternate route to Llnk 211 15 to use Ll nk 
22 1 and 2~3 that will somewha:. allev1a:e the encroachment and 
i nvas:on that was believe d pres e nt with L1~~ 211 as proposed. 

I of2 
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United States Department of the Interior 

IN U I'L Y lin. TO , 

L761 7 ( 774 ) 
DES-nIDD23 

Mr . Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burl ey District Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Bur ley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
P.O. BOX 37 127 

WAS HINGTON. D.C. 20013-7127 

9 OCT 1992 

The National Park Service (NPS ) has act i vely participated as a cooperating agency 
in the development of the draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS )/Draft Plan 
Amendment for the Southwest Interei e. Since the beginning of our involvement, 
we have consistentl y ident i f ied concerns regarding the potential effects that the 
proposal could have on Great Basin National Park . In addition, based upon the 
information we have received, we believe that other alternative s , including the 
Direct Route and the Cutoff Route, would be pre ferable to the 230 kV Corridor 
Route. ~e unde r score our concerns as follows. 

1. Summary: ~e are very concerned that , as required by 40 CFR 1502 . 12 , maj or 
areas of controversy, including issues raised by the agencies and the 
public I a r e not identified . Additionally , as further sta ted in the 
regulation, issues to be resolved, inc luding the choice among 
alternatives, also need to be clearly stated. We have consi s tently taken 
issue with the establishment of the transmission corridor within easy view 
of Great Basin Na t ional Park and have urged the choice of more preferable 
alternatives. 

I of6 

RESPONSES 

A The purpose of the Summary is to provide the reader with a relatively brief 

and cursory understanding of major components of the stud ies conducted. 
The BLM agrees that the Summary should also identify the major issues and 
concerns of the pub lic and the agencies for the project. Refer to rev ised 
Summary on page 1 of this document. 
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Purpose and Need: As currently written, this section does not describe B 
the Federal action that has lead to this preparation of this DEIS. 
Moreover, it does not identify the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) plan 
that may be potentially amended. An explanation of the BLM right -of -way C 
policies in this circumstance should be added. 

Planning Requ i rements Environmental Reviev and Licensing: We are 
concerned with the identification of a potential need for a right-of-way 
listed for Lake Mead National Recreation Area (NRA) (1 of 1. Table 1-1). I) 
While the proposed Dry Lake substation is close to the park ' s boundary, it 
has been our understanding that nothing in the proposal would affect Lake 
Mead NRA. We reviewed both the proposal and the environmental 
consequences for a reference, but could find none . Since the document 
does not contain the requisite appendix, ~e may have missed the reference. 
If a transmission line right-of-~ay across Lake Mead National Recreation 
Area is contemp l ated, it should be noted that the NPS ~ould be required to 
conduct a separate environmental impact statement process funded by the 
applicant. There would also have to be a demonstration of the lack of 
reasonable alternatives and non derogation to any of the values protected 
by this unit of the National Park System before a permit could be issued. 

In addition, any rights-of-way involving lands acquired or developed with 
funds from the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (L&WCF) will require 
compliance with Section 6(£) of that Act. Perhaps such review was 
intended to be identified on page 2 or 8, Table 1-1, but as currently 
stated it is unclear. 

Preferred Route Selection Page 13. paragraph 2 : The choice of an 
alternate sub -station site does not change the determination concerning 
the environmentally preferred route. The Cutoff Route is environmentally 
preferred, and can be served by a sub-station north of the Robinson Summit 
site. This reference should be corrected. 

This same conclusion is made in the sentence beginning at the bottom of 
page 2 - 53 and extending to page 2-54. 

Alternatives Studied i n Detail No Action page 2-11: At the bottom of 
the page, disadvantages of the no-action alternative are listed. The 
second identifi ed disadvantage is misleading. Vhile an adverse impact may 
result from compensating actions taken to produce energy , it is also 
possible that compensating actions taken may result in fewer adverse 
impacts than those associated with the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) . 
Without knowing what those compensating actions might be, it is not 

20[6 

( 

E 

Refer to the expanded Purpose and Need on page 3-1 of this document. 

The SWIP proposes to tenninate at a proposed substation in Dry Lake 
located northeast of Las Vegas. TIle project does not propose a right-of-way 
that would affect the Lake Mead National Recreation Area. TIle reference in 
Table I_I and has been corrected in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. 

While it is true that the Cutoff Route could be served by a substation at the 

Robinson Summit site, the environmental effects of a transmiss ion line from 
the North Steptoe area to the Rob inson Summit substation site would have to 
be added to the Cutoff Route. By us ing the North Steptoe substation site, the 
Cutoff Route would be shorter and would result in slightly fewer adve rse 
effects than the 230kV Corridor Route. If the Cutoff Route were to use the 
Robinson Summit substation site, it wou ld likely not be the env ironmentally 
preferred route because of the additio nal transmission segments between North 

Steptoe and Robinson Summit. 

If the Cutoff Route connected to Robinson Summit the environmental 
preference for the Ely to Delta segment wou ld likely change to the 230kV 
Corridor Route. Refer to Cumulative Effects on page 3-1 2 of th is document 
for the future buildout scenarios and an explanation of the route and 
substation site preferences as well as the effects of the preferred altemath:es. 

It is not possible to state with any degree of certainty what the compensating 
action may be if the SWIP is not constructed. You are correct that it would 
be difficu lt to prove whether compensating actions would be more or less 
adverse than the SWIP. However, it is not difficu lt to sunnise that the effects 
would have adverse env ironmental consequences. Th is is what is stated. 
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possible to know if they would be adverse or beneficial. The additional 
actions being referenced should be clearly identified. F 
Similarly, the third listed disadvantage assumes that any locally 
generated power in urban areas would adversely impact clean air. Without 
knowing how that power would be generated, and to what extent, it is not 
possible to know if relying on locally generated power would create a 
greater or lesser impact than that created by S\.1IP. More specific 
analyses should be included. 

The G 
I~rsc paragrapn ~na~caces cnae cne "maj or concern" for the Direct Route 
has been expressed by Hill Air Force Base (AFB). They oppose construction 
of structures exceeding 35 feet high on lands under their restricted air 
space (a height of 30 feet is cited on page 2-56, paragraph 2, and the 
incorrect figure should be changed). Also the statement indicates that 
"serious concern for protecting the undisturbed landscape through which 
the route passes", has been expressed by the public and BU1. However, it H 
should be noted that the area is currently impacted by noise from low­
level military training flights. 

In the narrative, it should be noted that no agreement exists between the 
Air Force and the BLl1that limits BLl1's actions regarding approval of 
transmission line with towers higher than 35 feet. T,.,Tithout this 
clarification, the environmental analysis of the Direct Route is not 
complete because it does not evaluate the impacts of placing the line 
under the military operating area. 

The first paragraph states that concerns for the "not understood 
resources" of the Leland Harris Spring complex contribute to making the 
Direct Route "less preferred environmentally than the Cutoff Route." 
There is no indication of whether or not it is less environmentally 
preferred than the 230 kV Corridor Route. Many questions are left 
unanswered concerning the significance of the Leland Harris Spring 
Complex. Appropriate information needs to be incorporated into the DEIS 
in order to have a complete, comparative picture of environmental impacts 
across alternatives. The statement that the resources are "not understood" 
would seem to indicate that no conclusions can be drawn regarding 
environmental impacts. 

The purpose of the environmental analysis is to gain the information 
needed to properly choose between alternatives. The reference to the 
"potentially unknown" cultural sites mentioned in the first paragraph is 

30f6 

Hill Air Force Base is opposed to towers over 30 feet high within the R-6405 
Restricted Area. The Delta Direct Route would cross 55.1 miles of this 
Restricted Area. You are correct that the area currently is impacted by [ow­
level flying operations. However, it is not possible to state that impacts from 
low-level flying would be noticeably different if the Ely to Delta segment 
were constructed on the Delta Direct Route. Refer to Military Air Spaee on 
page 3-22 of this document which addresses the military concerns and the 
concerns of neighboring land-administrating agencies. 

Refer to page 3-91 of this document for further information on the Leland­
Harris Springs Complex. The BLM agrees that there are few impacts to 
sensitive resources at the Leland-Harris Spring Complex which cannot be 
effectively mitigated. One notable exception is the distinct possibility of 
impacting wetlands with at least one tower site. This would likely result in 
the need for a 404 Permit and 401 Certification under the Clean Water Acl 

You are correct that the reference to "potentially unknown" cultural sites is 

true on every alternative route and should not be justification for eliminating 
an alternative route. Refer to the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document for the 
correction. 
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similarly problematic. The same possibility for presently unknown cultural 
sites to be discovered exists on every alternative route. If the Direct 
Route is eliminated from further consideration for this reason, every 
other alternative route should be similarly eliminated. 

The second paragraph refers to the Cutoff Route. The last two sentences 
of the paragraph indicate that Hill AFB has requested a maximum tower 
height of 105 feet above ground level. Their request appears to have been 
honored in the Cutoff Route, although it would also impact the other 
crosstie routes. It is misleading to emphasize the potential requirement 
for additional towers on the Cutoff Route while only stating, in reference 
to the 230 kV Corridor Route, that "this route also crosses through the 
military operating area (MOA) and the Utah Training and Testing Range 
(UTTR) of Hill AF6." The reader is unable to distinguish the potential 
difference between the two routes and may, in fact, be led to believe that 
one has a greater impact than the other when that actually may not be the 
case. This section of the document needs further clarification and 
analysis on this point. 

~e also think that all requests made by cooperating agencies relative to 
their mandates for modifications should be listed, analyzed and 
justification given as to why they have or have not been included as 
mitigation in the proposal or other alternatives. 

The third paragraph on page 2-53, as well as throughout the document, 
mentions that "the 230 kV Corridor Route best satisfies the Federal Land 
Policy Management Act of 1976 (FLPMA) mandate to 'consolidate corridors' 
where possible." The designation of the 230 kV utility corridor in the 
Schell Resource Area Land Use Plan was done without prior review in 
accordance with the provisions of the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). Two transmission lines currently exist within the corridor, each 
of which underwent NEPA compliance review. However, the co rridor was 
simply placed over the existing lines. 

K I It is questionable to assume that the compliance completed for the 
existing lines would be identical to the compliance required to establish 
a corridor. Many more variables, including cumulative effects, typically 
would be analyzed in corridor establishment. \Jhen viewed froUl the 
perspective of the best location for a utility corridor, it is entirely 
possible that the existing lines were placed in the wrong location and it 
is conceivable that placing S~IP alongside the two existing power lines 
compounds an error . The conclusion that the 230 kV Corridor Route best 
satisfies the FLPMA mandate to consolidate corridors is unsubstantiated. 

40f6 
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In reference to the areas where lOS·fect tower requirements on the Ely to 
Delta routes, a narrative description has been provided on page 3-22 to clarify 
where and for how many miles the 105-fool towers would be required for 
each of the alternative routes (sec also Figure 3-5). 

Clari ricalion or this comment would be helpful. The BLM believes that the 

NPS comment relates to the concern/mandate to protect the viewshed outside 
of the boundary of the park vis-a-vis the legislation that eSLablished the park. 
The SW IP EIS process did respond to this concern by developing alternatives 
outside of this vicwshed (Le., the CutoIT and Direct Routes). This is discussed 
on page 2·30 of the SWIP DElSIDI>A. 111c BlM is not aware thaI mitigation 
requested by a cooperating agency was not considered or included for any of 
the alternatives. 

The BlM is in compliance with Section 503 of FLPMA with its designation 

of the utility corridor where the existing 230kV lines are located . Given the 
termination points for these existing 230kV lines, the BLM feels their present 
location is propcr, and environmental impacts are minimal. The 
environmental preference for the CutolT Route has been further evaluated 
under Cumulative Effects on page 3-12 of this document to consider the 
future possible utility "buildout" in the Ely area. 

I 
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The present review of SWIP found the Cutoff Route to be 
Preferred , not the 230 kV Corr idor. 

Envirorunentally 

L 
Environmental Consequences , Direct Route. 032e 4-22: The lack of 
information about the resources at the Ueland Harris Spring comp l ex is 
confusing and contradictory. Discrepancies exist between the information 
presen ted on pages 4-22 and 4-51 of the DEl S, and Volume II of the 
Technical Report. It is s tated on pages 4-22 and 4-5 1 of the DEIS that 
there are four federal candidate species (least chub, s pot ted frog, desert 
dace, and Great Basin s ilve r-spot butterfly) known to occur at Leland 
Harris Spring . Pages 4 - 42 and 4-43, Vo lume II o f the Technical Report 
indi cate that three of the four are classified as Category 2 spec ies by 
the u.s. Fish and Wildlife Service. The desert dace is not mentioned in 
the section titled nWildlife Species of Concern in Utah. n Either the DEIS 
or the Technical Report needs to be correc ted. 

The second par agraph on page 4 · 22 ( DEIS ) also states that "high residual 
impacts from increased public access to the Leland·Harris Spring Complex 
would remain, due to the potential long · te rm and cumulative effec ts of 
r epea ted public entry to this sensitive area." The summary of impacts to 
wildlife in Utah due to increas ed public access, which appears on page 4· 
83, Volume II of the Technical Report, states: "Although a number of 
federal candi date species, such as the least chub and spotted frog occupy 
springs and salt marshes of Snake Valley, t hese habitats are very 
localized and potential impacts to these areas should be easily mi t i gated 
(avoidance and restricted access)." These conclusions are in conflict . 

In addition, the Technical Report listing, on pages 4·80 and 4·82, of 
species which would encounter residual high impacts following mitigation, 
indicates that none of the four species of concern falls with in this 
category. In fac t, only two of the species (least chub and spotted frog ) 
are identified as being subject to high initial impacts before mitigation. 

The analysis lacks consideration of the "avoidance and restricted access" 
opportunities. No informatiQIl is made available concerning the 
distribution of the sensitive species at Leland Harris Spring. If the 
species are confined to a very limited area, t he possibility of a minor 
relocation of the transmission line should be carefully examined. Perhaps 
the sensitive species could be completely avoided, with no increase in 
public access to the site. I f the species are widespread throughout the 
wetlands found in the portion of Snake Valley that would be traversed by 
the Direct Route, the effect of the power line would be less significant 
due to the wide dispersal of the spec ies . The OEIS does not provide 
enough information to draw either conclusion. I t simply_ dismisses the 
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There was an inadvertent omission of the desert dace from the technical report 

discussions of wildl i ~e species of concern in Utah. The dace as well as the 
other three species, leasL chub, western spotted frog, and Great Basin silver· 
spot butterfly, are all federal candidate, Category 2, species for listing among 
the threatened or endangered wildlife of the United States. 

The conflicting conclusions between the technical report and the SWIP 
DEISIDPA regarding the Leland·Harris Spring Com plex should have been 
corrected prior to release of the SWIP DEISIDPA. The conflict results from a 
problem WiUl timing of events. The technical reports and maps of sensitive 
species distributions had been completed before Leland·Harris became an 
issue with the Direct Route . It was the BLM's belief at the time the technical 
report was prcpared that the distribution of springs and wetlands in the 
Leland·Harris Spring Complex was sufficienUy localized that the Direct Route 
could be constructed with minimal negative short· or long-term impacts to the 
resources. The BlM's position is that if the Direct Route is chosen they will 
request an emergency listing from the Fish and Wildlife Service for the least 
chub, desert dace, spotted frog, and/or Great Basin silver·spot butterfly. It 
was the BLM's contention at the time that construction could not occur in the 
area without significant deleterious impacts and that increased public access 
would represent long·tenn negative impacts. The BLM's pos ition is 
represented in the SWIP DEISIDPA. Dames & Moore's initial position, as 
the third·party contractor for tlle EIS studies, is represented in the techni cal 
report. 

This scenario is also reflected in the impact analysis in the technical report. 
Actua1ly, the least chub, spotted frog, and desert dace are all listed as species 
wi th initial high impacts before mitigation. The Great Basin silver·spot 
butterfly was not included in this caLegory for two reasons; 1) no life histo.ry 
information on this species was available other than the fact that it occupies 
wet springs and meadows where violets are present and, 2) it was ass umed 
that with "red·flagging" the frog and two fish species, the essential habitat 
requirements of the butterfly (which appear to be poorly known at this time) 
would also be covered. 

lillie information on the distribution of the four Category 2 species within the 
Le land-Harris spring complex has been provided. The BLM has recently 
obtained some information on the least chub, but nothing specific on the dace, 
frog, or bUllerny is available. The BlM agrees that it seems possible to 
construct on Ule Direct Route utilizing avoidance and restricted access 
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route as less environmentally preferred, even though the Technic al Report 
notes that potential impacts "should be easily mitigated." 

Table BI0·21, entitled "'Wildlife Species of Concern in Utah", at the end 
of Volume II of the Technical Report, lists only two of the four species 
earlier identified as being of concern at Leland Harris Spring. The 
desert dace (whose status is unclear I see above) and the Great Basin 
silver-spot butterfly, are not listed. 

The third paragraph on page 4·22 states that "Residual impacts to sage 
grouse would be adverse, long term, and significant despite mitigative 
measures." As with the discussion on the Leland Harris Spring sensitive 
species, this conclusion is not supported by the information in the M 
Technical Report, Volume II, page 4-73. 

mitigation strategies. The BLM also agrees that if the species in question are 
distributed more or less throughout wetlands in the Snake Valley that lhe 
effects of the transmission line wou ld be less significant. 

When Table 810-21 was prepared, information that the desert dace and Great 
Basin silver-spot butterfly were species of concern was not available. 

Conflicts between the SWIP DE1S/DPA and the technical report are corrected 
in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. Also refer to page 3-91 of this 
document for further information on the Leland-Harris spring complex. 

Refer to the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document for the appropriate 

corrections for Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument. 

M[ 8. 
Hagerman Fossi l Beds National Monument: References to this unit of the 
National Park System are inconsistent throughout the document. The proper N Refer to page 3-38 for a description of the Antelope Spring Trilob ite Beds. 

name should be used throughout. 

N[ 9. 
Antelope Springs Trilobite Beds: In chapter three, the Affected 
Environment, the description of the Cutoff Route should reference Antelope 
Springs Trilobite Beds as a potential National Natural Landmark. ~e have 
attached a map that shows its location. 

As a cooperating agency, the National Park Service continues to have 
disagreements .... ith the information and conclusions drawn in this complex 
document. The BLM proposal that would select the 230 kV route is relatively 
unsupported. ~e strongly urge the BLM to reconsider the feasibility of the 
Direct Route and the selection of a more environmentally desirable alternative. 

Please contact Kheryn Klubnikin, Environmental Quality Division, at (202) 208-
5126 if you have any questions regarding these comments. ~e appreciate the 
opportunity to comment. 

D~ 
Denis P. Galvin 
Associate Director 
Planning and Development 

Enclosure 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 

Karl Simonson 

Capitol Complex 

Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Fax (702) 687-3983 

(702 ) 687-4065 

September 22 , 1992 

Bureau of Land Management 
Burley Di strict Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

RESPONSES 

Re: SAl NV # 93300030 Project: EIS , Southwest Intertie 
Project, Nevada 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

Attached are addtional state comments to those received from 
the Nevada Department of Wildlife concerning the above referenced 
project. These comments constitute the state Clearinghouse review 
of this proposal as per Executive Order 12372 . Please address 
these comments or concerns in your fin~l decision. 

sincere~Yr 

',,-sJ;i:-
Ron Sparks II 
State Clearinghouse Coordinator 

l of6 
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STATE OF NEVADA 
BOB MILLER 

GovernO! PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION OF NEVADA 

REGULATORY OPERATIONS STAFF 

TEARY PAGE 
Djrec/or 01 Rflf}ulalOry Operatfons 

Ro~ Spa:-~':.!: 

Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Department of Administration 
Budget Division 
Blasdel Building, Room 204 
Carson City, Nevada 89710 

Capitol Complex 

727 Fairview Drive 

Carson City. Nevada 89710 

(702) 687-6001 

'a' ':~'~::" i ~-:'; 
.-. ,~~.> .. 

10 September 1992 

Ref: EIS, Southwest Intertie Project, SAl 0 93)00030 

Dear Mr. Sparks: 

RESPONSES 

KELLY JACKSON 
SiaN COUf)Sf/ 

Table 1·1 , Chapter 1 of the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Plan 
Amendment for the Southwest Intertie Project, properly i dentifies the Public 
Service Commission of Nevada as one agency which must issue approval before 
commencing construction. The Utility Environmental Protection Act (NRS 704.820· 
900) requires an approval from the Commission for transmission lines and 
substations of 200 kilovolts or more. 

20f6 
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In addi t ion, t,,oIO Nev ada elec t ric utilitie s , Nevada Power Company and Sierra 
Pacific Power Company, are subject: to the provisions of NRS 704.741-7 51, which 
pertain to resource plan approval by the Commission. Participation by either of 
these utilities in this project 'Would be subject: to Commission review and 
approval of the triennial resource plans, or amendments thereto. 

Sincerely, 

RESPONSES 

I 
"-------, ." .. .,. '~~(~)- " -;::·c .. ",:,a~ ' / ; 

C .. rSOIl City/Reno- 587 ·6000 

l'UCEIVeu 

r:--:~ l ' iCO? 

DEP,. v~ ,.., ...... ,ihl:>·,RATlON 
DIP-ECTOR'S OFFICE 

CO~SU"'EIl OIVISION: 

las veg3s-J86-6550 

Thomas H. Henderson 
Senior Analyst 

Other Areas-800-99;?·0900. Ex t. 87·6000 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
1263 S. 5tewarl St reet 

Carson City. Nevada 89712 

RESPONSES 

BOB MILLER. Go~ernQ( 
September 2, 1992 

GARTH F OULL. O;recrof 

I Pon Sparks, Coordinator 
Nevada State Clearinghouse 
Cepartment of Administration 
Budget Division 
Blasdel Buil ding, Roam 204 

L Carson City , tlevada 89710 

k 
De~ 

In Reply ReIer [0: 

PSD 7. 02 

The Nevada Department of Transportation has revie\~ the project 
t itled EIS, Southw~st Intertie Project, Nevada SAl ~93300030. 

Eased on the informa..tion subni tted ~ve have the followina ccmnents 
on the proposed project. -

Pe~ts tv.Lll be required for crossing NDOT Right-of- Way. 

Thank. you for the opp.Jrtunity to review this project. 

DKM:JD:dg 

Sincerely , 

.~~ 
D~%;:~ 
Assistant Director 
Plan.rling 
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A Predicting the locations and types of archaeological and historical sites is an 

aOB MIUER STATE OF NEVADA PETER G. MDRROS extremely complex challenge, and a relatively undeve loped science. The 
Goae,nor 

AI 

Of'Wor sensitivity model developed for the purposes of this EIS is based on 

a"~'~ .~ RONALD M. JAMES environmental variables, but is quite simplistic and intended to provide only 

:~t; -'":v,.~ :";" 
f'ro.:!' 
~.;:lf) 

5tot", HI,uD,1e Pruo:r~ .. tlon D/1Jc:er the grossest indications of major variations in the density of archaeological 

and historical sites as a 1001 for evaluating competing alternatives. Jf the 
project is approved for construction, in tensive inventory data will be collected 
along the selected route. 111e State Historic Preservation Office will be 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 
DIVISION OF HISTORIC PRESERVATION AND ARCHEOLOGY 

123 W. Nye lane. Room 208 

Capitol Complex 

Carson City. Nevada 89710 

(702) 687 ·5138 

September 10, 1992 

M E M 0 RAN 0 U M 

TO: Nevada state Clearinghouse 

Eugene M. Hattori, ArChae010gis~1n~ FROM: 

SUBJECT : ErSt Southwest Intertie Project l Nevada . 

DUE DATE: September 18 1 1992 

NEVADA SAl: #93300030 

The Nevada Division of Historic Preservation and Archeology has 
revie\."ed the subject document and supporting technical reports. 
The Division supports the EIS as written and notes that the 
discussions regarding cultural resources for Nevada are 
comprehensive. ~>1e do have some minor comments concerning the 
technical supporting documentation : 

1) . The predicted sensitivity zone model may be biased 
against early-Holocene sites associated with dry lake basins 
and upland areas (eg. quarries) occupied prior to the 
inv~5ion of pinyon during the mid-Holocene. 

5 of 6 

consultcd regarding inventory strategies, resource evaluations, and 
devclopment of avoidance or m i ~ igation measures as the design of the project 
proceeds. Consideration of how climatic changes affected human societies 
living in the region can be pursued as an aspect of any fo llow·up studies . 
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Past climatic changes and historic invasion of pinyon into 
sagebrush-grasslands are also factors ignored by the model. 
These are by no means fatal flaws, but are unaddressed 

problems. 

2). cultural resource agency contacts (SHPO, BLM, and 
Forest Service) for Nevada are dated and should be 
corrected. For example, Roland Hestergard retired as 
Nevada SHPO in 1990. Ronald James - SHPO, Alice Baldrica­
deputy ' SHPO, Eugene Hattori - archaeologist. 

J) . Nevada does have a state historic preservation plan 
with a number of completed elements. 

60f6 
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Collection ofdala on which the regional study was based began in 1987. 

Thus the planning for this project has been a very long·tenn undertaking. 
There has been substantial turnover of personnel in many of the involved 
agencies. The contacts ind icated in the Cultural Environment Technical 
Report were left as they were when that aspect of the study was undertaken. 
If the project is approved for construction, agency contact I}sts will be updated 
in conjunction with fo llow-up studies. 

Slale Historic Preservation Plans will prov ide a primary basis for evaluating 
the significance of cul tural resources that may be discovered if the project is 
approved for construction. In accordance with the progranlmatic agreement 
(appended to the Cultu ral Environment Technical Report), the State Historic 
Preservation Officers will be consulted in the course of follow-up studies for 
the latest infonnation regarding preservation plans . 

• 

I 
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PETER G. MORROS 
Dindw 

Ac!mlnl.l,.tJon 
Air Qu.llty 

(702)11'7-4110 
.. 7.51185 

Mining Reogull.Uon .nd R.cl.mliion 117-4170 

W .. II "'''''illmlnl U7-Sl12 
Fed, .. 1 F.elllll.. 887-3810 

STATE OF NEVADA 
BOB MILLER 
Co_ 

••.. " . . 

. . 

~ . . . 

Ch,mluJ H&Ulrd. ".n''iI.m,,,t 
WI", Pollution Control 
Wit., Quality PI.nnln'il 
FAX 

DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 
333 W. Nye Lane 

Carson City, Nevada 89710 

July IS, 1992 

CLEARINGHOUSE COMMENTS 

DUE DATE: September 18, 1992 

TITLE: DEIS/DPA - Southwest Intertie Project 

RESPONSES 

A No response is necessary. 

L. H. OOOGION 
AdministrtJlor 

117-S"2 
1187-41170 
8S1-4110 

1185-0111 

The Division of Environmental Protection has reviewed the subject Clearinghouse and has no 
comments at this time. 

dl 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

(i)'''., -. ., 
f ::'.- ....... ~ 

,. -Q; i 
" ~;; ... •. ~". . , 

DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION 
Capitol Complex 

Carson Cily. Nevada 89710 

Fax (702) 687-3983 

(702) 687-4065 

September 22, 1992 

Karl simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

Re : SA! NY # 93300030 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

Project: ErSt Southwest Intertie 
Project, Nevada 

Attached are the comments from the Nevada Department of 
Wildlife concerning the above referenced project. 

These comments constitute the state Clearinghouse review of 
this proposal as per Executive Order 12372. We are requesting 
that you address the comments either by direct contact with NDOW 
or through this office . 

RESPONSES 

If I can be of fUrther assistance do not hesitate to contact 
me at (702) 687-6367, 

sinc7X.ely, .,..--
:: \. ' . • F j 
\._- '4)~.-

Ron Sparks II 
state Clearinghouse Coordinator 

I of9 

cc: Mike Wickersham, NDOW 
Enclosure 
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STATE OF NEVADA 

DEPARTMENT OF WILDLIFE 
1100 Valley Road 

P.O. Box 10678 
Reno, Nevada. 89520-0022 

(702) 6a8-, sao 

Fax (702) 6Se·1595 
~·ltL '..IA~A A, MOLtrH 

OirtX,lcr 

Region III 111-93-054 

Mr. Ron Sparks, Coordinator 
Nevada state Clearinghouse 
Department of Administration 
Division of state Planning 
Blasdel Building, Room 204 
Carson city, NV 89710 

RE: SAl NV:93300030 

Dear Ron: 

State Mailroom Complex 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89158 
September 16, 1992 

The Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) Dr aft Environmental 
Impact statement and Draft Plan Amendment has been reviewed by 
Habitat and Game personnel in Las Vegas and Elko. The Draft 
Environmental Impact statement (OEIS) seems to support the analysi s 
of roost env ironmental variables in the mid-to-northern portions of 
the project route considered in that the most environmentally 
consc ious route was proposed . 

The preferred route of the project has been identified with 
several a l ternatives proposed to address anticipated impacts along 
the route. Late in the planning process for SWIP (1990), the 
original r oute was found to be flawed and unable t o transmit the 
desired amount of power beyond Delta, Utah. As a result, the 
preferred route was altered to parallel the course of the 

2 0f9 
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transmission lines of the White Pine Power Project (WPPP) extending 
from Ely, Nevada to Dry Lake, Nevada. The WPPP route has been A 
previously identified in an EIS and a Record of Decision (ROD) was 
made in 1985. While the WPPP power plant and transmission lines 
have not been constructed, it was felt that the 'SWIP project could 
IIpiggyback" its impacts on the WPPP route which is also the 
preferred path for designation as a utility corridor in the BLM's 
Draft Stateline Resource Management Plan (RMP). 

This DEIS is lacking in addressing the full range of impacts 
to wildlife and wildlife habitats south of Ely. Updates have been 
entered to cover the listing of the Mojave population of the desert 
tortoise and other subjects. The eElS assumes that all other B 
concerns and factors are unchanged since the WPPP EIS, however, the 
affected environment has not been static. The impacts of explosive C 
gro\;th in the Las Vegas Valley have extended beyond its geographic 
limits, with impacts to wildlife and associated habitat noted 
throughout Southern Nevada. The alternatives given in the SHIP 
DEIS do not address current concerns nor propose alternatives to 
address these concerns. In this document I only the preferred 
routes are addressed, leaving no room for a reevaluation of the 
routes or addition of any new alternatives such as a "No Action H D 
Alternative. 

The preferred Route A contains the least adverse impacts to 
wildlife in Lincoln County. The route that follows Link 673 would 
be preferred since a key deer ~inter area in the Bailey Spring area 
would be missed and it would be just west of the West Range. Link 
690 is preferred over Link 660 in this area due to high wildlife 
values in the Kane Springs Wash area. 

The Southern Route of the Crosstie, from Jakes Valley, south 
of Connors Pass and through South Spring and Hamlin Valley into 
utah is the least preferred route. It traverses important sage 
grouse, ferruginous hawk and mule deer summer habitats and key 
antelope ranges and kidding grounds in Units 221, 222, and 115 . 

The OEIS provides inadequate analysis of and consideration for 
biological resources as a whole, but particularly that portion 
illustrated by Panel 5 of the Map Volume, the more southerly 
portions of project route. E¥idence for this is partly exhibited 
by the lack of inclusion of photo simulations found in the Map 
Volume of the DEIS. While the preparers recognized the obvious 
utility of the simUlations for assessing visual impacts, there Has 
no stUdy on their use for assessing biological impacts in the 

30f9 

The resource investigations and impact assessment/mitigation planning were 

completed to an identical level of detail for all of the SWIP alternatives, 
including those rrom Ely to Dry Lake. We did not rely on the White Pine 
Power Project (WPPP) EIS data. Please note in Chapter 2 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA that several new alternatives were added because of sensitive 
resources discovered since the WPPP Record of Decision (1985). Also refer 
to page 2-31 of the SWIP DE1SIDPA for a discussion about how the studies 
for the SWIP expansion south of Ely were done to the "same level of detail" 
as the previous studies. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative includes Links 673 and 690. 

The least impact Ely to Delta segment route is the Cutoff Route, followed by 

the 230kY Corridor Route. However, with consideration of reasonably 
foreseeable futu re utility projects in the Ely area, the 230kY Corridor Route is 
environmentally preferred (refer to page 3-12 in this document for a 
discussion of cumulative effects). 

The analysis of biological resources in the SWIP DEISIDPA is adequate and 

was conducted in accordance with N~PA guidelines for the purposes of 
selecting an alternative route. Detailed mitigation planning would occur 
during the development of the Construction. Operations, and Maintenance 
(COM) Plan. Photosimulations would be of particular value in the assessment 
of biological impacts in the more southerly corridors, or any of the other 
corridors. The biological resources sections for Affected Environment and 
Environmental Consequences have been clarified and expanded, and are 
reprinted in Chapter 3 of this document. 
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D l southern reaches of the proposed. proj ect, route. Thi::> is 
particularly relevant to desert tortolse and blghorn sheep habl. tat. E The Murphy Meadows have been included in a revised SWIP FEISIPPA. 

E 

Several of the routes have significant impacts not identified. 
Preferred Route 672 crosses the Murphy Meadows south of the Kirch 
WHA. 'The area is a seasonally' wet meadow which has high val ue to 
wildlife. Conflicts with bald eagle use of the area is minimally 
noted. Peregrine falcons, ospreys, ferruginous hawks, golden 
eagles, northern goshawks and 15 other raptor species recorded 
nearby on the Kirch wildlife Management Area are not mentioned. 

Of equal or greater concern is the impact on waterfowl and 
shorebirds. Significant numbers of migratory birds are killed each F 
year from collisions with towers and power lines. The preferred 
route woul d bisect the meadow, posing an unnecessary hazard to the 
thousands of birds attracted to Kirch WMA annually. There is no 
oention of whether a maintenance road will be constructed across 

FI the seasonal wetland area or if a crossing will be avoided. Either 
a bisecting road or a parallel road would greatly increase human 
intrus i on on the area. In thiB instance, the southern fork (Link 
671) would be environmentally preferred. While birds will likely 
have fatal col l isions with lines and towers on this a l ternative, 
the impacts should be significantly less due to the crossing below 
the high use area •• 

[

Route 680 is an alternative ~hich extends south-southeast from 
G Delamar Valley, traversing the Delamar Mountains between Kane 

Springs and Boulder Canyon. This route is invasive to the Delamar 
I'1ountains and should receive no further consideration. 

H 

I 

Route 730 is an alternate which runs north of the Arrow Canyon 
Range and provides access to other alternatives north of Dry Lake (} 
Valley. This line crosses Arrow Canyon near the site of a proposed 
cultural and scenic Area of critical Environmental Concern (ACEC). 
This area was proposed for a state park or similar recreational 
f .acility. with these types of resource values, little 
consideration should be given to this alternative. 11 

Route 750 is an a l ternative branch off of Route 730. It poses 
problems, for as it skirts the Moapa Indian Reservation and its I 
designated utility corridor, and it makes intrusions onto large 
portions of desert bighorn sheep habitat. From the Arrow Canyon 
crossing, this route extends south-southwest through the eastern 
foothills of the Arrow Canyon Range (Dry Lake Hills). From there 
it proceeds into the mouth of ute Canyon and up the south fork into 

40f 9 

Conflicts between raplors and the SWIP have also been discussed in Chapter 
3 of the SWIP FEISfPPA. During inventory work for this project., no agency 
personnel expressed concern over Murphy Meadows or the Kirch WMA. The 
preferred link (Link 672) passes to the south of the southern boundary of the 
Wayne Kirch WMA. Table B10-14 (Volume II :. Natural Environment 
Technical Report) lists 17 species of raptors that are likely to occur within the 
SWIP corridors (refer to Appendix H of the DEISIDPA for locations where 
the technical reports can be reviewed). 

A discussion of avian mortality associated with high voltage transmission lines 
is included in Chapter 3 of the SWIP FEISIPPA. Scientific literature does not 
support the statement that a high voltage transmission line poses a significant 
hazard to migratory birds . While thousands of migratory birds die each year 
as a result of collisions with man-made structures, high voltage transmission 
lines are not one of the significant sources of such mortality. The BlM will 
further examine placement of the preferred route with respect to the Kirch 
WMA and Murphy Meadows. The BlM appreciates your concern for this 
area and has attempted to minimize or avoid impacts in the area by placing 
alternatives outs ide the Kirch WMA. Adequate precautions will be taken to 
close access roads not requ ired fo r maintenance or to leave them open as the 
BlM or the land manager/owner wish. The impacts of access disturbance are 
accounted for in the SWIP DEISIDPA, including the visual impacts of the 
scars. Overland construction, ripping and supplemental seeding may be 
required fo r adequate road closure and rehabilitation. This detailed mitigation 
planning wou ld be developed with Ole Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance (COM) Plan. 

The BlM agrees that this route is less preferable environmentally and is not 

being considered in any of the routes compared in the SWIP DEISIDPA or 
the SWIP FEISIPPA. 

The BlM agrees . Link 730 was not considered further in any of the routes 

compared in the SWIP DEISIDPA or the SWIP FEISIPPA. 

The BlM agrees. Link 750 was not considered further in any of the routes 

compared i.n the SWIP DEISIDPA or the SWIP FEJSfPPA. 

I 
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Prime bighorn habitat. The line would cross a ridge into a canyon 
known locally as Island Canyon. Following the east fork, the route] 
would cross the south ridge down precipitous cliff and into the 

I thi.d canyon, within one half mile of the Ar.ows #1 water 
Development. From this point the line would head southeast into 
the Dry Lake substation across the bajada. The amount of desert 
bighorn habitat invaded is significant. 

J 

K 

L 

The preferred route 720 parallels U.S. 93 to the east, 
crossing the Gunsight Pass area and veering southeast through a gap 
in the Arrow Canyon Range before running directly to the Dry Lake 
sUbstation site. There are several problems with this route. 
First, there is a proposal for a 2,000 foot separation requested 
between the SHIP line and an existing UNTP line . While safety and 
reliability guidelines are cited for thi s separation, it is 
requested later that these lines form the outer boundaries of an 
identified utility corridor. The Nevada Department of Wildlife 
suggests a separation of no greater than 500 feet. The line could 
be l ocated within 200 to 250 feet of U.S, 93 without unnecessarily 
extending human disturbance in desert tortoise habitat. 

Along- a similar line, the narrow area, or "pinch-point!! 
between Delamar Dry Lake and Pahranagat Wash the ONTP and SWIP 
lines will be placed on double-circuit towers. These towers are 
able to hold two separate transmission systems. The proposal is to 
construct two double circuit systems through the area, allowing the 
possible Wppp to hang its transmission lines to the n inside" of 
each tower at a later date, As noted previously, the WPPP is not 
a sure thing and in the interest of reducing impacts through this 
area of desert tortoise, chuckwalla anct bighorn sheep migration, a 
single tower system of double circuit units should be able to 
transport both UNTP and SWIP lines through this area. In light of 
the listing of the desert tortoise, a system of double circuit 
tOwers (carrying UNTP and SWIP lines) should be considered through 
the length of tortoise habitat to minimize impacts. 

In the southern Arrow Canyon Range, Route 720 proposes to pass 
through a gap while maintaining the most direct route to the Dry 
Lake substation. When field work was done and the WPPP document 
submitted for public corument there was one bighorn water 
development north of the gap and there was no road bisecting' the 
gap . There are now two bighorn sheep water developments which 
straddle the Arrow Canyon gap. The sites were selected for their 
location in excellent desert bighorn habitat, relationship to other 
tighorn habitat, accessibility for existent project designs and 
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The 2000-foot separation between the SWIP and the UNTP rights-of-way 

requested by the IPeo is 10 meet reliability criteria established by the Western 
States Coordinating Counci l (WSCC). as explained on page 2-17 of the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA. Each right-of-way evaluation or request within the WSCC system 
should consider the specific line combinations to detennine whether a specific 
separation is requ ired. The iss ue is the credibility of a simultaneous loss of 
the circuits involved. The WSCC criteria say: 

" ... , the cred ibility of loss of a particular set of lines will depend upon 
the total distance of common corridor shared by the lines and upon the 
vulnerability of the circuits over that distance to a common mode 
failure . Cons iderations for this vulnerability ' assessment w ill include 
line design; length; location, whether forested. agricultural. 
mountainous. etc.; outage history; operational guides; and separation. 
For example. some utilities use separation by more than the span length 
as adequate to designate the circuits as being in separate corridors." 

This issue is not new. For example. the Third Pacific 500kV AC Intertie 
requested and received miles of separation between it and the existing two 
500kV interties in forested areas. This separation was required to allow 
adequate response time to adjust the system following the loss of the existing 
lines and a potential loss of the third 500kV line. Simi lar to the SWIP and the 
UNTP, the consequences of such an outage would be wide-spread outages in 
Ule WSCC system. 

It is true that separation exceptions do ex ist in urban areas. If there is an 
outage, the disturbance is localized and does not have the system impact that 
requi res the se paration of lines. The reason for separating the SWIP and the 
UNTP lines is to meet the WSCC reliability criteria for regional transmission 
facilities. Placing these lines closer together could result in a considerably 
lower capacity rating that would render the project economically infeasible. 

The BLM believes that the desert tortoise can be protected through appropriate 

mitigation measures and still maintain the reliability criteria needed by the 
WSCC to make the SWIP viable (refer to Appendix C of this document for a 
copy of the Biological Opinion). 

The capacity rating of the SWIP line would not be pennitted if the IPCo does 
not comply with the WSCC separation requirement. Us ing double-circuit 
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l 
construction techniques, and a low level of human disturbance. The 
developments have allowed bighorn sheep to expand summer use areas 
in the Arrow Canyon Range. currently, bighorn use continues to 

L increase, while hUman impacts remain relatively low. This bighorn 
critical SUJUIner use area was identified in the SWIP OEIS, but 
nowhere were adequate impacts and alternatives to invasion of this 
habitat qiscussed. 

M 

N[ 

The "existing" road through the gap was constructed in late 
March of 1985, after submission of the WPPP EIS, under suspicious 
circumstances. Within a week of its appearance, the road was 
marked for inclusion as part of the Mint 400 ORV race course. On L 
current U.S. Geological survey maps the road is shown to dead-end 
at the ridge line. The Department maintains that this road is not 
a legal road or trail and as such, should not be considered as a ~ 
viable maintenance route for SWIPe Even a dead-end maintenance 
road would be a problem. There will be increased traffic into the 
area, with a chance for significant impact on bighorns during the 
critical summer period. Therefore, it is recommended that this 
route be eliminated from consideration as a route to the Dry Lake 
substation. It is suggested that a route be considered around the 
southern tip of the Arrow Canyon Range. The route could follow the 
UNTP line on the east side of u. S. 93 to the point where the 
highway tUrns southeast toward 1-15. Some of the obvious concerns 
are a longer transit through category 1 desert tortoise habitat and 
an extension of the route by 10 to 12 miles. The use of double­
circuit towers would probably be necessary just south of the 
divergence from the existing route. 

It is further recommended that any part of the route in desert 
tortoise habitat be restricted from competitive ORV events. It 
should be of primary importance to keep non-maintenance traffic to 
a minimum. 

other comments include: 

No reference was made to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
Las Vegas District's Clark county Management Framework Plan (MFP) 
or Caliente Resource Management Plan (RMP). Even though personal 
co~unication was made with staff of the Las Vegas District, there ~ 

()! was no apparent direct use of the Clark county MFP, caliente RMP, 
or supporting documents relative to land-use considerations, 
decisions, or guidance in Southern Nevada. Even though the 
Stateline RMP in draft form, includes the SWIP route proposal, and 
will eventually replace the Clark county MFP, the Clark County MFP, 
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towers (through descrt tortoise habitat for 53.2 miles) would render the SWIP 
economically infcasible because the WSCC would require a cons ide rably 
reduced capacity rating . 

At the "pinch points" (c.g., Pahranagat Wash), the transmission towers would 
have to be designcd with a safety faclor that is several times more redundant 
than would other.vise be necessary. The IPCo hopes thaI the WSCC will be 
willing to allow the 1200 MW rating with these design concessions for a short 
distance. 

See Response M below. 

There is an existing dirt road approximately 3/4 mile from the most southerly 

water development. This existing road runs for approximately 2 1/4 miles and 
dead·ends . This road was located on BLM's October II , 1976 aerial 
photography, and was present when the second water development was 
constructed. This second catchment to the south of the existing road was 
constructed after the road was built. In the mid·1980s an extension of this 
road was illegally bladed for a distance of approximately 112 mile. However, 
it was not used as part of the Mint 400 ORV race course in 1985 or in any 
other event. TIle road docs not tie into other roadways and the road is not 
held by a right·of·way. 

The road is not new, and it may be used for construction access before being 
closed and rehabilitated. Construction of the SWIP line during the critical 
periods for bighorn sheep can be avoided. 

The BLM understands your concern for the impact of the road through the 
Arrow Canyon Range, and the impact of increased public access on desert 
bighorn sheep. However, the BLM does not agree that the transmission 
should be re·routed to accommodate this concern. The most appropriate 
means of reducing impact to bighorn sheep is to re-contour the road and 
eliminate public access after construction. Limiting construction to winter 
months would further ~educe the impact to bighorn populations. 

The BLM agrees that the road, if used for construction of the SWIP, will be 
closed and rehabilitated. 
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o L is the current land use plan in effect, 
applicable to the DEIS was omitted. 

As a result, information 0 

P 

other documents i~portant regarding information for the desert 
tortoise and which affect the SWIP proposal relative to restrictive 
or mitigative measures include the: Short-term Habitat Conservation 
Plan for the Desert Tortoise in Las Vegas valley. Clark county. 
Nevada (RECON 1991) and the supporting Implementation Agreement; 
and, Compensation for the Desert Tortoise (Desert Tortoise 
Hanagement Oversight Group 1991). 

. since 1978 as a state protected reptile and provided additional 

[

The gila monster , Heloderma BuspectuID , has been classified 

st~tus as rare (Nevada Administrative Code 503.080). Also, the 
C2 gila monster is a BLM designated sensitive species. Gila monsters P 

and their habitat occur throughout the area illustrated in Panel 5 
of the Map Volume for the OEIS, yet mention or consideration of 
this rare lizard is completely lacking in the DEIS. 

R 

S 

Substantially more attention should be given to Special status ~ 
Species of wildlife identified on pages 3-24 through 3-26. 
Suggested species to include which are at least Federal Category 2 
candidates (Federal Register, 21 November 1991, Vol. 56, No. 225, R 
pages 56604-58835) for listing under the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended, include; 

Pahranagat Valley Montane Vole 
Spotted Frog 
all invertebrates found in the study area 

There is a need to provide more effective mitigation measures 
to control raven populations. CUrrently little is done to manage 
and control populations of this species. The SWIP should be 
designed to allow minimal perches. Additional raven access would 
a:low perpetuation of scavenging of other passerine nests and 
predation upon desert tortoises. In addition I there is no mention 
of other state sensitive species, including the sandhill crane and 
golden eagle. Addressing the issue of predation upon several 
species of wildlife within the area should be of higher priority. S 
The use of towers by various raptors and ravens has been shown to 
have significant impact upon several species of wildlife , 
particularly sage grouse and desert tortoise. 
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The BLM agrees that the Stateline RMP will replace the existing MFP for · the 
Las Vegas District of the BLM. Page 2-28 of the SWIP DEISIDPA lists the 
Management Framework Plan as the plan that was considered. The Caliente 
RMP was inadvertently left off of this list but is corrected in the Errata in 
Chapter 4 of this document. 

The SWIP EIS process will also be a plan amendment to the current land use 
plans. The two pertinent land use plans for the Las Vegas District are the 
Clark County MFP, which encompasses the area in the Stateline Resource 
Area for Clark County, and the Caliente MFP, which encompasses ·the area in 
the Caliente Resource Area for Lincoln County. Clarification of other land 
use plans is ·in Chapter 1 of this document. 

The BLM is aware of these documents and will consult them for assistance in 
the preparation of a formal Section 7 Biological Assessment that will focus 
strongly on tortoises and mitigation of impact to tortoises. 

The BLM acknowledges this inadvertent omission. A discussion of 
Heloderma .su.speclum has been included in Chapter 3 of this document. 

Approximately 16 pages in the Technical Report (Volume U) were devoted to 

spec ial status species. The SWIP DEISIDPA is intended to be a brief 
summary of information, not an exhaustive analysis. The information 
included in Volume II of the Technical Report includes a discussion of the 
spotted frog (Rana preliosa) and several species of invertebrates . A 
discussion of all invertebrates found in the study area seems inappropriate. In 
discussions and requests for data from land and wildlife management agency 
biologists in the study area, the Pahranagat Valley Montane Vole was not 
mentioned. The BLM acknowledges its presence on the Animal Species 
Review list published by the USDl Fish and Wildlife Service in November, 
1991. This species will be considered for additional analysis in relation to 
preparation of the COM Plan for the project (refer to page 1·34 in this 
document). Also refer to Appendix H of the DEISIDPA for locations where 
the technical reports can be reviewed. 

Control of raven populations does not fall under the purview of the project 
sponsors. Further, The BLM seriously doubts that available/suitable perch 
sites within the Great Basin and northern Mojave Desert represent limiting 
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Mitigation measures which may be instituted and which are 
deemed appropriate should be considered during the analysis of the 
project are listed as follows: 

1. In addition to anticipated desert tortoise or other 
species of special status protocols , biologists will monitor and 
document site localities of wildlife observed along the affected 
project route. site locality descriptions would include at least 
conditions under which wildlife were observed, habitat description, 
elevation , legal description of locality, date , and full name of 
observer (5). This information would be provided to all appropriate 
agencies and interests. 

[ 

2. Rehabilitation of disturbed sites, including ripping and 
revegetating of temporary roads, at a level of intensity to avoid 

U after-project conditions which ,eave significant scars upon the 
desert landscape. 

Additional editorial and nomenclature comments include: 

T 

[ 

1. An illustration of Alternate Routes A through G as treated U 
in the text throughout the DEIS should be included. Further , there 

" is no reference to these routes in the Map VolUme for the DEIS. If 
the legs of the routes (e.g. 690 , 730 1 820, etc.) represented 
these , it was not obvious. 

w[ 
x[ 
Y[ 

2. Summary . page 8 . 3rd paragraph; change last line to use 
more correct nomenclature and be consistent with that used later in 
chapter 3 (e . g. on page 3-24) or elsewhere: 

change . ..• (antelop., mule deer, bighorn sheep). to read, 
..... (pronghor n, mule deer, bighorn sheep, and elk). V 

3. Make sure all scientific nomenclature is current and 
correctly spelled. For example, on page 3-15 in the HGrassland ll 

section, use of, "thistle (Salsola iberica)", is incorrect. The 
passage should read, "Russian thistle (sa1s01a kali)". 

4. On page 3-24, technical reports are referred to and 
specifically in reference to Tables BIO-19 and BIO-20. Neither the 
technical reports nor the BIO Tables could be found in·the DEIS 
package provided. 
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factors to raven populations (Le., more perch sites do not necessarily mean 
more ravens). The SWIP DEISIDPA and Volume II - Natural Environment 
Technical Report devotes considerable attention to the issue of providing 
hunting perches for avian predators. Several links within the study area were 
eliminated from serious consideration in the route selection process because 
they were in locations that would provide new hunting perches for eagles and 
other raplors in sage grouse areas. 

The impact of predatory ravens on hatchling desert tortoises appears to be a 
local problem. It has not been documented as occurring region wide. 

The BLM will address the issue of preconstruction clearance surveys for a 

number of species of sensitive plants and wildlife in the COM Plan for the 
project (refer to page 1-34 in this document). The BLM assumes your 
discuss ion of biological monitoring and documentation of site localities and 
site locality descriptions relate to the construction phase of the project. It is 
unclear, however, if your recommendation re lates to all species of wi ldlife at 
all sites along the affected route. 

The BLM agrees that the construction of the SWIP will leave scars to the 
landscape. The rehabilitation plan that will be developed with the COM Plan 
is intended to heal those scars over time (refer to page 1-34 in this document). 
Adequate precautions will be taken to close access roads not required for 
maintenance or that the BLM or the land manager/owner wish to have closed. 
The impacts of access disturbance is accounted for in the SWIP DEISIDPA, 
including the visual impacts of the scars. For overland construction ripping 
and supplemental seeding may be required for adequate road closure and 
rehabilitation. 

The Alternative Routes map in the SWIP DEISIDPA Map Volume indicated 
all routes, in~luding Routes A through G. Routes A through G shared a 
number of common links. For example, all of Routes A through G used Link 
720. None of the alternative routes used Links 730, 740, 750, 760, 770, 780, 
or 790. The environmental planning process eliminated links with the highest 
environmental impacts from further consideration as the alternative routes 
were assembled (from the links) for comparison in the SWIP DEISIDPA (also 
refer to Append ix D of the SWIP DEISIDPA for additional information on the 
subroute comparison). A complete link list for each of the alternative routes 
compared is found on pages 2-37, 2-38, and 247 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

r 
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In summary I the Department finds the SWIP EIS l acking in 
adequate environmental analysis concerning t he proposed 
transmission routes south of Ely. It is recommended that further 
analysis of impacts to wildlife habitat be done on this route with 
adequate alternatives and mitigative measures to address wildlife 
concerns. 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment upon this proposed 
action on the public lands of Nevada. If you have any questions or 
require additional input, plea6e advise. 

COP: jln 

cc: Habitat Division Chief 

Sincerely, 
I .~ I ffllY"", t.J~,J"T~ 

Mike Wickersham 
Manager, Region III 

Game - Las Vegas, Nongame, Herpetology, Panaca 
Region II - Habitat 
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RESPONSES 

W Your comment is noted. 

X The BLM has made every effort to assure that scientific nomenclature is 

current and correct. The BlM agrees that "thistle" is incorrect and should be 
"Russian thisUe" . However, the BLM has deferred to a recent publication by 
J.I-I. Lehr for the specific epithet iberica instead ·of kal; (Lehr provides Salsola 
kali as a sy nonym for Sa/sola iberica). 

Y Technical reports were prepared as backup documents for the biological 

resource portions of the SWJP DElSIDPA. Appendix H of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA explains where the Technical Reports can be reviewed. Refer to 
Appendix H in the Errata of Chapter 4 for locations of where additional 
copies of the Technical Reports can be reviewed. 



} 

r 
tTl 

:j 
tTl 

'" (") , 
00 

LETTER #C-8 
COMMENTS 

;;,~~~:~;~\ l;i ·Il·": 
~~>:c~:¥! 

Department of Community & Economic Development 
Oi vision of State History 
L"tah State Historical Society 

Nonnan H. Bangerter 
c;.," t r.lar 

)Ia% .J. E~'ans 
D".~·_ar 

3::0 RIo Grande 
S~it la~e C.ty, Ulan 84101.1182 
1£:111 533·5755 
FAX: (80 1) 364-6436 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

June 22, 1992 

RE: Southwest 1ntertie Project OE1S/0PA 

In Reply Please Refer to Case No, L03? 

Dear Nr. Simonson : 

The Utah State Historic Preservation Office received the above referenced 
OE1S/0PA on June 12, 1992, After review of the draft statement, the Utah 
Preservation Office offers the follm ... ing technical comments for consideration. 

RESPONSES 

A If the project is approved for construction, subsequent cultural resource stud ies 

will be pursued in consultation with State Historic Preservation Officers. This 
will be an opportunity to review the requirements of state antiquities laws to 
ensure that state requirements are met in any situations where they might 
apply rather than federal law. 

B How far ethnohistoric data can be extended back into prehistory is, of course, 
an active area for research, particularly with regard to the antiquity of Numic 
speaking groups in the region. TIle distinction between prehistory and 
cthnohistory is somewhat arbitrary. Separate categories were used in 
recognition of the different lypes of data (historical documents) available to 
reconstruct the cultural history of the ethnohistoric era. Ethnohistoric 
resources often have special values for contemporary Native American groups. 

C 

D 

Page 2-26 of the SWIP DEISIDPA defines these planning criteria. This has 

been corrected in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. 

The types of cultural resources assigned to the five defined sensitivity 
categories are listed on pages 3-89 and 3-90 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. The 
sensitivity classifications are further discussed on pages 9-74 through 9-76 of 
the Volume IV - Cultural Envi ronment Technical Report. Refer to Appendix 
H of the DEISIDPA for locations where the technical reports can be reviewed. 

A[ 1. On 3-82,83 the references on these two pages cover the federal law ~ 
thoroughly, Although this is a federal process and document, the 
appropriate antiquities I laws of each of the three states would be of use 
in this section. 

TIlis has been corrected in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. 

B[ 
C[ 
D[ 
E[ 

2. On 3-86 it appears that the separation of ethnohistoric sites and 
numic sites overlap. Is there a need for a ethnohistoric category in 
this section? 

3. On 3-87,88 when categories of classification are first mentioned, 
they need to be defined, what criterion was used to set up avoidance 
level one and two for example? 

~. On 3-£9 ths fi~s s2n$~tiYity sat9s~ri9~ ~~sd to b2 defi~9d !lf~ whe~ 
first mentioned. 

5. The Utah Preservation Office would like to request a copy of the 
technical report, (Rogge and Wood, 1992). 

10f2 
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RESPONSES 

F Graphics and tables are used in the Cultural Environment Technical Report to 

6. Graphics or tables would have been of use when explaining the models describe the sens itivity and impact models. 
used for the site prediction models and effect. They would help in 
following how each was constructed. G The areas north and east of Sevier Lake arc projected to have several 

7. One key item ;s the review of the results of the models and their 
representation on the cultural resource maps with the OEIS. In Utah, 
Panel 4 used site information to outline impact levels, known resources 
and predicted sensitive zones. In discussion with the State 
Archaeologist, the model does not outline what would be several high 
sensitive zones. One example is where lines cross to the northeast of 
Sevier lake; an area containing very complex sites with little known 
about what information they contain. These are only models and as stated 
are intended to provide some assistance in picking alternatives . The 
models on Panel 4, however, appear not to provide a good prediction of 
sensitive zones. Models could use more environmental data to develop 
better predictions. 

This information is provided on request to assist the Bureau of Land 
Management with its Section 106 responsibilities as specified in 36CFR800. If 
you have questions or need additional assistance, please contact me at (801) 
533-7039. 

SinQe~) 

Coordinator 

JLD:L037 BLfl/EIS 
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segments of moderate impact and do stand in contrast to most of the other 
alternative segments in Utah where only low impacts or no impacts are 
projected. Predicting the locations and types of archaeological and historical 
sites is an extremely complex challenge. The sensitivity model developed for 
the purposes of this EIS is quite simplis tic and is intended to provide only 
indications of major variations in the density and complex ity of archaeological 
and historical sites as a tool for evaluating alternative routes. If the project is 
approved for construction, intensive in ventory data will be collected along the 
selected route. The State Historic Preservation Office will be consulted 
regarding inventory strategies, resource evaluations, and development of 
avoidance or mitigation measures as the design of the project proceeds. 

t 
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OFFICE OF PLANNING AJ'iD BUDGET 
Resource Development Coordinating Commi tt~e 

Charles E. Johnson, CPA 
Of:1 ct O".<::or 

Brad T. Barber 
orr.~ Dt ~u' ~' D:tf"'~r 

Rod O. )lilIar 
CommH'" Ch""""~n 

,John.-\. Harja 
[ ... cut:" DLrtc,or 

tIS Slate Cap.to l 
Sa;! la~e C'Iy, Ulah 84114 
(eO l) 538· 1027 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
lWute 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

September 23, 1992 

SUBJECT: Southwest Intertie Project DEIS 
State Identifier Number: UT920615-020 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

RESPONSES 

A Refer to the discussion under Avian Collision Hazard in the fe-printed 
Biological Resources section in Chapter 3 of this document. 

The Resource Development Coordinating Committee, representing the State of Utah, 
has reviewed this proposaL The Division of Wildlife Resources co=ents: 

A 

The line corridors could impact raptors migrating along the Deep Creek 
Range and south during the fall and spring. We would like to see this 
mentioned in the EIS. We discussed this with the BLM on A~st 6, 
1992, at a meeting in Delta. Because these birds normally migrate at 
high elevation, the 230 kV line may not pose much of a threat. 
However, corridors such as the 230 kV route that follow existing lines 
and go through canyon bottoms (such as near Great Basin National 
Park) should create the least hazard. There should be some discussion 
of this point in the EIS. 
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The agency-preferred route for the Ely to Delta portion of the SWIP is 
the 230 kV corridor route. We strongly support this approach. 
Following existing corridors does not open up any new areas to impacts 
associated with the corridor route itself, or the associated roaded access 
it would create. 

We support the following statements indicating the BLM's stance in the 
EIS: "Because the 230 kV corridor route parallels two existing 230 kV 
transmission lines for its entire length, this route best meets the agency 
criteria and Section 503 of FLPMA of utilizing existing utility corridors 
to the degree possible"' (Page 2-57). Further, the ErS states on page 2-
25, "The BLM favors the placement of new lines in existing utility 
corridors to minimize adverse impacts and to maintain open space 
values in previously undeveloped areas." 

We strongly support the 230 kV corridor alternative. The following is 
a ranking of our support for the alternative routes in the Ely to Delta 
route in descending order (1 most support) and a comment on potential 
impacts. 

(1) 230 kV Corridor - Some pronghorn antelope and mule deer 
winter range impacts. Least impacts to migrating raptors. 

(2) Cutoff Route - Similar impacts to the 230 kV route, but 
with added impacts of opening new habitats and added 
vehicleJhuman disturbance from newly created access along 
the "cutoff' section. \ 

(3) Direct Route - Pronghorn antelope and mule deer winter 
range impacts. Mostly newly created corridor with 
associated impacts. Additional impacts to Leland-Harris 
Spring Complex--wetlands, 

(4) Southern Route - Potentially the most damaging to 
pronghorn antelope habitat, mule deer \vinter range, 
ferruginous hawk nests and other raptor nesting. This 
route is the longest and would be expected to create the 
largest amonnt of disturbance to all of the above habitats. 

RESPONSES 

2 of 3 

r 



~ 
"" (l 

-D 

LETTER #C-9 
COMMENTS 

The Committee appreciates the opportunity to review this proposal. Please direct any 
other written questions regarding this correspondence to the Utah State 
Clearinghouse at the above address or call Carolyn Wright at (801) 538-1535 or John 
Harja at (801) 538-1559. 

Sincerely, 

~.;j~ 
Brad T. Barber 
State Planning Coordinator 

BTB/rpj 
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""~( HtO'~ 
75 Hawthorne Street 

San Francisco, Ca. 94105-3901 

Karl simonson 
Bureau o f Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, ID 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

September 16, 1992 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed 
the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Environmental Impact 
statement/Draft Plan Amendment (DElS), Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. 
Our comments on this DElS are provided pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and EPA's authorities under §309 
of the Clean Air Act. 

The DElS evaluates alternatives for granting a right-of-way 
for a 500kV transmission line through Southern Idaho, Nevada, and 
western Utah. The project would include new substations, series 
compensation stations , and microwave facilities. 

We have rated this DEIS as EC-2 -- Environmental Concerns­
InSUfficient Information (see enclosed "Summary of Rating 
Definitions and Follow- Up Actions !! ) . Our EC rating reflects our 
concerns regarding the project's potential impacts to water 
quality, wetlands , and biodiversity. Our 2 rating reflects the 
need for additional information in the Final Environmental Impact 
statement (FEIS) regarding minimization, mitigation, and 
monitoring of impacts to these resources. Our specific comments 
are enclosed. 

I of7 



LETTER #C-J 0 
COMMENTS 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DElS . Please 
send a copy of the· FEIS to this office at the same time it is 
officially filed with our Washington, D.C . , office. If you have 
any questions , please call me at (415) 744 - 1015 or Jeanne Dunn 
Geselbracht at (41S) 744 - 1576 . 

Dean 
Office 

Il-j 
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EPA COImIt!nts: Septenber 1992 RESPONSES 

water Qua"Iity 

1 . In May, 1991, EPA publ ished the Proposed Guidance Specifying 
Management Measures for Sources of Nonpoint Pollution in Coastal 
waters ("Guidance!!) pursuant to Section 62 17(g) of the Coastal 
Zone Reauthorization Amendments of 1990. Although the Southwest 

A 

Intertie Project (SWIP) is not in the coastal zone, the best B 
management practices discussed in the Guidance are equally 
applicable to nonpoint source pollution control of inland waters 

A 
as well. We recommend that the project sponsors consider this 
Guidance during construction and operation/maintenance of the 
SHIP. For your information, EPA expects to publish a final 
guidance for nonpoint source pollution in october, 1992. You may C 
wish to contact Jovita Pajarillo of EPA Region g's Water Quality 
Branch at (415) 744-2011 to obtain a copy of the guidance at that 
time. 

B that batch plants would not be sited near streams, springs, or [) 

[

2. According to the DEIS, batch plants would be located every 20 
to 30 miles along the right-ot-way (ROW). The FEIS should ensure 

other sensitive areas, whether on public or private land. Best 
management practices (BMPs) for operations at batch plants should 
be provided in the FEIS. 

[

3. Material stockpiles, borrow areas, access roads, and other 
land-disturbing activities should be located away from critical 

C areas such as steep slopes, highly erodible soils, and areas that 
drain directly into water bodies. siting criteria for stockpiles 
should be included in the FEIS. 

[

4. The FEIS should discuss requirements for stream crossings 
[) transmission lines. For example, is there a minimum setback 

objective for tower placement near streams ? 

Wetlands 

by 

~ material into waters of the United States. This discharge would 
m require the issuance of a Clean Water Act §404 permit and 

[

It appears that the SWIP would require the discharge ot fill 

~ E compliance with EPA's §404 (b) (l) Guidelines ( "Guidelines!!) (40 
m CFR 230). It is unclear from the DEIS whether the SWIP would 
~ fully comply with these regulations. 

o F r 1. The goal of the Clean Water Act is to maintain and restore the 
o physical, chemical, and biological integrity of the nation's 
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Your suggestion is noted and the BLM will consider these guidelines during 

the preparation of the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance (COM) Plan . 
For more information regarding the COM Plan refer to page 1-34 of this 
document. 

The BLM agrees that a list of Best Management Practices is a good idea for 

the batch plants. This will be done once the specific needs are better defined 
in thc COM Plan. The construction methods will be evaluated in the COM 
Plan (refer to page 1-34 of this document). 

The BLM agrees that material stockpiles and other disturbed areas be located 

away from sensitive resources. When the engineering design is in progress 
(during the COM Plan) the specific needs of the project will become more 
clear and the construction methods will be addressed. The siting criteria will 
be outlined in this document. 

The BLM agrees that the SWIP FEISIPPA should describe a minimum 

distance for a tower site from a stream crossing. The minimum distance is 
200 feel. This correction to Table 4-1 (of the SWIP DEISIDPA) is corrected 
in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. 

Since the SWIP would be capable of spanning 1/4 mile between tower sites, 

the BLM does not believe that any wetlands would be impacted on the 
Agency Preferred Alternative. The SWIP, if approved, will fully comply with 
the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230) of the Clean Water Act as 
indicated in Table I-I of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

The BLM agrees that the preferred SWIP alternative would be the least 
environmentally damaging practicable alternative available to achieve the 
project purpose and need. The BLM anticipates that no acres of wetlands or 
other waters of the U.S. will be filled as a result of the SWIP. Existing roads 
will be used to the degree possible for construction access. No roads will be 
permitted to cross riparian areas, live streams, or wetlands unless there is 
absolutely no good alternative, and a 404 Permit is obtained. 
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G Again, the BlM does not anticipate any filling in wetlands, riparian areas, or 

waters of the U.S. If any wetlands are encountered and unavoidable during 
construction, the project wou ld pursue 401 and/or 404 permitting. The SWIP 
would have the capabi lity of spanning these features. Access routes and 
ancil lary faci lities will also not be permitted within thcse areas. 

waters. This goal is implemented by requiring that any permitted 
discharge into waters of the u.s. be the least environmentally 
damaging practicable alternative available to achieve the project 
purpose.. In det ermining whether or not an alternative is 
practicable , the Guidelines view the project lIin light of overall 
project purposes " which include consideration of cost , logistics, H 
and technical feasibility. The DEIS does not present adequate 
information to determine whether the preferred alternative meets 
this objective as requi red by the Guidelines (40 CFR 
230.12(a) (3) (iv)). According to the DEIS, SWIP transmission 
lines and access roads would cross numerous perennial streams and 
washes. The FEIS should indicate how many acres of wetlands and 
other waters of the u.s. would be filled as a result of the SWIP. 

2 . The Guidelines prohibit the placement of fill unless 
appropriate steps have been taken to minimize potent i al adverse 
impacts on the aquatic ecosystem . Mitigat ion is required to 
of f set any unavoidable losses. The FEIS should include the 
wetland mitigation plan, which demonstrates how wetland acreages, 
fu nctions , and values would be fully replaced, and include 
specific commitments by the project applicant to carry out the 
mitigation. The FEIS should specify: (a) the exact location and 
size of mi tigation areas; (b) sources, needed quantities, and 
distr i bution methods for water to maintain the mitigation areas, 
(c) revegetation p l ans, (d) maintenance and monitoring for 
mitigat i on areas, including criteria by which to measure 
mitigation success; and (e) contingency plans should the 
mitigation efforts fail . 

r 

The BLM does not anticipate any cumulative impacts to wetlands. 

The BlM understands that 401 Certification must also be complied with if a 

404 Pemlit is needed. TIle BLM does not an ticipate this, however, if the 
detailed planning does reveal such impacts, these regulations wi ll be complied 
with . 

[ 

3. The Guidelines require that cumulative effects (impacts that 
are attributable t o the cOllective effect of a number of 
individual discharges of dredge or fill material) be predicted to 

H the extent reasonable and practical . The DEIS briefly discusses 
other pr ojects in the vicinities of the SWIP, but does not 
mention their cumUlative effects on wetlands. The FEIS should 
specifica l ly address th i s issue. 

r[ 
4. The Guidelines require that the proposed project not violate 
State water quality standards. Under the Clean Water Act, any 
federa l agency applying for a §404 permit must receive §401 
certification from the State. 

40f7 
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Vegetation and Biodiversity J 

[ 

1. The FEIS should indicate how many acres of riparian vegetation 
would be permanently and temporarily lost as a result of the SWIP 
and discuss mitigation requirements for these losses. The FEIS }( 

J should discuss the revegetation procedures required in areas 
temporarily disturbed during construction . For riparian habitat 
permanently lost, we recommend full in-kind replacement of 
habitat. 

K 

L 

M[ 

2. We recommend that additional measures to ensure protection of 
existing sensitive vegetation and/or habitats be required during 
construction, such as fencing and tree armoring. L 

Since topsoil is essential to establish new vegetation, it should 
be stockpiled and then reapplied to the site for revegetation 
where possible. stockpiles should be stabilized to prevent water 
and wind erosion. Although topsoil salvaged from the existing 
site can often be used, it must meet certain standards and ~ 
topsoil may need to be brought onto the site if the existing 
topsoil is not adequate for establishing new vegetation. 

3. Mitigation measure #4 in Table 4-1 provides for reseeding if 
required. Under what conditions would reseeding not be required? 
Would reseeding be required on all public lands temporarily 
disturbed by the project? The FEIS should include detailed 
procedures for revegetation as well as the monitoring plan and 
success criteria that would be used to ensure successful 
revegetation of all land temporarily disturbed by the project. 
The FEIS should indicate who would be responsible for such ~ 
monitoring and any necessary subsequent mitigat ion . 

4. The FEIS should discuss how hardpan soils, desert pavement, 
and other soils that are habitat for specialized plant species 
would be excavated and reclaimed. Avoidance, minimization, 
and/or mitigation of impacts to these communities should be 
addressed. 

~ N[ 
5. The DEIS indicates that public use of access roads could 
adversely affect sensitive biological resources . The FEIS should 
provide for mitigation of these impacts by restricting public 
access where necessary to protect sensitive populations and 
watersheds and highly erodible soils. 

;:d 

\' 
<:> 5 of7 

The BlM does not anticipate any loss of riparian vegetation or habitat as a 

result of the construction or operation of the SWIP. 

The BlM agrees that more is needed. The SWIP EIS process is intended to 

facilitate decision making on whether or not the project should be built, and if 
so, which route will be selected. Additional work will need to be done during 
the COM Plan to detail the rehabilitation methods and many other aspects of 
the project (refer to page 1-34 of this document) . In all cases the BLM will 
monitor the success of the restoration efforts. 

In some cases in desert restoration the natural seed sources within the 

stockpiled topsoil provide the necessary revegetation . Additional seeding will 
likely be required by the BlM in all cases except where there is no vegetation 
currently (e .g. , playa areas). Refer to Response K above. 

TIlc BlM agrees that additional work would need to be done for the specific 

methods to construct, operate, and maintain the SWIP. Along with rare plant 
surveys, cultural clearance, etc. that will be done following selection of the 
final route, the rehabilitation plans will be detailed and specific. The 
engineering of a final centerline will continue to have some siting flexibility, 
as stated in the SWIP DEISIDPA. This detailed engineering will be done in 
conjunction with the surveys mentioned above in order to minimize 
disturbance to resources (e.g., wetlands, riparian areas, live streams, cultural 
resources, rare plant populations, etc.). 

This has been recommended as mitigation and will be done (refer to Table 4-

2, #4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA). 
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Jurisdiction 

It is unclear whether each affected federal agency jurisdiction 
would assign an environmental inspector to oversee construction 
and maintenance of the proposed project. The FElS should 
identify which federal agency a nd jurisdiction thereof would be 
responsible for ensuring resource protection by performing such 
tasks as carrying out plans , monitoring and enforcing best 
management practices, and monitoring environmental impacts of the 
sW~P. 

Hazardous Materials 

The FElS should identify enfor cement mechanisms for prevention of 
hazardous materials spi lls (e .g., bonding) as well as the agency 
or person responsible fo r enforcement. The FEIS should also 
ide nti fy the types and amounts o f hazardous materials that would 
likely be used in the ROWs and staging areas. 

SUMMARY OF RATING DEFINITIONS AND FOLLOW·UP ACTION 

Environmental Impact or the Action 

LO-Lack of Objections 

The EPA review has not identified any potentia! environment.tl impacts requiring substantive changes 10 the proposal. 
The review may have disclosed opportunities for applic.a.tion of mitigltion me3..Sures thlt could be accomplished with no 
more than minor changes to the proposal. 

EC-Environmental Concerns 

The EPA review hu identified environmenlal impacts \hat should be avoided in order to fuUy protect the environment. 
COrTcctive mt:lsures may require changes to the preferred alternative or applic.a.tion of mitigation measures that can reduce 
the environmental impact_ EPA would like to worle with the lead agency to reduce thele impacts. 

EO-EnvjronmenulObjections 

The EPA review hn idcntified significant environmental impacts that must be avoided in order to provide adequate 
protection for the environment_ COrTeetive mt:l.Surel may require substantial changes to the preferTed alternative or 
consideration of some other projcct alternative (including the no action alternative or a new alternative). EPA intends to 

work with the lead agency to reduce thele impacts. 

EU-Environmentallv UnsatisfactorY 

The EPA review has identified advene environmental impacu that arc of sufficient magnitude that they art 
un13.tisfaetory from the standpoint of environmental quality, public health or welfare. EPA intends 10 work with the les.d 
agency to reduce these impacu. H the potential unuwf3.ctory impacts art not corrected at the fiS13\ EIS sLage. th is proposal 
will be reeommcnd fo r referral 10 the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ). 60f7 
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The BLM will monitor the construction, ope ration and maintenance of the 

SWIP. The BLM performs periodic compliance checks after the lines are in 
operation to assure continued compl iance to the terms and conditions of the 
Right·of·Way Grant and to monitor environ mental im pacts assoc iated with the 
project. If the selected route crosses lands administered by other agencies 
(e.g., Forest Serv ice, Bureau of Reclamation), these agencies would ass ign 
their personnel to the project (refer to page 1-34 of this document). A COM 
plan will be developed as a condition of the Right-of·Way Grant prior to any 
Notice 10 Proceed with construction (refer to page 1·34 of this document). 
This plan will layout specific stipulations, includ ing management of any 
hazardous materials, and responsi bilities of the BLM, ulility companies, and 
contractors. 

The above information will be incl uded in the Constmetion discussion found 
in Chapter I in this document. 

The COM Plan will detail how hazardous substances will be handled. treated, 

disposed of, etc. The purpose of the NEPA document was not specifically for 
the method of construction. The specifics will be laid out in the COM Plan 
(refer to page 1·34 of this document). 
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United States Department of the Interior 

ADDRESS ONLY THE OIf:lEG10R 
FISH "NO W I LOllF~ SEI'wlce 

In Reply Refer To: 
FWS/DHC/BFA EC 92/0050 

Mr. Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, Idaho B331B 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

FISH .-\..'D \rlLDLIFE SER\ leE 

\\".--\.SHj~CTO:\. D.C. 20240 

The Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) has reviewed the Bureau of Land 
Management (Bureau) Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Plan 
Amendment (DEIS) for the Southwest Intertie Project. 

Specific technical comments on the DEIS have been prepared to assist 
preparation of the final document (Enclosure A). In general, we have 
concluded that additional information should be provided to adequately address 
threatened and endangered species, wetlands, and riparian areas. Areas of 
shallow ground water need to be identified to determine whether they are 
wetlands subject to Clean Water Act jurisdiction. Mitigation measures should 
adequately protect wetland resources and ensure adequate restoration of 
disturbed areas. Additional endangered and threatened species issues, 
including surveys along the proposed route, should be addressed through the 
consultation process pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered Species Act of 
1973, as amended. 

We have also identified discrepancies among information provided in the DEIS, 
Technical Reports, and Data Tables. Further clarification is needed on why 
some sections of the Bureau's environmentally preferred alternative are less 
damaging than eqUivalent section? of other alternatives. 

Based on the abOVE concerns, the Service recommends that a revised DEIS be 
prepared, and circulated for agency review. 
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The opportunity to provide these comments on the DEIS is appreciated . 

Sincerely, 

~g;~ 

A This alternative is not considered reasonable since the WSCC would not give 
the rating for the line that is necessary fo r the SWIP to be viable if there are 
long distances with no separation. Even the short distances where there is no 
alternative but to have the lines closer together is of great concern for the 
1200 MW rating. 

DIRECTOR 

SPECIFIC COMMENTS ON SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT 

Page 2-18, Right-of-Way Acguisition : Right-of-Way Separation: This section 
and other sect ions on pages 1-2 and 1-9 discuss the 2000-foot separation 
between the SWIP and adjacent high capacity lines to comp ly with the Western 
System Coordinating Council reliability and outage criteria. However, a 
separation of less than 1000 feet ;s proposed in isolated areas along the 
route due to terrain or land use conflicts, and reliability wou ld be 
maintained in these areas by using a higher safety factor on tower design. 
The Service recommends including a discussion on an alternative of a lesser 
separation between lines using upgraded facilities to minimize environmental 
impacts from habitat fragmentation. 

Page 2-22 . Construct ion: Hazardous Materials Within Corridor: This section 
states that petroleum products would be present in the transmission line 
corridor from the fueling, lubricating, and cleaning of vehicles and 
equipment. It further states that hazardous materials would not be drained 
onto the ground or into streams or drainage areas, and this is l isted as a 
generic mitigation measure. However, we recommend the mitigation measure be 
expanded to eliminate storing of hazardous materials in designated flood zone 
areas as suggested in the mitigation section on page 3-33 (Volume II of the 
Technical Report on Natural Environment). 

Page 2-23, Construction: Site Reclamation: The DEIS states that all practical 
measures would be taken to increase the chances of vegetation reestablishment 
in disturbed areas. Other sections of the document refer to reseeding of 
disturbed areas if required by the managing agency . The Construction, 
Operation, and Maintenance Plan, which would be prepared during the 
engineering and preconstruct ion phase of the project, W041d address site 
reclamation . Adequate assurance should be provided that reclamation measures 
would restore plant communities or reduce ground disturbance impacts to 
insignificant l evels as described in many sections of Chapter 4, Environmental 

2 of 11 

A discussion about the feasibility of upgrading all facilities to meet WSCC 
reliability and outage criteria in an effort to reduce the need for a 2,000-foot 
separation is included in the Errata of Chapter 4 in th is documenl 

l11e 2,000-foot separation request was specifically between the SWIP and the 
UNTP. Each right-of-way evaluation or request with in the WSCC system 
should consider the specific line combinations and their outage histories to 
detemline whether a specific separation is required. The issue is the 
credibi lity of a simu ltaneous loss of the circuits involved. The WSCC Criteria 
say: 

" ... , the cred ibility of loss of a particular set of lines will depend upon 
the total distance of common corridor shared by the lines and upon the 
vulnerability of the circuits over that distance to a common mode failure. 
Considerations for th is vul nerabi lity assessment will include line des ign; 
length; location, whether forested, agricultural, mountainous, etc.; outage 
history; operational guides; and separation. For example, some utilities 
use separation by more than the span length as adequate to designate the 
circuits as being in separate. corridors ." 

TIlis issue is not new. For example, the Third Pacific SOOkV AC lntertie 
requested and received miles of separation between it and the existing two 
SOOkV interties in forested areas. This separation was required to allow 
adequate response time to adjust the system fo llowing the loss of the existing 
lines and a potential loss of the third 500kV line. Similar to the SW[P and the 
UNTP, the consequences of such an outage would be wide spread outages in 
the WSCC system. Without this separation, that project probably wo ul d not 
have been feasible. 

It is true that separation exceptions do exist in urban areas. If there is an 
outage, the disturbance is localized and does not have the system impact that 
requires the separation of lines . 

I 
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Consequences . At a mlnlmum, we recommend th at standards for reclamation 
success be established and that native plants indigenous to the area and local 13 
seed collection be used in the restoration plan. 

The Service recommends measures to reduce vegetation disturbance such as 
crushing of vegetati on to leave root systems in place, rather than bulldozing, 
be incorporated into the reclamation proposal . Also, livestock grazing and 
off-highway vehic l e use on disturbed areas along the rights-of-way and 
ancillary facility sites during the revegetation period shoul d be minimized. 
The DEIS shou ld include habitat restoration goals and object ives as part of 
Table OBI -5 , Generic Mitigation Measures Included i n the Project Description , 
Volume I: Objectives, Procedures, and Results. 

Page 2-44, Substation and Series Compensation Sites : The first paragraph of 
this section states that the Thousand Springs Power Project was canceled in 
1991. However, the Sierra Pacific Power Company has expressed i nterest in a 
transmission interconnection at th is site . This interest may influence 
alternatives selection . The rationale for including the interconnection at 
Thousand Springs, even though the power project was ca nc elled, should be 
discussed. 

Pages 2-50 to 2-52. Identification of Preferred Alternatives. Environmentally 
Preferred Alternat i ves: Midooint to Dry l ake : The Serv ice analyzed 
subsections of the preferred routes for potential impacts to biological 
resources using the data available in the OEIS. However, the document 
contains inadequate information for the Service to recommend a rou te. 
Route A (EnV i ronmentall y Preferred Alternative)-- Links 250, 259, 260, and 
261-- appears to have more miles of high impacts to biological r esources (10.7 
miles) than its alternative, Route G-- links 241, 242, and 244 (5.3 miles). 
Route A has more miles of potential impacts to areas with high wind and water 
erosion potential, to ferruginous hawks, and to the endangered bald eagle. 
Route G, however, has more miles of potential i mpact to areas with shallow 
ground water, pro nghorn antelope, sage grouse leks, long -billed cur l ew, and 
sandhill crane. Route A has a sl ightl y lower number of miles of potential 

, impacts to areas with shallow ground water than Route G. Some areas with 
shallow ground water may qualify as wetlands (see comments below). Further 
analysis of areas of shallow ground water that may be wetlands, and their 
values to wildlife, may be import ant in determining which route is preferable 
from a biological standpoint. This information shoul d be provided in the 
final docu men t . 

Al tern ative routes A (environmentally preferred route), G (utility preferred 
route), and the agency preferred route are identical through Idaho, and seem 
to pose few impacts to wildlife in Idaho. However, Alternative Route F and 
link number 81 through Idaho run through numerous springs and streams, and 
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The BLM agrees that hazardous materials should not be stored in designated 

flood zone areas. Please refer to Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. 

The BLM agrees with all of your suggestions for rehabilitation. These 

suggestions, including goals for habitat restoration, will be completed as part 
of the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan (COM) Plan (refer to 
page 1-34 in this document). 

Potential interconnections have been identified in the Wells and Ely areas 

which cou ld provide sign ificant load or interconnection service to the local 
utilities. The SWIP requires series compensation sites located at quarter 
points along the line for voltage support. Due to the nature of series 
compensation stations, these sites wou ld also be a good location for 
interconnections that may be desired by other utilities. The SWIP is not 
dependent upon any specific power plant integration. Also refer to Purpose 
and Need in Chapter 3 in this document. 

The Environmentally Preferred Alternative is not necessari ly the alternative 

with the least potential impact to biological resources. It is very common in 
the transmission line planning/siting process for the "biologicaJ ly preferred 
alternative" to be different from the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. 
Links 250, 259, 260, and 261 , for example, have ,a total of 33.6 miles of 
increased public access in the 0-20% range. This represents 82% of the total 
length of these links. Links 241 , 242. and 244 have 17.1 miles in the 0-20% 
range or 48% of the total length. Clearly. from the standpoint of public 
access, Links 250, 259, 260, and 261 are preferable, despite 5.4 miles of 
higher impact to biological resources . Other fac tors incl uding visual 
resources, cultural resources, land use, and soc ioeconomics enter into the 
selection of the Env ironmentally Preferred Alternative. Biological resources is 
only one factor, albeit an important one, that contributes to the selection of the 
preferred alternative. 

Your preferences arc noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 
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would have high impacts to biological resources, primarily sage grouse l eks. 
The Service recommends that those impacts be avoided. 

We also note that Route A (Environmentally Preferable Alternative), Lin ks 291 
and 293, appears to have mor e miles of potentially high impacts to biological 
res ou rces (7 miles) than its alternative, Ro ute G, Lin k 280 (3.8 miles) . In 
this section, Route A has higher potential impacts to areas with high wind and 
water erosion potential, possibl e imp acts to a greater number of i ntermittent 
streams, and potential impacts to a greater number of mi les of sage grouse 
leks and habitat for the long-billed curlew, sandhill crane, and antelope. 
Route G has more miles of potential impacts to habitat fqr the ferruginous 
haW K, bald eagle, and sage grouse winter r ange. Route A has more acres of 
possible impacts t o areas with shallow ground water, and has 3.8 miles of 
potentially high impacts to shal l ow ground water areas compared to 1.1 miles 
for Route G. Again, we believe further review may be ap propriate for this 
segment, i ncluding analysis of potential impacts to sha llow ground wat er areas 
that may be wetlands. 

Page 2-51 . Identification of Preferred Alternatives. Environmentally 
Preferred Alternatives: Mi dpoint to Dry Lake : Paragraph 4 stat es that the 
Bureau of Land Management has expressed concern for Route 0 near Well s , Nevada 
and the potential for wet soils and standing water occurri ng at certain times 
of the year in t he Independence Valley . In formation is needed on the precise 
l ocation of this area. However, the sectio ns on Earth Resources: Ground 
Disturbance Impact s to Water Resources in the volume on Data Tables for 
Na tura l Environment provide information that likely is applicable to this 
statement. We reviewed the applicable map (Panel 2) from the Map Volume, 
ident i fied the links which apply to the Independence Valley (Links 170 and 
190), and note from the Data Tables for the Natural Envi ronment that portions 
of these links include shallow ground wa te r as a resource feature. The 

tI l Technical Report, Volume II: Natural Environme nt, discusses sha llow ground 
water on pages 3-7 under the section on Wa ter Resources in Chapter 3. Shallow 
ground water is defined as areas where shallow ground water is consumed by 
evaporat ion. These areas were identified in the DEIS on a one to one million 
scal e U.S . Geological Survey hydrologic atlas . 

Piecing together information reported. throughout the document and technical 
reports, we believe that many areas identified in t he Da ta Tabl es for Natural 
Environment as having shal l ow ground wat er may be wetlands. We found 
information on wetlands to be lacking specificity. The extent to whi ch the 
shallow ground wa ter areas meet the Service's def initi on of wetlands as 
discussed i n Cowardin (1979), or meet the criter ia for jurisdictional wetlands 
found in the 1987 Corps of Engineers (Corps) Wetlands Delineation Ma nua l is 
unknowTl, since the areas were identified from a one to one million scale 
hydrologi c atlas and not from field surveys . 4 of II 

G 

H 

In comparing Link 280 with Links 29 1 and 293, it is noted that Links 291 and 

293 have more mi les of soils with high wind and/or water erosion potential 
than the alternative Link 280. However, in assessi ng the impact level which 
incorporates the soil erosion potential, construction disturbance level, and 
applied mitigation, the result is more miles of alternative corridor of no or low 
level impact for Links 291 and 293 than for Link 280. 

As with comment E, biological resources were not the only factor driving the 
selection of Links 29 1 and 293 versus Link 280. 

Available mappi ng for jurisdictional wetlands and satellite imagery were 
reviewed to identify shallow ground water areas and potential wetlands. If 
any wetlands are encountered and unavoidable during construction , the project 
proponent will pursue 40 1 and/or 404 permits. 

Available mapp ing for jurisdictional we tl ands and sate llite imagery were 

reviewed to identify shallow grou nd water areas and potential wetlands. 
Many shallow ground water areas in th is area occur as unvegetated playas and 
salt flats . Therefore, such areas do not meet the COE (1987) definition of 
wetlands that states" ... under nomlal circumstances do support a prevalence 
of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soil cond itions." The two 
links referenced contain primarily grass and sage (Le. sagebrush) vegetation 
types. Shallow groundwater types can usually be avoided or spanned by 
transmission line construction activities. 
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The criteria for identifying wetlands along the route and the rationale for I 
not including any areas of shallow ground water as wetlands should be 
discussed in the final document. We recommend that field surveys be conducted 
to identify wetlands along all routes. Results of such surveys may affect the 
designation of the environmentally preferred alternative and selection of the J 
final route. Discharges of fill material into jurisdicti onal wetlands are 
regulated by the Corps pursuant to section 404 of the Clean Water Act. 

[

Page 3-2. Issues: The OEIS lists soil loss as a result of increased wind and 
water erosion as an issue of concern . Wind and water erosion can reduce the 

I ab i lity of di sturbed areas to revegetate. We recommend that, in areas with 
moderate to high potential for wind and water erosion, specific mitigation 
measures be developed for revegetation of these sites to reduce or eliminate 
this impact . 

J 

Page 3-15, Biologica l Resources: Vegetative Communit ie s: This section states 
that the spectral qualities of some vegetative communi tie s were similar on 
satellite images used in the analysis, and, therefore, the eleven identified 
plant communities were mapped as seven vegetation types . Information provided 
by the Service's Cooperative Research Unit at Utah State University, which is 
using satell ite imagery to map vegetation in Nevada as part of their ongoing 
Gap Analysis effort, indicates that some of the vegetative communities that 
were combined by Dames and Moore should be readily distinguishable from 
landsat imagery. The category of greatest interest is limber/bristlecone pine 
and quaking aspen . The pine and aspen communities should be readily 
distinguishable on satellite imagery. We believe it is important to 
distinguish them because of their different values for wil dlife and the 
importance of bristlecone pine as a unique forest type . The section on plants 
on page 4-78 of Volume II of the Technical Report, Natural EnVironment, 
indicates that samples of bristlecone pine encountered a1"ong the selected 
alternative route would be sent to the dendrochronology lab in Tucson, 
Arizona. We recommend that all areas of bristlecone pine be avoided. loss of 
quaking aspen groves should be compensated by planting or protecting other 
aspen areas. Such areas should be specifically identified to facilitate 
selection of the environmentally preferable alternative, and measures to 
mitigate for impacts to these resources spec ifi ed . 

An additional plant community that may be prevalent along the route but is not 
identified in the DEIS is mountain shrub commun i ty dominated by mountain 
mahogany (Cercocarpus spp . ). This plant community type should be discussed. 

K 

The BLM agrees. These detailed rehabi litation plans will be developed during 

lhe COM Plan (refer to page 1-34 in this document). 

Spec ific forest types (i.e., individual species) were not distinguishable from 

Ule computer classification of thematic mapper satellite imagery used for 
mapping vegetation types for the SWIP alternatives. 

Forests along ridge tops and along bedrock outcroppings above 9000 feet in 
elevation will be avoided by the line (or spanned) to reduce the potential for 
bristlecone pine to be affected. Disturbance of aspcn will be mitigated by use 
of seedling-sapling transp lants from nearby areas. Shallow blading will allow 
for natural regeneration from rootstocks, and transplanting would be required 
as necessary to supplement natural restocking to atta in required stand 
densities. The transition from shrub-dominated plateaus and lower mountain 
slopes is often marked by a zone of broad-leaved scrub that is dominated by 
mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius) and evergreen oaks (Quercus 
turbinel/a, Q. emory, Q. dumosa) which replace deciduous shrub oak species 
in southern Utah (West, 1988). L 

Mountain mahogany scrub vegetation usually occurs in patchy but dense 
clumps in association with grassland or low shrub steppe vegetation. 
Mountain brush vegetalion also occurs at the upper elevation zone on some 
lower mountain ranges in Ule Great Basin, and grazi ng and fire suppression 
have increased its distribution. 

Other characteristic species include antelope bitterbrush (Purolia lridentata) , 
sumac (RIms trilobafa) , buckbrush (Rhamnus crocea), Apache plume, 
(Gallugia paradoxa), cliffrose (ColI'ania mexicana), snowberry 
(Symphoricarpos spp.), and serviceberry (Amelanchier spp.) 

The BLM agrees that indigenous plant species should be utilized. These 

plans, incorporating your suggestions, will be developed during the COM Plan 
(refer to page 1-34 in this document). 

Kf 
Table 4-1. Environmental Consequences: Generic mitigation measure number 4 
should include references to reseeding/ revegetation with ' ''native'' plant 
species from local seed sources. Use of local, native sources will help limit 

L West, N.E., 1988, "Inlennountain Deserts, Shrub Steppes, and Woodlands". In 
M.G. Barbara and W.O. Billings (cds .) North American Terrestrial Vegetation. 
Cambridge University Press. New York, NY. 
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lCL invasion by nonindigenous species and competition with threatened, 
endangered, rare, or sensitive plant species. 

[ 

Pages 4~3 and 4-4. Biological Resource Issue s : A significant issue that 
should be addressed is the likelihood that areas with high ground water or 

L willow riparian plant communities may qualify as wetlands and/or provide 
important nesting, foraging and cover habitats for migratory birds. Such 
areas should be identified in the data tabl es. 

M 

N 

Page 4-10. Mitigation Planning: This section refers to the Generic and 
Selectively Recommended Mitigation Measures listed in Tables 
4-1 and 4-2 of the DE1S and in Volume 1 of the Technical Report . Subsequent 
sections of the document state that mitigation measures would reduce many 
impacts to insignificant levels . The mitigation measures are very general, 
and the Service recommends that monitoring and contingency plans be provided 
so that impacts would indeed be avoided and reduced . The following comments 
concern mitigation measures of interest to the Service: 

Generic Mitigation Measures Included in the Project Description: 

4. "In construction areas . .. where ground disturbance is significant 
or where recontouring is required, surface restoration would occur 
as required by the landowner or land management agency. The 
method of restoration would normally consist of returning 
disturbed areas back to their natural contour, reseeding (if 
required) 

We are concerned that where disturbance is moderate, no restoration would 
occur. As stated above, restoration of the natural ecosystems shou ld be the 
overall goal for the entire length of the right-of-way if this measure is to 
reduce impacts to a level of insignificance. Only native plants indigenous to 
the area should be used in revegetation. Seeding may not be adequate to 
restore some areas, particularly in times of drought, and active state-of-the­
art revegetation techniques with supplemental watering may be required. The 
document should provide more specific information on restoration of ecosystems 
within the right-of-way. Information should also be provided on reqUirements 
for mitigation/revegetation plans that would be developed, mitigation 
monitoring, and the monitoring reports that would be provided to land 
management agencies. 

S. "Watering facilities ... would be repaired or replaced if they are 
damaged or destroyed by construction activities to their 
predist urbed condition as required by the landowner or land 
management agency." 

6 of II 
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L Areas with high groundwater that support vegetation and riparian communities 

con taining wetlands, and that also provide important nesting, foraging and 
cover for migratory birds, songbi rds and other wildlife spec ies will be avoided 
by construction activities, or will be spanned whenever possible by 
transmission tower spacing. 

M Detailed mitigation will be developed as part of the COM Plan (refer to page 

1-34 in this document). In most cases impacts would be reduced to 
insigni ficant levels even with mitigation . However, there may instances where 
this may not bc possible. 

N There will be areas where no blading is done but may be used for access. 
These areas would not need to be restored by ripping, seeding, etc. All 
disturbed areas will be monitored for their rehabilitation success and measured 
by a performance specification. In other words, all areas will be restored 
within a reasonable timeframe or supp lemental restoration work will have to 
be done. This may include supplemental watering. These detailed plans and 
specifications (incl uding performance specifications) will be developed during 
the COM Plan (refer to page 1-34 in this document). 

Natural springs will be included under watering facilities in mitigation 
measure #5 (refer to Table 4·1 orthe SWIP DEISfDPA) as you suggested. 
This correction is in tlle Errata in Chapter 4 of t1tis document. 

Because EMF research is inconclusive, and sometimes contradictory, 
definitive answers are still years away. The project sponsor attempts to site 
facilities in areas that avoid or minimize human exposure. This policy also 
minimizes visual impacts. 

The project sponsor will take measurements of magnetic field levels at 
customers' homes at their request. The project sponsor provides this service 
to assist customers in gaining as much information as possible. For those 
customers with concerns specific to the swrp facilities, company 
representatives will communicate directly with the customer and provide 
requested on·site measu rements of the EMF levels associated with the 
facilities . 
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Our comments under measure number 4 above apply to this measure as well . 
Natural springs are not among the watering facilities addressed i n this 
measure, and we recommend they be included. 

12. "The Project Sponsors would continue to monitor studies 
performed to determine the effects of audible noise and 
electrostatic and electromagnetic fields in order to ascertain 
whether these effects are significant . " 

We recommend that the monitoring plan identify remedial actions to be pursued 
if significant effects are discovered. 

13. "Roads would be built as near as possible at ·right angles to the 
streams and washes. Cu l verts would be installed where necessary. 
All construction and maintenance activities shall be conducted in 

o 

P 

o 

a manner that would minim ize disturbance to vegetation, drainage 
channe ls, and intermittent or perennial streambanks . In addition, Q 
road construction would include dust-control measures during 
construction in sensitive areas . All existing roads would be left 
in a condition equal to or better than their condition prior to 
the constructio n of the transmission line." 

In order to mitigate impacts, we recommend this measure include the full 
restoration of stream, wash, and riparian plant communiti es temporarily 
disturbed by project construction. It should al so include full compensation 
for any permanent losses to these plant communities that would occur. 

Selectively Committed Mitigation Measures: 

[ 

2. "Existing crossings would be utilized at perennial streams ..... 

P We recommend that intermittent streams with riparian vegetation important to 
migratory birds, such as willows (Salix spp.), desert willow (Ch il opsis 
linearis) , catclaw acacia (Acacia greggi;), and mesquite ·(Prosop is spp.), be 
included in this measure where feasible . . 

Q 

4. "All new access roads not required for maintenance would .be 
permanently closed using the most effective and least 
environmentally damaging methods appropriate to that area .... 
This would limit new or improved accessibility into the area." 

In order to mitigate impacts, closed access roads should be revegetated and 
livestock excluded from these areas until new vegetation is well establ i shed. 

7 of II 
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The BLM does not anticipate any loss of riparian vegetation or habitat as a 
result of the construction or operation of the SWJP. (fduring the COM Plan 
it is proposed to cross or disturb any of these areas the eLM will require the 
compensation that you suggesl. Although the BLM does not anticipate any 
loss, disturbance to, or filling in wetland areas, the BLM would also require 
full compliance with Sections 404 of the Clean Water Act and Section 40 I 
Certification. For more infonnation regarding the COM Plan refer to page 1-
34 in this document). 

Pennanent and intennittent streams containing riparian scrub vegetation 
(willows, desert willow, catelaw acacia, mesquite) will be avoided. Mitigation 
measure #6 (refer to Table 4-2 of the SW IP DEISIDPA) has been corrected in 
Ule Errata in Chapler 4 of this document. 

The COM Plan will address speCific road segments where livestock exclusion 
will be required for successful vegetation eSLablishment. The requirement for 
reseeding is a generic mitigation measure (refer to page 1·34 in this 
document) . 



R 

S 

LETTER #C-JJ 
COMMENTS 

5. "Modified tower design or alternate tower type would be utilized 
to minimize ground disturbance, operational conflicts, visual 
contrast and/or avian conflicts." 

We were unable to find any information in the DEIS or Technical Report on 
modified tower designs to minimize avian conflicts. This information should 
be provided. One design we recommend in areas where predation could 
significantly impact sensitive wildlife species such as candidate birds and 
sage grouse is the use of steel wire or hard plastic fabrics attached to tower 
components to discourage perching by predatory birds. 

11. "With the exception of emergency repair situations, right-of way 
construction. restoration, maintenance, and termination activities 
in designated areas would be modified or discontinued during 
sensitive periods (e.g., nesting and breeding periods) for 
candidate, proposed threatened and endangered, or other sensitive 
animal species. Sensitive periods, species affected, and areas of 
concern would be approved in advance of construction or 
maintenance by the authorized officer." 

We recommend that this measure include the provision for field surveys to be 
conducted on those portions of the route with habitat for candidate plant 
species prior to any ground disturbing activities. No proposed species are 
located in the project area that we are aware of at this time. 

We also recommend that a mitigation measure be added to address areas where 
there would be permanent or long·term impacts to habitat for sensitive 
wildlife species. We recommend that disturbed habitat in other areas be 
restored or enhanced to compensate for this impact. 

[

Page 4-11 to 4-11. Alternative Routes : Midpoint to Dry Lake: Several 
portions of this section state that if access to the right-of-way is 

lL adequately controlled, impacts to candidate or sensitive plant species would 
not occur. However, no information is provided on how access will be 
controlled in these areas. This information should be provided. 

Page 4-15. Environmental Consequences: Since surveys for threatened, 
endangered or sensitive plant species have not been conducted over much of the 
area, the Service recommends that the project proponent fund and conduct a 
detailed vegetation survey over the proposed route. 

111 Degradation of water quality of streams during construction is listed as an 
issue. This should be expanded to include wetlands, which as discussed 
previously may include those areas with near surface ground water. Mitigation 
measures to prevent degradation of water quality should be applied to these 
areas. 8 of I I 
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The BLM has nol specifically researched possible means of deterring pcrching 

by predatory birds on support structures. The BLM anticipates Lhat the COM 
Plan that will be developed for the project following a Record of Decision 
will address such issues in detail (refer to page 1-34 in this document). As a 
means of reducing impacts from predators using towers as hunting perches, 
the biologists have generally argued Lhat new transmission lines should be 
placed as close as possible to existing ones in areas where increased predation 
may be a problem. 

The BLM will confer further wiLh raptor experts and Lhe Fish and Wildlife 
Service during the preparation of the COM Plan for this project (refer to page 
1-34 in Lhis document) . It may be possible to discourage use of towers by 
predators in some areas where Lhere are currently no existing structures 
associated wiLh other transmission lines. In those areas where Lhe SWIP 
wou ld follow existing electrical transmission systems, the BLM doubts Lhat 
~raptor·proofing" Lhe new lines would yield benefits commensurate with costs. 

The COM Plan for the SWIP will address preconstruction surveys for 
sensitive plant and wildlife species (refer to page 1·34 in Lhis document). The 
BLM is aware Lhat there are many areas wiLhin the SWIP's corridors that have 
not been surveyed fo r rare plantS, and Lhe probabi lity of finding populations of 
such species is fairly high. The BLM will consider inclusion of survey work 
for species on the Federal Revised List of Migratory Birds. 

Means of controlling access will be addressed in Lhe COM Plan (refer to page 

I ·34 in this document). 

11 On-the·ground surveys will be stipulated in Lhe COM Plan in accordance wiLh 

land management agencies policies (refer to page 1·34 in this document). 

I 
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Figure ER-4. Initial Impact levels for Water Resource Categories: This table 
lists alkali flats as a water resource category . Playas are also addressed " The BLM acknowledges the potential presence of Charadrius alexandrinus 

n;vosus as a nesti ng species on alkali fl ats within the SW)P study corridors. 
Your recommendation of preconstruction surveys fo r this spec ies are we ll 
taken and will be included in the COM Plan for the project (refer to page 1-
34 in this document). The BLM has also expanded its discuss ion of this type 
under Other Natural Land Cover, in Chapter 3 of the SWIP FEISIPPA. 

r 

v 

briefly on page 4-11. Such areas may be used for nesting by a category 2 
candidate for Federal lis t ing as threatened or endangered, the snowy pl over 
(Charadrius alexandrinus nivosus). We recommend that surveys be conducted in 
these areas prior to any ground disturbance activities to ensure t hat nesting 
habitat for this species is not affected by the project. This should be 
included as a gener ic mitigation measure. Playas may also provide important 
habitat for waterfowl and shorebi rds during wet years. Such sites should be 
identified in the document and Technical Report and evaluated in the impact 
assessment. 

[

Table ER -S. Summary of Water Resource Inventory: This table lists shallow 
ground water and wetland areas as two separate categories . As discussed 
above, sha l low ground water areas may qual i fy as wetlands. The document 

~ should di scuss the technical differences between these two categories. The 
table specifies th at one spring is found along Link 92 , but the document 
states that many spr ings are fou nd along this l i nk. This discrepancy should 
be clarified. 

x[ 
Y[ 

z 

Page 4-41. Mammals: Pygmy Rabbit fBrachylagus idahoensis): This species, a 
category 2 candidate for Federal listing, prefers areas with dense tall 
sagebrush. Pre -construction surveys should be conducted to ident i fy sites 
used by pygmy rabbits and these areas avoided to the extent possibl e. If such 
habitat cannot be avoided, act i ve revegetation should be consider ed. 

Page 4-46. Sensit i ve Features: Fl oodpl ai ns. Riparian. and Wet l ands: A 
discussion of wet l ands along the proposed routes under Corps j ur i sdiction 
should be provided i n this section. 

Page 4-48 to 4-50. Habitats of Soecial Concern: Nevada: This section 
discusses the major raptor migration corridor along the west side of the 
Goshute Mountains, and bald eagle winter range in Elko and White Pine 
Counties. Although raptor power line collisions may not be a serious problem 
overall, collisions may be more likely in strong winds or poor l ight 
conditions in areas with high raptor concentrations. Specific mitigation 
measures to reduce the potential for such collisions in these areas could 
include prohibition of construction of transmission lines within 1 mi l e of 
communal raptor roosts or high use areas. 

~ 
~ AA[ 

Pages 4-58 to 4-67. Impact Assessment and Mitigation Planning : Our review 
indicates that the impact assessme nt did not consider areas important to 
migratory bi rds, important ripari an areas, and areas of shallow ground water 
that may qualify as wetlands and provide important habitat for wildlife. Such 
areas should be evaluated i n determ ining t he env i ronmentally preferable 
alternative. 90fll 

w 
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Shallow ground water areas such as playas and salt flats do not qua li fy as 

jurisdictional wetlands if not vegetated (COE, 1987, Wetl and Delineation 
Manual). In any case, such areas will be avoided whenever poss ible or 
spanned by proper tower placement (see item 6, Table 4-2 of the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA). Smaller springs which occur along this link are neither indicated 
on maps nor arc ev ident on Landsat imagery, but are mentioned in the text, 
and will need to be considered during the COM Plan. Refer to Earth 
Resources in Volume II of the technical reports (refer to Appendix H fo r 
locations where the technical reports can be reviewed). 

As with Charardrius alexa"dri"us nivosus above, recommendations fo r fi eld 

surveys for potential hab itat of Bracny/agus idahoensis along the Agency 
Preferred Alternative will be included in the COM Plan for this project (refe r 
to page 1-34 in this document). The BLM will also cons ult with range 
experts regarding the potential for revegetation of dense, tall sagebrush areas 
that are preferred hab itat for the species. 

The page number ci ted references the Natural Environmen t (Volume II) of the 

Technical Report. We tl ands are defined by the Corps of Engineers (1987) as 
"those areas that are in undated or saturated by surface or groundwater at a 
frequency and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal 
circumstances do support, a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted fo r life 
in saturated soi l cond itions." This definition wi ll apply to areas that are 
included as riparian, and in some cases, shallow ground water. Th is definition 
will be added to the Errata in Chapter 4 of th is document. 

Refer to the discuss ion of Avian Collision Hazard in the biological resource 
sections in Chaptc.r 3 of this document. 

Collisions (and electrocution) involving high voltage lines are very infrequent, 
high ly random events that are unlikely to affect the long te rm probability of 
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The section on ground disturbance impacts on page 4-61 states t ha t nests of 
some grou nd-nesting species of songbirds would be affected by construc tion 
activities. Mitigation measures should be developed to ensure avoidance of 
this impact. 

surv ival of any species of raptor within the SWIP corridors. There may be 
some raptor mortality associated with the presence of new transmission lines 
in the SWIP system. The BLM's professional opinion, which is supported by 
the scien tific literature, however, is that the level of increased mortality likely 
to occur will not be measurable and will not adversely affect the population 
status of any raptor species. Thc annual mortality of raptors from illegal 
shooting in westen! Utah and eastcn! Nevada is probably. far higher than 
would be experienced in a decade or 1'.\'0 of presence of the SWIP 
transmission lines. 

The section on ground disturbance impacts on page 4-72 states that sensitive 
plant s near construction sites may be trampled, but they may recover depend i ng 
on the extent of disturbance . This impact is fu l ly preventable through pre­
construction surveys and implementation of protective measures such as 
temporary fencing during construction. Such tech niques should be inc luded 
under mi t igation measures . 

AA The BlM will discuss com pliance with the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

as it appl ics to songbirds during preparation of the COM Plan for this project 
(refer to page 1-34 in thi s docu ment). Consullation will lake place with the 
Fish and Wildlife Service and state wildlife management agencies regarding 
this issue. Technical Report: Data Ta bl es for Natural Environment: 

identified several discrepancies between the Data Tables 
DEIS. They are as follows: 

The Se rvice 
and the text of the 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species: Page 4-1 5 of the 
text ident ifies the sensitive plant, Arabis falcifructa, as being found 
alo ng l i nk 162; Penstemon bicolor, ~ ~ roseus, and Astragalus 
triguestrus could occur along links 690, 700, and 720; and Mentzelia 
mollis occurs along link 700. However, t his informat ion needs to be 
included in the table . BB 
Public Access Impacts to Sensitive Plant Spec ie s : Page 4- 15 of the text 
states that Castilleja salsuqinosa is found near Monte Neva Hot Spr ings 
and could be affected by future public access to thi s area. This factor 
is not reflected in the table . 

Chapter 5, Co nsultation and Coordination, Page 5-15: 

The most r ece nt threatened and endangered species list for the proposed 
project in Idaho is dated July 18, 1991. This species l ist is no longer valid 
and, accord i ng to Federal Regula t ions, should be updated with in 180 days of 
project construction. Species lists should be current for project proposa l s 
in Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. A list of Service field off ice cont acts for c:c: 
updating and obtaining species lists follows. 

10 of II 

Preconstruct ion surveys for ind ividuals and populations of sensitive plant 
spec ies will be included in the COM Plan for the project (refer to page 1-34 in 
this document). The BLM agrees that impacts to such species are almost fully 
avoidab le. The BlM be lieves that preconstruction surveys coupled with 
construction period compliance monitoring can serve this end. 

There is one population of Arabis falcifructa known within the one-mile 
corridor for Link 162 which should be on the Table. The popUlation of 
Men/zelia mollis was incorrectly identified. As/ragalus triquetrus is the only 
species which occurs within the one-mile corridors of Links 790, 800, 830, 
and 840. The 1'.vo species of Pensfemon are known to occur within the 
vicinity of the proposed Dry lake substation, but not wi thin the mapped one­
mile corridor. 

Infannation provided to use stated that Caslilleja salsuginosa occurred in the 
vicinity of Monte Neva Hotsprings, but did not have an exact location . 
Therefore, this was not mapped although its ex istence was noted in the text. 

The Boise, Reno, and Salt Lake offices of the Fish and Wildlife Service were 

contacted on the 14th and 15th of October 1992 with regard to updated lists 
fo r threatened and endangered species, as well as species proposed for listing 
as threatened or endangered. 
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Contacts for Updating Species Li sts 

U.S. Fis h and Wildlife Service 
Boise Field Office 
4696 Overland Road, Room 576 
Boise, 10 83705 
(208) 334-1931 

U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Reno Fiel d Office 
4600 Kietzke Lane, Bl dg, C-125 
Reno, NV 89502 
(702) 784-5227 

U,S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Salt Lake City Field Office 
1745 W, 1700 S., 2060 Admin. Bldg 
Salt Lake City, UT 84105-5110 
(801) 524 -5630 

Literature Cited 
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Army Corps of Engineers, 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation 
Manual, Technical Report Y-87-1 . 
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The list of threatened and endangered spec ies for this project will be updated 
prior to construction . OUT contacts with the Fish and Wildlife Serv ice indicate 
that no new species, except a plant, Ute Lady 's Tresses (believed extirpated 
from Nevada), have been listed in the study area since Lhe original letters and 
species lists were provided for this project. The Fish and Wildlife Service has 
rendered a favorable Biological Opinion for the project (refer to Appendix C 
of this documenl). 

Coward;n, L.M., V. Carter , F.e. Golet, and LT. LaRoe . 1979. Classification 
of Wetlands and Deepwater Habitat s of the United States, Report 
FWS/OBS -79/31. Office of Bio1.ogical Services, Fish and Wildlife 
Service, Washington 
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John A. Chachas 
Julio C. Cos/ello 
Bunny HIli 

E
P,.O NBOx 1002 A Your comme nts are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

y, e'lada 89301 

John S Lampros 
Bario lV N Wf'lI/e 

;lN11ite ~~ine Olount~ 
~ oaru of QIount~ QIommi5sioners 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
BurJey District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, I daho 83318 

Dear Mr. Si monson: 

Sep t ember 14, 1992 

(702) 289-8841 process. 

On behalf of the White Pine county Commission, I would like to 
thank you for the opportunity to respond to the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement and Plan .;mendment for the Southwest Intertie 
Project . The Commiss i on endorses the proposed project because we 
feel it wil l be bene f icial to White Pine County a nd its residents . 
The Southwest Intertie Project \vill provide jobs and encou rage 
business activity during construction, it will generate tax 
revenue, and it will contribute to the transmission system needed 
for the White Pine Power Project . 

Th e ',,,,hite Pine Power Project is a significant element in the 
county's efforts to d i versify its economy and provide jobs for its 
residents . The Souchwest Incertie Project will r~sult in 
construction of transmission lines as well as a sub - station near 
Ely, both of which will enhance the future development of the White 
Pine Power Project . 
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At our September 9 County Commission meeting, we reviewed concerns 
raised by some residents of Baker who feel that the Agency 
Preferred Cross Tie Route to Delta, Utah, negatively impacts the 

Great Basin National Park and residents of the Snake Valley area . 
The Commission would like to ask these concerns be taken into 
account in the final select ion of the cross tie route as well as 
mitigation of the visual impacts of the transmission line and the 
placement of the individual towers. 

Thank you for your consideration . 

Sincerely'. 
-/ 

~6~ 
John S. 
Chairman 
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