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Background: The U.S. Department of Energy (DOE), Western Area Power Administration 

(Western), is considering whether to provide partial financing of the southern portion of the 

Southwest lntertie Project (SWIP-South) which consists of approximately 235 miles of 500-

kilovolt (kV) transmission line. SWIP-South would extend from Harry Allen substation near 

Las Vegas, Nevada northward to the proposed Thirtymile Substation near Ely, Nevada. 

Partial financing ofSWlP-South is being considered under the provisions of Western ' s 

Transmission Infrastructure Program (TIP) which was created to implement Section 402 of 

the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of2009 (Recovery Act) . Under the Recovery 

Act, Western was given authority to borrow funds from the U.S. Treasury to construct, 

finance, facilitate, plan, operate, maintain, and/or study construction of new or upgraded 

electric power transmission lines and related facilit ies. 
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Great Basin Transmission (GBT), in conjunction with Western and NV Energy, proposes to 

construct, operate, and maintain, the Southwest lntertie Project (SWIP). The SWIP is a 

proposed 520 mile, single-circuit, overhead alternating current 500-kV electric transmission 

line from the Harry Allen Substation near Las Vegas, Nevada, to the Midpoint substation, near 

Twin Falls, Idaho. The S WIP is being developed as two independent transmission projects, 

SWIP-South and SWIP-North. In July 1993, the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 

completed the Soulhwesl Inlerlie Projeci Environmenlal Impaci Sialemeni and Proposed Plan 

Amendmenl, herein referred to as the SWIP Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), in 

cooperation with the Forest Service, Bureau of Reclamation, National Park Service, and 

Bureau of Indian Affairs, to analyze the environmental impacts that would be associated with 

construction and operation of the entire SWIP. The environmental mitigation measures for 

the SWIP are identified in the Record of Decision (ROD) issued by BLM on December 14, 

1994, (59 FR 30678) herein referred to as the BLM ROD. In 2008, BLM prepared the 

Environmenlal Assessmenl for Ihe Soulhwesl In/erlie Projeci Soulhem Pori ion NV-040-07-

048, herein referred to as SWIP-South Environmental Assessment (EA). [n the 2008 SWIP

South EA, BLM considered the impacts of amending the previously approved Right-of-Way 

(ROW) Grants to allow a 4-mile extension on the southern end to allow interconnection with 

the existing Harry Allen Substation and a shift in the location on the northern end of less than 

one mile to the newly proposed Thirtymile Substation to take better advantage of the since

constructed Falcon-to-Gonder 345 kV-line. The SWIP-South EA also provided an update on 

the key resource areas and impacts from the 1993 S W[P EIS. 

Due to the size of the SWIP project (approximately 520 miles in length), and because different 

components of the SW1P have independent utility, GBT proposes to complete the permitting 

and construction of the project in phases. Consistent with this phased approach, in June 2007, 

GBT submitted an application to the Nevada Public Utilities Commission (PUC) for a Utility 

Environmental Protection Act permit for the first phase of the project, known both as the 

Harry Allen-to-Thirtymile Project and as the SWIP-South. The PUC approved the application 

in December 2008. It is anticipated that GBT will enter into a Transmission Service 
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Agreement with NV Energy that would provide 100 percent of the transmission capacity on 

SWIP-South to NV Energy and that NV Energy would acquire a 25 percent ownership interest 

in SWIP-South and fund its 25 percent share, approximately $139 million. 

The SWIP-South would begin at the existing Harry Allen Substation, located in Dry Lake, 

Nevada, approximately 20 miles northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada, and run north to the 

proposed Thirtymile Substation approximately 18 miles northwest of Ely, Nevada, where it 

would interconnect with Sierra Pacific Power Company's existing Falcon-to-Gonder 345-kV 

transmission line. The SWIP-South would traverse approximately 235 miles through parts of 

White Pine, Nye, Lincoln, and Clark counties in Nevada, and would consist of self

supporting, steel-lattice and steel-pole H-frame structures, placed approximately 1,200 to 

1,500 feet apart. 

The second phase, referred to as the SWIP-North, would run from the proposed Thirtymile 

Substation to Idaho Power Company's Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho. A third 

possible phase, the Southern Nevada lntertie Project (SNIP), is an approximately 60-mile 

extension paralleling the existing NV Energy line between the Harry Allen and Mead 

Substations in Nevada. The SNIP could also be permitted and constructed separately from the 

remainder of the SWIP. Applications with the Nevada PUC are pending for both SWIP-North 

and SNIP. At this point, it is not certain that either SWIP-North or SNIP will be approved or 

constructed, and SWIP-South has independent utility of these other phases based on filings 

with the Nevada PUC and transmission service agreements; therefore, the different phases of 

SWIP are considered to have independent utility. 

The BLM was the lead agency in the preparation of the SWIP EIS as well as the SWIP-South 

EA. Western did not participate as a cooperating agency in the preparation of the EIS or EA 

because Western was not considering partial financing of the project nor was the Recovery Act 

then law. Western' s potential financing of the SWIP-South does not change the environmental 

impacts as analyzed in the BLM environmental documents. 
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Western is adopting both BLM 's EIS and EA to meet its obligations under the National 

Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The BLM EIS and EA address the environmental impacts 

of the SWIP-South. Since the BLM EIS and EA do not specifically identify Western's partial 

financing action under the Recovery Act, Western has prepared this Cover Sheet to 

accompany the BLM EIS and EA. This Cover Sheet addresses Western's need for agency 

action, its proposed action, and a discussion on intentional destructive acts. The BLM SWIP 

EIS and SWIP-South EA and this Cover Sheet serve as Western ' s NEPA documents for the 

proposed partial financing of the SWIP-South. Western has performed an independent 

evaluation of both BLM environmental documents and has determined that both meet the 

requirements of the DOE NEPA Implementing Procedures (10 CFR part 1021). 

Western's Purpose and Need - Under section 402 of the Recovery Act, Western is given 

authority to borrow funds from the U.S. Treasury to construct, finance, facilitate , plan, 

operate, maintain, and/or study construction of new or upgraded electric power transmission 

lines and related facilities. These transmission lines and related facilities must have at least 

one terminus in Western's marketing area and deliver or facilitate the delivery of power from 

renewable resources constructed or reasonably expected to be constructed after the date of 

enactment of the Recovery Act. 

On March 4, 2009, Western published a Notice of Proposed Program and Request for Public 

Conm1ents in the Federal Register (74 FR 9391) describing its proposed TIP and soliciting 

public input on that program. After considering the comments received on its March 4 Federal 

Register notice, Western published its final TIP Notice of Program on May 14, 2009 (74 FR 

22732). The TIP will guide how Western evaluates proposals for funding under the Recovery 

Act. 

Western also published a Notice of Availability of Request for Interest on March 4, 2009, (74 FR 

9391) that initiated a public process to help identify the first round of transmission projects to be 
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developed under the Recovery Act. The SWIP was one of the projects proposed for funding in 

response to this notice. 

Western's Proposed Action - Western 's proposed action is to partially finance SWIP-South 

under its TIP authority. Western 's financing would anl0unt to 85 percent ofGBT's 75 percent 

share of the costs of developing and constructing SWIP-South, approximately $354 million. In 

return for its portion of Project funding, Western would have the rights, under certain provisions, 

to acquire a 7.5 percent ownership interest (physical assets and capacity rights) which is currently 

estimated to be 45 MW of bi-directional capacity. 

Intentional Destructive Acts - After the recent decisions made by the U.S. Court of Appeals, 

DOE NEPA documents are now required to include an evaluation that considers " intentional 

destructive acts," (i.e., acts of sabotage or terrorism) and the potential environmental 

consequences of such acts. 

As with any U.S. energy infrastructure, the proposed SWIP-South could potentially be the 

target of terrorist attacks or sabotage. If a fire, explosion, or chemical release occurred at 

either of the substations as the result of a terrorist attack, such events could cause injury 

and/or death of workers. The risk to workers or the public from damage to the substation, as a 

result of accidental or intentional actions by outside parties, is low because public access 

would be controlled by a fence, and the site would be monitored. An emergency response 

plan and site security plan would be prepared for each substation. Due to the sensitive nature 

of information contained within these plans, the documents would not be available for general 

public review. The proposed action would not increase the ri sk for environmental impacts 

from intentional destructive acts. 
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Contact for Further Information: 

Matthew Blevins, NEPA Document Manager 

Western Area Power Administration 

Corporate Services Office 

P.O. Box 28 1213 

Lakewood, CO 80228-8213 

Phone: 720-962-726 1; Fax: 720-962-7263; To ll Free: 1-800-336-7288 

Electronic Mail: blevins(ciJ,wapa.gov 
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SECTION 1.0 
INTRODUCTION AND PURPOSE AND NEED

1.1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1.1 Background 

In 1994, a Record of Decision and Approved Land Use Plan Amendment (ROD/ALUPA) were 
issued by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (BLM) for the Southwest Intertie Project 
(SWIP) (FR Doc. 94-30678, Filed 12-13-94), following the preparation and review of an 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) pursuant to the National Environmental Policy Act 
(NEPA). The SWIP is a single-circuit, overhead, 500 kilovolt (kV) transmission line project. The 
project proponents were the Idaho Power Company (IPC) and the Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power (LADWP). 

In conjunction with the ROD/ALUPA, the BLM issued Right-of-Way (ROW) Grants (with serial 
numbers: IDI-26446, NVN-49781, UTU-73363) for the project on December 8, 1994, pursuant to 
the Federal Land Policy and Management Act. The ROW Grants were issued to IPC in 
segments, including a north-south segment of the project (Midpoint-to-Dry Lake), and an east-
west segment of the project (Ely-to-Delta) which was immediately assigned to the LADWP and 
subsequently expired. The term of the ROW Grant for the Midpoint-to-Dry Lake segment was 
extended by the BLM in December 1999, and again in August 2004. 

At the time of the 1994 SWIP EIS the Midpoint-to-Dry Lake segment (the north-south segment)  
was located in the Elko, Ely, and Las Vegas BLM Districts in Nevada. The BLM land use plans 
that were amended by the ROD/ALUPA to accommodate the Midpoint-to-Dry Lake segment of 
the project included the Wells Resource Management Plan (RMP) in the Elko District of the 
BLM, the Egan RMP and Schell Management Framework Plan (MFP) in the Ely District of the 
BLM, and the Caliente Resource Area MFP and Clark County MFP in the Las Vegas District of 
the BLM. In 2008 the BLM reorganized into a three-tier organization. The BLM offices 
associated with the SWIP are now the Elko District Office (includes the Wells Field Office), the 
Ely District Office (includes the Egan Field Office, the Schell Field Office, and the Caliente Field 
Office), and the Southern Nevada District (instead of the Las Vegas District Office, includes the 
Las Vegas Field Office). The RMP and MFP titles remain the same. 

The final permitting and construction of the SWIP was not undertaken by IPC. In 2005, IPC 
entered into an exclusive arrangement with White Pine Energy Associates, LLC (WPEA), to 
complete the permitting, development, engineering, and construction of the SWIP, and 
authorized the BLM to work directly with WPEA toward this end. WPEA subsequently assigned 
its rights to its affiliate, Great Basin Transmission, LLC (Great Basin). In May 2008, BLM 
approved an assignment by IPC to Great Basin of a portion of the SWIP ROW. The assigned 
portion of the ROW includes the portion covered in this Environmental Assessment (EA), which 
has been re-designated as ROW Grant NVN-85210. 

Due to the size of the SWIP project (approximately 520 miles in length), and because different 
components of the SWIP have independent utility, Great Basin proposes to complete the 
permitting and construction of the project in phases. Consistent with this phased approach, in 
June 2007, Great Basin submitted an application to the Public Utilities Commission of Nevada 
for a Utility Environmental Protection Act (UEPA) permit for the first phase of the project, known 
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both as the Harry Allen-to-Thirtymile Project and as the SWIP – Southern Portion. In this EA it is 
referred to as the SWIP – Southern Portion. The UEPA application review is pending. 

The SWIP – Southern Portion begins at the existing Harry Allen Substation, located in Dry Lake, 
Nevada, approximately 20 miles northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada, and runs north to the 
proposed Thirtymile Substation approximately 18 miles northwest of Ely, Nevada, where it will 
interconnect with Sierra Pacific Power Company’s existing Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV 
transmission line. The SWIP – Southern Portion traverses approximately 230 miles through 
parts of White Pine, Nye, Lincoln, and Clark counties in Nevada, and will consist of self-
supporting, steel-lattice and steel-pole H-frame structures, placed approximately 1,200 to 1,500 
feet apart. 

The second phase, referred to as the SWIP – Northern Portion runs from the proposed 
Thirtymile Substation to IPC’s Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho. A third possible 
phase, an approximately 34 mile subsection of the SWIP – Northern Portion, located between 
the Thirtymile Substation and a point just west of the proposed White Pine Energy Station 
(WPES), could be permitted and constructed separately from the remainder of the SWIP – 
Northern Portion, depending on the timing and outcome of the WPES permitting process. The 
WPES is a coal fired power plant proposed by WPEA, which at full build out would be 
approximately 1600 megawatts.  The timing of these phases may occur in any order. 

This EA is being prepared with respect to a proposed ROW grant amendment related solely to 
the SWIP – Southern Portion. 

1.1.2 ROW Amendment Application and Related NEPA Analysis 

In July 2007, IPC and Great Basin submitted an SF-299 seeking BLM approval of an 
amendment to ROW Grant NVN-49781 to accommodate two modifications for the SWIP – 
Southern Portion. In May 2008 IPC assigned its interest in this application to Great Basin and 
the BLM re-designated the applicable portion of the Grant specific to this project (NVN-85210). 
The two proposed modifications consist of (1) an extension of the ROW and 500kV transmission 
line for approximately 4 miles from the originally approved southern terminus, which was to be 
at the Dry Lake 500kV Substation (which was never constructed), to the now existing Harry 
Allen 500kV Substation in Clark County, and (2) a modification of the ROW Grant in the 
Robinson Summit area northwest of Ely in White Pine County, which would shift the location of 
the Robinson Summit Substation from its currently approved location, to a new site, referred to 
as Thirtymile Substation immediately to the west of the approved SWIP corridor, and 
approximately ¾ mile to the northwest of the currently approved site. 

A Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA) was prepared by the BLM to evaluate the SWIP EIS 
with respect to these proposed modifications. The DNA also evaluated relocation of the ROW to 
the west side of U.S. Highway 93 in Coyote Spring Valley which had been mandated by 
Congress in the 2004 Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and Development Act 
(LCCRDA). The DNA determined that this EA should be prepared to assess the impacts of the 
proposed ROW modifications, the Coyote Springs Valley relocation, and also to address policy 
and resource updates associated with key environmental resources that may affect the project.  
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In summary, this EA includes analysis of: 

� environmental impacts of Great Basin’s proposed amendment to the SWIP ROW grant 
that would (1) extend the ROW approximately 4 miles southwest to the Harry Allen 
Substation, and (2) change the approved location of the substation northwest of Ely 

� environmental impacts of a congressionally mandated shift of the ROW to the west side 
of U.S. Highway 93 in the Coyote Springs Valley area 

� policy and resource updates enacted or adopted after the issuance of the ROW grant in 
1994 with potential implications for the SWIP 

1.2 PURPOSE AND NEED 

The purpose of BLM’s action is to make a decision on the use of public land for electrical 
transmission facilities that are necessary to construct and operate the SWIP – Southern Portion, 
which requires amendment of the existing ROW grant. The need for BLM action arises from the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act (FLPMA), which requires BLM to respond to 
applications for ROW grants and amendments. FLPMA establishes a multiple use framework for 
management of public land which includes use for energy transmission facilities. The Energy 
Policy Act of 2005 and the President’s Energy Policy also recognize the important role of the 
use of public land for electrical transmission facilities. In general, BLM’s management objective 
is to meet public needs for use of BLM-managed land while avoiding or minimizing adverse 
impacts to other resource values. 

The ROW modifications evaluated in this EA are necessary for the construction and operation of 
the SWIP 500kV transmission line. The extension of the ROW at the southern terminus of the 
project is needed in order to allow the SWIP to interconnect with the existing transmission grid. 
The modification of the grant in the Robinson Summit area will provide engineering and 
environmental advantages and better accommodate the interconnection with, and the crossing 
of, the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line that now passes through this area. 

The Proponent’s objective for the SWIP transmission line itself is to interconnect existing utility 
grids in northern and southern Nevada, increase regional transmission system reliability, and 
provide transmission service for generation facilities including renewable energy projects.  
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SECTION 2.0 
PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 

2.1 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action is the amendment to the current SWIP ROW Grant. The amendment 
would provide for two ROW modifications: (1) the relocation of the southern terminus of the 
SWIP 500kV transmission line from the originally proposed Dry Lake Substation location to the 
existing Harry Allen Substation, and a corresponding extension of the transmission line ROW, 
and (2) a westward shift of the approved location for a substation in the Robinson Summit area 
to the new Thirtymile Substation site, and corresponding transmission interconnections with the 
SWIP – Southern Portion 500kV line and the now existing Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line.  The 
general location of these modifications is shown on Figure 1.  BLM’s action would be to approve 
the ROW amendment application (SF-299) submitted by Great Basin requesting these 
modifications. 

2.1.1 Harry Allen Substation Area

This modification includes a 3.8-mile extension of the SWIP 500kV transmission line ROW, from 
the originally approved terminus at the then-contemplated Dry Lake 500kV Substation to the 
existing Harry Allen 500kV Substation in Clark County (Figure 2). Since the completion of the 
SWIP EIS, the Harry Allen 500kV Substation has been constructed by Nevada Power Company 
and will serve as the southern interconnection point between the SWIP and the existing grid. 
The originally proposed Dry Lake Substation was never constructed. The same alignment that 
will be followed by the proposed extension was evaluated in the SWIP EIS but was not selected 
because the anticipated Dry Lake Substation was thought to be the most likely location for the 
southern terminus (Figure 3).  

The proposed ROW Grant extension is 200 feet in width and approximately 3.8 miles in length. 
The 500kV alternating current transmission line within the extended ROW will consist of single-
circuit, self-supporting, steel-lattice structures, ranging from approximately 90 to 175 feet in 
height (Figure 4) with tower-to-tower spans of approximately 1,200 to 1,500 feet. Construction 
will be completed as part of the SWIP – Southern Portion. 

2.1.2 Thirtymile Substation

The proposed Thirtymile Substation is located approximately 18 miles northwest of Ely and 
approximately ½ mile south of U.S. Highway 50, immediately to the west of the SWIP alignment, 
approximately ¾ mile to the northwest of the Robinson Summit Substation site that was 
approved under the initial ROW Grant (Figure 5). The Thirtymile Substation is located within the 
Robinson Summit Substation siting area evaluated in the SWIP EIS, and the associated 
interconnections also fall within the corridor area(s) analyzed in the EIS (Figure 6). This 
500/345kV substation will be constructed in lieu of the Robinson Summit Substation. This 
modified location (referred to as the Thirtymile Substation) will serve as an interconnection 
between the SWIP 500kV line and the existing Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line (located 
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approximately ¼ mile south of the proposed substation site and just north of the Gonder-to-
Machacek 230kV transmission line). When the SWIP ROW was granted in 1994, the Falcon-to-
Gonder 345kV line did not exist, and the Robinson Summit Substation was intended to include 
an interconnection with the east-west (Ely-to-Delta) segment included as part of the original 
SWIP ROW Grant. Subsequent to the issuance of the ROW Grant, the Ely-to-Delta segment 
was dropped from consideration, and the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV transmission line was built. 
An interconnection with the now-existing Falcon-to-Gonder line supersedes the originally 
contemplated interconnection with the Ely-to-Delta segment, which was never built.  

The substation will occupy a site approximately 77 acres in size (see Figure 5). Typical 
equipment at this substation will include transmission line take-off structures, power circuit 
breakers, power transformers, switches, bus work, control house, communications equipment, 
and associated controls and instrumentation (Figure 7). The maximum height of these 
structures within the substation would be approximately 125 feet. In addition to the substation, 
transmission interconnections to the SWIP – Southern Portion 500kV line and the Falcon-to-
Gonder 345kV line also will be constructed. Construction of the substation and transmission 
interconnections will be completed as part of the SWIP – Southern Portion. 

2.2 COYOTE SPRINGS REALIGNMENT 

In addition to the Proposed Action, this EA also evaluates the relocation of the ROW within the 
Aerojet Corridor/Coyote Spring Valley. This relocation was mandated by Congress in Section 
302(c) of the LCCRDA, enacted in 2004. The general location of this area is illustrated in Figure 
1, and the adjustments to the original ROW Grant are described below. 

The LCCRDA includes a provision (Section 302(c)) that directed the BLM to relocate a portion 
of the SWIP ROW Grant in the Coyote Spring Valley area from the east side to the west side of 
US Highway 93, for approximately 25 miles (Figure 8). Congress specified that the relocation 
“be conducted in a manner that . . . minimizes engineering design changes” and “maintains a 
gradual and smooth interconnection” with the SWIP designated utility corridor, which was also 
moved to the west side of the highway by LCCRDA. Due to the new location of the designated 
SWIP utility corridor (pursuant to Section 301(a) of LCCRDA) the new SWIP alignment on the 
west side of the Highway is approximately 1.5 miles longer than the pre-shift alignment on the 
east side of the Highway. The transmission line that will be constructed in this area will consist 
of facilities similar to those previously described for the extended transmission line in the Harry 
Allen Substation area (see Figure 4). 

Because relocation of the SWIP ROW in the Coyote Springs area was directed by Congress 
under LCCRDA, BLM retains no discretionary authority for that action. However, BLM 
concluded that assessment of the impacts of the relocated ROW would be of value in 
determining the design and mitigation measures to be included in the Construction, Operation, 
and Maintenance Plan (COM Plan) for this part of the transmission line, and so included the 
realignment area in this EA. 
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2.3 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, the proposed SWIP ROW amendment would not be approved, 
and the SWIP transmission line would not be constructed, due to the inability to interconnect 
with the existing grid at the southern terminus and the difficulty of interconnecting with the 
Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line, which bisects the currently approved substation site.  

2.4 ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED BUT ELIMINATED 

Transmission line alternatives in the Dry Lake-Harry Allen Substation area and alternative 
substation sites in the vicinity of the Thirtymile Substation were evaluated in the previous SWIP 
EIS, and have been eliminated from consideration in this EA. These alternatives are described 
below.

2.4.1 Transmission Line Alternatives

In the SWIP EIS, four potential substation sites were considered for the location of the southern 
terminus of the SWIP transmission line, all within the Dry Lake Substation Siting Area. These 
included Site 18 (located in the northern part of the substation siting area), Site 19 (about 4 
miles farther south, at the current site of the Harry Allen 500kV Substation), as well as Sites 17 
and 20 (see Figure 3). The EIS noted that the actual location of a substation site and 
transmission line route in the Dry Lake area would depend upon the “routing decision for the 
future Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project (MAT) proposed by Nevada Power Company to 
connect from this area south to the area of the McCullough Substation.” All four sites in the Dry 
Lake Substation siting area and their associated transmission line routes were determined by 
the EIS to be environmentally acceptable. 

The ROD approved the use of Sites 17, 18, or 20 because they were considered the most likely 
intersection points with the future MAT line. Site 19, which corresponds to the location of the 
Harry Allen Substation, was not specifically approved, although the EIS noted that Site 19 would 
be appropriate, if a route was chosen for the future MAT Project that extended south/southeast 
through the siting area, to the Sunrise Mountain and Henderson areas (which is the route of the 
Harry Allen-to-Mead transmission line that has recently been constructed, and which has 
effectively superseded the MAT Project). 

Consistent with the ROD, the BLM granted the SWIP ROW with a southern termination point at 
Site 18. Since that time, the MAT Project has been replaced by the Harry Allen-to-Mead 500kV 
Transmission Line. As a result, the only practical interconnection point for the SWIP is now at 
Site 19, at the Harry Allen Substation, since the other alternatives would not meet the purpose 
and need for the SWIP. 

2.4.2 Substation Alternatives

The new substation location is within the Robinson Summit Substation Siting Area, including 
other options that were previously evaluated in the SWIP EIS (see Figure 6). As approved in the 
SWIP ROD and the ROW Grant, the substation in this area would be located just to the east of 
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the proposed 500kV transmission line, while the modified substation site that is now being 
proposed would be located just to the west. 

The modified location (referred to as the Thirtymile Substation) will serve as an interconnection 
with the existing Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV transmission line. It could also serve as a point of 
interconnection for the future transmission lines associated with the proposed WPES and Ely 
Energy Center (EEC). The modified substation location presents significant engineering 
advantages over the previously approved (granted) site due to existing access, reductions in 
grading and ground disturbance, the ability to span the now existing Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV 
and Gonder-to-Machacek 230kV transmission lines, and facilitating the interconnection of future 
transmission lines to avoid multiple high-voltage crossings. In addition, the Falcon-to-Gonder 
345kV line was built through the middle of the granted ROW area for the substation, making it 
difficult to design an acceptable substation to accommodate the required interconnections. For 
these reasons, the original location of the substation in this area has been eliminated from 
consideration in this EA. The Thirtymile location also is superior to the previously studied Site 9 
due to proximity to the granted SWIP ROW (see Figure 6). 
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SECTION 3.0 
AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE

RIGHT-OF-WAY TO THE HARRY ALLEN SUBSTATION
AND FOR THE THIRTYMILE SUBSTATION 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

Section 3 of this EA presents information on the environment potentially affected by the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the facilities associated with the two proposed 
modifications to the SWIP ROW Grant. The affected environment for the LLCRDA realignment 
is addressed in Section 5. 

3.2 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

This portion of the EA documents the biological resources associated with the extension of the 
ROW to the Harry Allen Substation and relocation of the Robinson Summit Substation site to 
the Thirtymile Substation site. Information presented in this section has been gathered from the 
SWIP EIS, and updated based on current BLM RMPs, ongoing discussions with federal and 
state agencies, field review and surveys, and from information developed from the Biological 
Assessment (BA) and the Biological Opinion (BO) that have been prepared for the SWIP – 
Southern Portion. 

3.2.1 Vegetation

3.2.1.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

Vegetation along the ROW extension to the Harry Allen Substation is generally low-growing, 
relatively sparse, and dominated by creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) and white bursage 
(Ambrosia dumosa). Other shrubby species present include white ratany (Krameria grayi), four-
wing saltbush (Atriplex canescens), Anderson wolfberry (Lycium andersonii), bladder sage 
(Salazaria mexicana), spiny hopsage (Grayia spinosa), and Nevada ephedra (Ephedra
nevadensis). Common forbs and grasses include devil’s spineflower (Chorizanthe rigida), 
evening primrose (Oenothera deltoides), buckwheat (Eriogonum sp.), and big galleta grass 
(Pleuraphis rigida).

In addition to shrubs and smaller plants, the area includes several species of cactus and at least 
one species of yucca. Cacti include beavertail prickly pear (Opuntia basalaris), silver cholla (O.
echinocarpa), diamond cholla (O. ramosissima), Mojave barrel (Ferocactus cylindraceus), 
hedgehog (Echinocereus engelmannii), and cottontop barrel (Echinocactus polycephalus).
Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera) is the most common yucca species in the area. All plants of 
the cactus family cactaceae and all plants of the genus yucca are protected under Nevada 
Revised Statute (NRS) 527.060-.120, which prohibits destruction without “written permission 
from the legal owner…specifying locality by legal description and number of plants to be 
removed or possessed” (NRS 527.100). 
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3.2.1.2 Thirtymile Substation

The Thirtymile Substation site is strongly dominated by big sagebrush (Artemisia tridentata),
with occurrences of bitterbrush (Purshia tridentata), black sage (Artemisia nova), and Utah 
juniper (Juniperus osteosperma), which appears to be in the early stages of invading the 
substation site. Many of the junipers are relatively small (<2m in height), although there are 
areas where the plants have been established for longer periods of time. 

3.2.2 Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species

Noxious weeds are invasive, non-native species that tend to spread rapidly and often displace 
native plant species or bring about changes in species composition, community structure, and 
ecological function. Noxious weeds may compete with native species for critical resources 
including water, nutrients, and space. Such competition may alter the dynamics of the native 
plant community, potentially leading to a monoculture of the noxious species. Noxious weeds 
also may alter soil chemistry in such a manner as to preclude germination or seedling 
establishment by native species. Moreover, noxious weeds tend to thrive in disturbed areas, 
such as at electrical transmission tower sites, laydown areas, storage yards, and pulling and 
tensioning sites. Noxious weeds are formally listed and managed by the Nevada Department of 
Agriculture. 

The noxious weed inventory for the SWIP – Southern Portion included (1) the identification of 
weed species that are designated noxious, as defined by the Nevada Department of Agriculture, 
and which have the potential to occur within the area affected by the project and (2) the 
gathering of information to identify specific noxious weed populations in the project area, 
including preconstruction surveys along the project ROW. These surveys were conducted from 
April through June 2006 by Tri County Weed, as recommended by BLM, Ely District Office.  

A complete listing of the noxious weeds identified through these surveys is presented in Table 
6-2 (Section 6.5) of this EA. In addition, information on noxious weed occurrences within the 
ROW area, including the location and extent of infestations, was also gathered from the BLM, 
Ely District Office in the form of a GIS data layer. This inventory did not indicate any additional 
noxious weed species located within the project corridor, however, it is likely that populations of 
other noxious species that were not found within the survey area may occur in the vicinity, and 
these species could become established at disturbed areas on the ROW following construction. 

Red brome (Bromus rubens), cheatgrass (Bromus testorum), and Chilean chess (Bromus trinii)
have been identified by the BLM as invasive species of concern. In conjunction with the noxious 
weed and rare plant surveys conducted for the SWIP – Southern Portion, the identification of 
invasive species was generally noted, where evident. Based on the arid conditions that were 
encountered during these surveys, many of the anticipated invasive species may not have been 
identified.

Below is a description of noxious weeds and invasive species found within the areas of the 
extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation and the Thirtymile Substation site.  
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3.2.2.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation  

Noxious weeds along the ROW extension included five locations of salt cedar within the Dry 
Lake Valley, however, no invasive species were identified in the area at that time. 

3.2.2.2 Thirtymile Substation

No noxious weeds or invasive species were found at the Thirtymile Substation site.  

3.2.3 Wildlife

3.2.3.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

The mammalian fauna of the project area is dominated by small, mostly nocturnal species of 
rodents and bats. Owing to the low-growing shrubs and lack of trees, large mammals such as 
Mule Deer (Odocoileus hemionus) are not present or are present only as transients. Mountain 
Lions (Puma concolor) are, like Mule Deer, uncommon and only occur as rare transients. The 
Coyote (Canis latrans) is the only larger mammal that could be common in the area.  

In contrast, small mammals may be locally abundant. Some of the rodents present in the project 
area include White-tailed Antelope Squirrel (Ammospermophilus leucurus), Jackrabbits (Lepus 
californicus), Little Pocket Mouse (Perognathus longimembris), Long-tailed Pocket Mouse 
(Chaetodipus formosus), Merriam’s Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys merriami), Cactus Mouse 
(Peromyscus eremicus), Southern Grasshopper Mouse (Onychomys torridus), and possibly 
Desert Wood Rat (Neotoma lepida). Bats that could be present as permanent residents, 
transients, or summer visitors include several species of Myotis, Western Pipistrelle (Pipistrellus 
hesperus), Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuscus), Townsend’s Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus
townsendi), Pallid Bat (Antrozous pallidus), and Mexican Free-tailed Bat (Tadarida brasiliensis).

The avifauna of Mojave desertscrub tends to be sparse and composed largely of species that 
also occur in the Sonoran and Great Basin deserts. Perhaps the most characteristic songbird of 
the project area is LeConte’s Thrasher (Toxostoma lecontei). Other common species include 
the Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis), Ash-throated Flycatcher (Myiarachus cinerascens),
Loggerhead Shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), Horned Lark (Eremophila alpestris), Cactus Wren 
(Campylorhynchus brunneicapillus), Gambel’s Quail (Callipepla gambelii), Greater Roadrunner 
(Geococcyx californianus), and the Black-throated Sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata).

The Mojave Desert Tortoise (Gopherus agassizii) is known to inhabit the area of the project. 
Some of the species of lizards that are expected to occur in the area are: Desert Iguana 
(Dipsosaurus dorsalis), Zebra-tailed Lizard (Callisaurus draconoides), Great Basin Collared 
Lizard (Crotaphytus bicinctores), Desert Horned Lizard (Phrynosoma platyrhinos), Desert Night 
Lizard (Xantusia vigilis), Western Whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris), and possibly the Banded Gila 
Monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum). Snakes that are likely to be present include the 
Western Blind Snake (Leptotyphlops humilis), Coachwhip (Masticophis flagellum), Gopher 
Snake (Pituophis catenifer), Western Shovel-nosed Snake (Chionactis occipitalis), Sidewinder 
(Crotalus cerastes), Speckled Rattlesnake (Crotalus mitchellii), and the Mojave Rattlesnake 
(Crotalus scutulatus).
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3.2.3.2 Thirtymile Substation 

Large mammals that may be present at or near the Thirtymile Substation include Elk, Mule 
Deer, Mountain Lions, Coyotes, and Bobcats (Lynx rufus). Small, nocturnal species of rodents 
and bats make up the bulk of the mammalian fauna. Small rodents that occupy sagebrush 
habitats include the Dark Kangaroo Mouse (Microdipodops megacephalus), Great Basin 
Kangaroo Rat or Chisel-toothed Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys microps), northern Grasshopper 
Mouse (Onychomys leucogaster), Desert Woodrat (Neotoma lepida), and Sagebrush Vole 
(Lemmiscus curtatus). Bats present include several members of the genus Myotis, the Big 
Brown Bat, Hoary Bat (Lasiurus cinereus), Western Big-eared Bat, and the Mexican Free-tailed 
Bat.

Birds that are characteristic of sagebrush-dominated communities include Sage Grouse 
(Centrocercus urophasianus), Sage Thrasher (Oreoscoptes montanus), and Sage Sparrow 
(Amphispiza belli). Other species that probably occur in the vicinity of the Thirtymile Substation 
include the Red-tailed Hawk, Gray Flycatcher (Empidonax wrightii), Common Raven (Corvus
corax), Mountain Bluebird (Sialia currucoides), and the Brewer’s Sparrow (Spizella breweri).

The amphibian and reptile fauna of sagebrush dominated habitats are most likely low in 
diversity. The Great Basin Spadefoot (Spea intermontana) is probably the most common 
amphibian near the Thirtymile Substation. Common lizards include such species as the Western 
Fence Lizard (Sceloporus occidentalis), Sagebrush Lizard (S. graciosus), Side-blotched Lizard 
(Uta stansburiana), and the Western Whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris). Snake species include the 
Striped Whipsnake (Masticophis taeniatus), Gopher Snake (Pituophis catenifer), Western 
Terrestrial Garter Snake (Thamnophis elegans), Night Snake (Hypsiglena torquata), and the 
Western Rattlesnake (Crotalus viridis).

3.2.4 Migratory Birds

The Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1918 (MBTA) is the domestic law that affirms and implements 
the United States' commitment to the protection of shared migratory bird resources. The MBTA 
governs the taking, killing, possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their 
eggs, parts, and nests. The take of all migratory birds is governed by the MBTA's regulation of 
taking migratory birds for educational, scientific, and recreational purposes and requires harvest 
to be limited to levels that prevent overuse. The MBTA prohibits the take, possession, import, 
export, transport, selling, purchase, barter, or offering for sale, purchase or barter, of any 
migratory bird, its eggs, parts, and nests, except as authorized under a valid permit (50 CFR 
21.11).

Virtually all of the bird species found within the SWIP transmission line ROW for the Harry Allen 
extension and at the Thirtymile Substation site are protected by the MBTA. 

A BLM designated bird habitat area is located near the ROW extension, in Dry Lake Valley. The 
bird habitat consists of a fenced area containing mesquite trees and berms for collecting water. 
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3.2.5 Wild Horses and Burros

Since 1971, the BLM has been managing free-roaming horses and burros on public lands in 
accordance with the Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act. This Act mandates that wild and 
free-roaming horses and burros be protected from unauthorized capture, branding, harassment, 
or death, and furthermore that these animals be considered as an integral part of the natural 
systems, based on their distribution.  

In order to support the protection of these animals, the BLM has established Herd Management 
Areas (HMAs). The desired objective is to manage for sustainable population levels in areas of 
suitable habitat, while preserving a multiple use relationship with all other resources.  

3.2.5.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation  

No HMAs have been established by the Southern Nevada District Office that are affected by the 
extension of the ROW in this area.

3.2.5.2 Thirtymile Substation  

No HMAs have been identified in the Egan RMP or the Ely Proposed RMP (PRMP) that are 
affected by the Thirtymile Substation. 

3.2.6 Threatened and Endangered Species/Special Status Species

3.2.6.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

In the area of the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation the Mojave Desert 
Tortoise is the only federally listed wildlife species known to be present. A female tortoise 
carcass and an apparently active burrow were found in the extension area during surveys 
conducted in the Summer of 2006. The extension area is not located within U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) designated Critical Habitat for the Mojave Desert Tortoise, or any 
other listed species.  

Rare plant surveys were conducted along the transmission line route in this area during Spring 
2006. These surveys resulted in no detection of federally listed or sensitive species, with the 
exception of cacti and yuccas, which, as previously noted, are protected under Nevada law 
(NRS 527.060). However, these surveys were conducted during a very dry spring, and plants 
like the three-corner milkvetch, an annual, did not appear. 

3.2.6.2 Thirtymile Substation 

No federally listed wildlife or plant species, or designated Critical Habitat, were identified in the 
Thirtymile Substation area. Rare plant surveys conducted during Spring 2006 did not reveal the 
presence of any sensitive plant species.
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3.3 CULTURAL RESOURCES  

Two cultural resource studies were conducted covering the areas of the extension of the ROW 
to the Harry Allen Substation and at the Thirtymile Substation site (Crews et al. 2007; Deis 
2007). A summary of the results of each of these studies is described below. 

3.3.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

Surveys conducted for the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation included the 
200-foot-wide ROW (Crews et al., 2007) and associated new road access. For the purposes of 
this cultural study, the transmission line ROW and associated access is considered the area of 
potential effect (APE). No sites were identified within the APE of the ROW extension. 

3.3.2 Thirtymile Substation

Surveys conducted for the Thirtymile Substation included the substation, and interconnections 
to the SWIP 500kV line and the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line (Crews et al., 2007; Deis 2007). 
The APE considered for the substation included the 77-acre footprint of the substation and the 
APE considered for the transmission line interconnections included the 200-foot ROW for the 
SWIP – Southern Portion interconnection and two, 160-foot ROWs for the Falcon-to-Gonder 
345kV line interconnections. A total of 18 sites were identified within the APEs of both the 
substation and the interconnections (Table 3-1). Of these, four are recommended as eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). 

TABLE 3-1 
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE THIRTYMILE SUBSTATION AND INTERCONNECTION AREA 

Site
Number

7.5-
minute 
Quad Site Type Eligibility Location BLM Report No. 

Survey 
Organization 

1 26WP7576 

Marking
Corral 

Summit
Artifact
Scatter NRHP eligible Substation (8111) 2006-1593 EPG, Inc. 

2 26WP7577 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Interconnection (8111) 2006-1593 EPG, Inc. 

3 26WP7578 

Marking
Corral 

Summit

Small Artifact 
Scatter (1 

Pottery Sherd, 
2 flakes) NRHP ineligible Interconnection (8111) 2006-1593 EPG, Inc. 

4 26WP7579 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Interconnection (8111) 2006-1593 EPG, Inc. 

5 26WP7161 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 BLM 

6 26WP7149 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 EDAW

7 26WP7148 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 EDAW 

8 26WP7145 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 EDAW
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TABLE 3-1 
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE THIRTYMILE SUBSTATION AND INTERCONNECTION AREA 

Site
Number

7.5-
minute 
Quad Site Type Eligibility Location BLM Report No. 

Survey 
Organization 

9 26WP7146 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 EDAW

10 26WP7478 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 BLM 

11 26WP7158 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 EDAW 

12 26WP7477 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Substation 
8111 (NV 040) 

2004-1542 BLM 

13 26WP7160 

Marking
Corral 

Summit

Lithic and 
Ceramic
Scatter NRHP eligible Substation 

8111 (NV 040) 
2004-1542 EDAW

14 26WP5440 

Marking
Corral 

Summit

Lithic Scatter/ 
Historic
Debris

Prehistoric:
NRHP eligible/ 
historic: NRHP 

ineligible Access CR99-1309 
Summit

Envirosolutions 

15 26WP5431 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Access CR99-1309 
Summit

Envirosolutions 

16 26WP5441 

Marking
Corral 

Summit

Lithic Scatter/ 
Historic
Debris NRHP ineligible Interconnection CR99-1309 

Summit
Envirosolutions 

17 26WP5438 

Marking
Corral 

Summit

Large Lithic 
Scatter/
Historic
Debris NRHP eligible Access CR99-1309 

Summit
Envirosolutions 

18 26WP5439 

Marking
Corral 

Summit Lithic Scatter NRHP ineligible Access CR99-1309 
Summit

Envirosolutions 

3.4 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

The San Bernardino County Museum conducted a paleontological resource study covering the 
areas of the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation and at the Thirtymile 
Substation (San Bernardino County Museum 2006). This study included a records search and 
field review to identify paleontological sensitivity and is included in the COM Plan for the SWIP – 
Southern Portion. The conclusions of the study are summarized below. 

3.4.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The records search and field review concluded that the extension to the Harry Allen Substation 
is located in an area with low paleontological sensitivity and recommended that no further 
investigation is warranted for this area. 
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3.4.2 Thirtymile Substation

Based on the records search and field review, the Thirtymile Substation site is located in an 
area with an undetermined paleontological sensitivity. The paleontological resource study 
recommended that an intensive pedestrian field inspection be conducted prior to construction. 

3.5 LAND USE, RECREATION, AND ACCESS 

This section of the EA documents the existing and planned land use, recreation, and access in 
the areas where the two ROW modifications are proposed. Existing land use data were 
gathered using aerial photography and field reconnaissance, and through a review of land use 
plans. Planned land use was gathered using existing BLM RMPs, PRMPs, other BLM 
documents for projects located in the project areas, and specific development plans. A 
description of the project setting, ownership/jurisdiction, and existing and planned land use 
within the areas of the two ROW modifications follows. 

3.5.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

3.5.1.1 Project Setting  

The extension of the ROW, from the previously identified terminus of the SWIP project to the 
existing Harry Allen Substation, is located in Dry Lake Valley, approximately 20 miles northwest 
of North Las Vegas. This area is part of the Basin and Range Physiographic Province, which is 
characterized by parallel mountain ranges running north to south, with closed desert basins or 
playas between the ranges, such as Dry Lake. 

3.5.1.2 Jurisdiction 

The extension of the ROW is on BLM land administered by the BLM Southern Nevada District 
Office, and managed under the Las Vegas RMP. 

3.5.1.3 Existing Land Use, Recreation, and Access 

Existing land use within the area of the ROW extension is primarily industrial, consisting of utility 
facilities such as the Harry Allen Generation Plant, the two Harry Allen Electrical Substations, 
500kV, 345kV, and 230kV transmission lines and associated access roads, and the Kern River 
Natural Gas Pipeline and Metering Station. The Apex Industrial Park is located immediately to 
the south of U.S. Highway 93 and on both the east and west sides of Interstate 15. 

The extension of the ROW is not located within any Recreation Management Units as identified 
by the Las Vegas BLM RMP; however, there are existing dispersed four-wheel-drive roads 
within the area. The Las Vegas RMP (Vol. II, Map # 2-10) designates Off-Highway Vehicle 
(OHV) use in the vicinity of the extension as “limited to existing roads, trails, and dry washes.”  



3-9

3.5.1.4 Planned Land Use  

The ROW extension is located entirely on BLM land, in an area identified in the RMP as having 
“high potential” for mineral material sale (Las Vegas RMP Vol. II, Map # 3-13). This identification 
is consistent with the existing and planned industrial uses within the area, although no mineral 
extraction sites are located along the ROW extension. Although Clark County has no jurisdiction 
over the management of BLM land, the Northeast Clark County Land Use Plan identifies uses 
within the area of the realignment, such as Heavy Industrial and Open Land. Heavy Industrial 
allows for intense industrial operations within close proximity to major transportation and public 
facilities. The Open Land designation allows for deterring development and may contain uses 
such as public services and facilities, grazing, and some recreational uses. 

3.5.2 Thirtymile Substation

3.5.2.1  Project Setting 

The proposed Thirtymile Substation site is located in White Pine County, Nevada, approximately 
18 miles northwest of Ely, and ½ mile south of Highway 50. The site is immediately west of the 
SWIP alignment, approximately ¾ mile northwest of the approved Robinson Summit Substation 
site. This area is part of the Basin and Range Physiographic Province, which is characterized by 
parallel mountain ranges running north to south with closed desert basins between the ranges. 
The specific location of the substation is within the foothills of the western side of the Egan 
Mountain Range. 

3.5.2.2  Jurisdiction  

The Thirtymile Substation site is located entirely on BLM land administered by the Ely District 
and adjacent to the SWIP and Falcon-to-Gonder designated BLM utility corridors. This area is 
currently managed under BLM’s 1984 Egan RMP, but will be managed under the Ely RMP. The 
Ely RMP, which will replace the Egan RMP, was proposed by the BLM in November 2007 (Ely 
Proposed Resource Management Plan/Final Environmental Impact Statement, BLM 2007) and 
is expected to be finalized in mid-2008. Accordingly, the analysis in this EA takes into account 
both plans, as appropriate.  

3.5.2.3  Existing Land Use, Recreation, and Access 

The primary land use within the proposed substation site area is range land, and the proposed 
site is included in the Thirty Mile Spring allotment. The Moorman Ranch, Badger Spring, Copper 
Flat, and Tom Plain/Uvanda allotments are all within relatively close proximity.

There are no active recreation areas within the vicinity of the Thirtymile Substation; however, 
the substation is located within the Loneliest Highway Special Recreation Management Area 
(SRMA). As described in the Ely PRMP, this SRMA (675,123 acres in size) includes all BLM 
lands extending approximately 4 miles to either side of U.S. Highway 50, and provides access 
to some of the most popular destinations in the planning area including Illipah Reservoir, Cold 
Creek Reservoir, Garnett Hills Rock Hounding Area and the Pony Express Trail. The 
management objectives of this area are to provide recreational opportunities to the public that 
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would otherwise not be available, reduce conflicts among users, minimize damage to resources, 
and reduce visitor health and safety issues. 

Two other transmission lines are located adjacent to the proposed substation site: the Falcon-
to-Gonder 345kV transmission line and the Gonder-to-Machacek 230kV transmission line. Both 
transmission lines are located approximately ¼ mile south of the proposed substation site, 
within the Falcon-to-Gonder BLM utility corridor. Within close proximity of the proposed 
substation site are several dirt roads, including Jakes Wash Road which provides access to 
U.S. Highway 50, which is located approximately ½ mile north of the proposed site. Dirt roads 
within the area provide access to dispersed recreational activities on BLM land.  

3.5.2.4  Planned Land Use  

There are no known development plans for the proposed substation site. The site is adjacent to 
the designated ½-mile-wide SWIP utility corridor and the Falcon-to-Gonder corridor, allowing for 
future utility development.  

3.6 VISUAL RESOURCES 

This portion of the EA focuses on the existing visual conditions as they relate to the proposed 
ROW modification areas, including scenic quality (scenery), sensitive viewers (residential, 
recreation, travel ways), agency management objectives (Visual Resource Management or 
VRM), and cultural modifications. The visual resource inventory is described below.

3.6.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The landscape in which the ROW extension would be located is characterized by moderately 
flat topography, with low vegetative diversity creating little visual interest; therefore, the scenic 
quality is Class C (landscapes with minimal diversity or interest). “Sensitive viewers” of the 
extended ROW area would be travelers on U.S. Highway 93 and Interstate 15. The Las Vegas 
BLM RMP designated the Harry Allen Substation area as a Class IV VRM objective; however, 
this classification has been updated to a Class III VRM objective. Class IV VRM objective allows 
activities involving major modifications of the landscape’s existing character. Authorized actions 
may create significant landscape alterations and would be obvious to casual viewers. A Class III 
VRM objective prescribes partial retention of the existing character of the landscape and allows 
for actions which may alter the existing landscape, but not to the extent that they attract or focus 
the attention of the casual viewer. Cultural modifications adjacent to the project include 
transmission lines and substations, with other energy-related facilities (power plants) in the 
vicinity.

3.6.2 Thirtymile Substation

The landscape in the vicinity of the proposed Thirtymile Substation site is characterized by 
rolling foothills. The vegetation found in this landscape is relatively low in species diversity and 
irregular in form, and the terrain in this area consists of rolling foothills; therefore, the scenic 
quality for this landscape type is Class B (landscapes with common diversity or interest). 
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Sensitive viewers identified as having potential views of the substation include travelers on U.S. 
Highway 50 and Jakes Wash Road. Existing visual modifications near the site include a 
highway, dirt road, and two transmission lines. The general area of the Thirtymile Substation is 
a Class III VRM objective. The SWIP designated utility corridor (¾ mile wide) which overlaps 
with the substation site has been classified as Class IV VRM objective in the Ely PRMP. 
Existing modifications in the vicinity of the substation site include the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV 
transmission line and the Gonder-to-Machacek 230kV transmission line located approximately 
¼ mile to the south. These facilities are also located in a ½-mile-wide designated utility corridor 
with a Class IV VRM objective, as identified in the Ely PRMP.  

3.7 WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT 

3.7.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

The extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation is located in Clark County, on BLM 
land administered by the Southern Nevada District Office. The Southern Nevada District Office 
has a fire management plan (Fire Management Action Plan) that outlines the fire management 
practices within the project area. This plan, along with the Las Vegas RMP, was reviewed to 
identify potential impacts from the transmission line. Potential impacts from the ROW extension 
would be influenced by additional access road construction, the type of vegetation located within 
the project area, and the guidelines for fire suppression. 

The ROW extension is located within Mojave desertscrub vegetation that is dominated by 
creosote bush and white bursage and is habitat for Desert Tortoises. Dry Lake Valley includes a 
Tortoise Moderate Density Fire Management Unit (FMU) that has an annual target goal for 
acres burned of 15 acres or less for 90 percent of the burn time. It also has a decadal goal of 
less than 500 acres affected, with no prescribed burns within the FMU. The Las Vegas Valley 
Apex FMU has an annual target burn goal of 1 acre or less for 90 percent of the time. The 
decadal goal is less than 100 acres affected, with only salt cedar or landscape debris piles as 
prescribed burns (Marfill 2006). The area includes sparse vegetation along the ROW extension; 
therefore, fuel for potential wildfires is minimal. 

3.7.2 Thirtymile Substation

The Thirtymile Substation is located in White Pine County, on BLM land administered by the Ely 
BLM District. The Ely BLM District Office has an Ely Fire Management Plan (BLM 2004a) that 
incorporates the Ely District Managed Natural and Prescribed Fire Plan, which outlines fire 
management practices within the project area. This plan has been reviewed to identify potential 
impacts from the substation. Potential impacts from the substation would be influenced by 
improvements of an existing road, the type of vegetation located within the project area, and the 
guidelines for allowable acres burned or level of fire suppression within the project area. 

The Ely PRMP identifies vegetation types within the district and the typical fire behavior 
associated with each type. The substation is located within a sagebrush-dominated vegetation 
community with scattered juniper, and has fuel loads that vary substantially, depending on site 
conditions and history. Typical fire behavior is characterized as quickly spreading where 
grasses are present. In juniper areas, events are either single tree, low intensity or wind driven, 
high intensity events. Where fuel continuity is absent, winds are needed to spread the fire. As 
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presented in the Ely PRMP, the substation is located on the edge of the Northern Benches and 
Northern Mountains FMUs, and is identified as a full suppression fire management area. The 
nearest wildland-urban interface community identified in the Ely PRMP is the Town of Ruth, 
located approximately 12 miles southwest of the substation.  

For the purposes of this analysis, communities within 50 miles of the Thirtymile Substation 
project area have been identified and listed in Table 3-2. In the event of a fire that could affect 
one of these communities, the fire management staff of the BLM Ely District Office would 
evaluate current fire conditions and available resources to determine the tactics for fighting the 
fire.

TABLE 3-2
WILDLAND-URBAN INTERFACE COMMUNITIES 

OF THIRTYMILE SUBSTATION
Communities within 50 Miles of

Thirtymile Substation
Approximate Distance 
to Substation (miles)

Cherry Creek 36
Duckwater 46 
Ely 19
Lund 40 
McGill 20 
Preston  35
Ruth 12 

3.8 WILDERNESS AND WILD AND SCENIC RIVERS 

There are no Wilderness or Wild and Scenic River designations within the extension of the 
ROW to the Harry Allen Substation or the Thirtymile Substation site. 

3.9 PRIME AND UNIQUE FARMLANDS 

There is no prime and unique farmland located within the extension of the ROW to the Harry 
Allen Substation or the Thirtymile Substation site. 

3.10 EARTH RESOURCES  

This section describes the geology, soils, and water resources in the areas affected by the two 
proposed ROW modifications. Information presented in this section is based on studies 
conducted for the SWIP EIS, information obtained from various federal and state agencies, and 
a general in-field review. 
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3.10.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

3.10.1.1 Geology  

The geology of the Dry Lake Valley is generally comprised of three major geologic units: 
alluvium, Tertiary valley-fill deposits, and Paleozoic carbonate rocks. Alluvium occurs over the 
valley floor and consists of interbedded gravels, sand, silt, and clay.  

3.10.1.2 Soils 

Soils in the Dry Lake are typical desert soils (entisols and aridisols), which are susceptible to 
erosion by wind and water. The potential for erosion is generally slight, except where the soils 
have been disturbed or along the banks of washes.

3.10.1.3 Water Resources  

Surface water within the Dry Lake Valley occurs as ephemeral flow in streambeds that drain the 
upland areas or in temporary ponding of runoff in the Dry Lake playa (the dry bottom of an 
undrained desert basin). Frequent floods of longer duration are to be expected within the Dry 
Lake Valley, causing ponding that may be present for periods of several months or more.  

The ROW extension is located within the Garnet Valley (Dry Lake Valley) Groundwater Basin, in 
the Colorado River Basin Hydrographic Region. Groundwater under Dry Lake Valley is situated 
in the California Wash Flow System and occurs at depths ranging from 230 to 285 feet and is 
derived from two sources: recharge over the basin and subsurface inflow on the west from 
Hidden Valley. Water from this system ultimately reaches the Colorado River.

Floodplains

The northern 2.4 miles of the ROW extension are located within the Dry Lake playa 100-year 
floodplain, as designated by the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA). 

3.10.2 Thirtymile Substation 

3.10.2.1 Geology 

The land surrounding the substation site is composed of alluvial deposits washed down from 
surrounding mountains and hills associated with the Egan Mountain Range. 

3.10.2.2 Soils 

The alluvial soils within the proximity of the substation site are prone to water and wind erosion. 
Soils in this area are of mixed type, generally composed of silty loamy soils mixed with clay and 
skeletal rock.
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3.10.2.3 Water Resources  

Several small intermittent drainages descend from the foothills into this area, and an unnamed 
streambed is located along the southwest corner of the substation site. No riparian areas or 
wetlands are associated with the substation site. The substation site is located within the 
Central Hydrographic Region of Nevada in the Jakes Valley Groundwater Basin. Review of the 
USGS SIR 2007-5089 Appendix A, land elevation altitude to groundwater elevation (i.e., depth 
to water table) indicates ranges from 100 feet in the southern part of the basin to 350 feet in the 
center of the basin. 

Floodplains

FEMA has not mapped floodplains within the substation site area, and field review did not result 
in the identification of any active floodplains. 

3.11 AIR RESOURCES

Air resources within the project area are regulated at the federal, state, and local levels as 
described below:  

3.11.1 Federal

The U. S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has established National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards for certain pollutants. The attainment status for the proposed project area was 
examined in consideration of Federal designations contained in 40 CFR §81.329. The 
hydrographic areas and the associated pollutants for which they are designated as attainment 
or nonattainment are described below. 

3.11.2 State

The Nevada Department of Environmental Protection’s Bureau of Air Pollution Control (BAPC) 
administers the surface area disturbance permitting for White Pine County, Nevada. The BAPC 
issues a Class II Air Quality Operating Permit for Stand-Alone Surface Area Disturbance for any 
land disturbance that will equal or exceed five acres of total disturbance. If the total disturbance 
is equal to or exceeds 20 total acres then in addition to the preparation of the surface area 
disturbance (SAD) permit application, a dust control plan must also be prepared and submitted 
with the application (Air Sciences Inc. 2007).  

3.11.3 Local

The Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management administers the 
surface area disturbance permitting for Clark County through the issuance of a Dust Control 
Permit. A Dust Control Permit is required for projects that are greater than or equal to 0.25 acre; 
require trenches equal to or greater than 100 feet in length; or include the mechanical 
demolishing of any structure larger than or equal to 1,000 square feet (Air Sciences Inc. 2007).  
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The specific air quality regulations and requirements for the ROW extension and the Thirtymile 
Substation are described below. 

3.11.4 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

The ROW extension is located within Clark County in Hydrographic Basin 216. This basin has a 
federal designation of nonattainment status for the 8-hour ozone standard. The Clark County 
Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management manages dust control and emissions 
within the extension area as described above (Air Sciences Inc. 2007). 

3.11.5 Thirtymile Substation 

Thirtymile Substation is located within White Pine County. The county has a federal designation 
of attainment status of all pollutants. The BAPC manages dust control within the county through 
a Class II Air Quality Operating Permit as described above (Air Sciences Inc. 2007).  

3.12 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

3.12.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation occurs on BLM land administered by 
the Southern Nevada District Office. The Las Vegas RMP requires that “all non-interior groups 
whose activities are on BLM-managed land and facilities will be held responsible for compliance 
with federal, state, interstate, and local waste management requirements. There are no known 
hazardous material sites in the ROW extension area. 

3.12.2 Thirtymile Substation 

The Thirtymile Substation would be located on BLM land administered by the Ely District Office. 
As previously stated, the BLM has an obligation to abide by the existing federal and state 
statutes and regulations regarding hazardous materials and to require that leasees and ROW 
grantees also abide by such regulations as part of the lease or grant terms and conditions. 
There are no known hazardous material sites in the substation area. 

3.13 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

This section describes the social characteristics of the modification areas, including a discussion 
on socioeconomics and environmental justice. The current status and trends for population and 
economic factors have been considered for the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen 
Substation and at the Thirtymile Substation, as described below.  
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3.13.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

3.13.1.1 Socioeconomics  

Population data reviewed were produced by the Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of 
Commerce. The extension of the ROW is located in unpopulated/uninhabited land, in open 
desert scrub range. The nearest concentrated population to the extension of the ROW occurs 
approximately 17 miles southeast of the siting area. 

Clark County’s population according to the 2000 census was 1,375,765, and the county had a 
population percent change of 24.3 percent calculated between April 1, 2000 and July 1, 2005. 
The population estimate of Clark County for 2005 is 1,710,551. Employment in 2000 totaled 
637,339, with 4.2 percent of the work force unemployed. The estimated household income for 
Clark County in 2004 was $50,463. 

3.13.1.2 Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1997) 

All federal actions must identify and address, as appropriate, disproportionately high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, policies, and activities on 
minority populations and low-income populations in the United States. The criterion for a finding 
of possible environmental justice issues is the occurrence of more than 50 percent of the 
population being minority or low-income in the project area of influence. 

The extension is located in an unpopulated area with no occurrences of disproportionately high 
percentages of minority or low-income populations. The closest major population to the ROW 
extension occurs approximately 17 miles southeast of the siting area, and this extension does 
not cross the Moapa Indian Reservation. 

3.13.2 Thirtymile Substation 

3.13.2.1 Socioeconomics  

Population data reviewed were produced by the Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department of 
Commerce. The substation site is located in unpopulated/uninhabited, open range land. The 
nearest concentrated populations to the Thirtymile Substation occur in Ely (approximately 18 
miles southeast) and in the Town of Ruth (approximately 12 miles southwest of the siting area), 
both of which have low-population densities.  

White Pine County’s population according to the 2000 census was 9,181, and the county had a 
population percent change of -2.0 percent calculated between April 1, 2000 and July 1, 2005. 
The population estimate of White Pine County for 2005 is 8,994. Employment in 2000 totaled 
3,321, with 3.8 percent of the work force unemployed. The estimated household income for 
White Pine County in 1999 was $44,616. 
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3.13.2.2 Environmental Justice (Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1997) 

The project is associated with an unpopulated area with no occurrences of disproportionately 
high percentages of minority or low-income populations. The nearest populations to the 
Thirtymile Substation occur in Ely (approximately 18 miles southeast of the siting area) and in 
the Town of Ruth (approximately 12 miles southwest of the siting area). 

3.14 AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN  

3.14.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The extension of the ROW is not located within a designated BLM Area of Critical 
Environmental Concern (ACEC). The Coyote Springs ACEC is located approximately 2.5 miles 
to the northwest in the Arrow Canyon Range and Hidden Valley. 

3.14.2 Thirtymile Substation

The substation site is not located within a designated BLM ACEC. 
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SECTION 4.0 
ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES FOR THE EXTENSION OF THE  

RIGHT-OF-WAY TO THE HARRY ALLEN SUBSTATION
AND FOR THE THIRTYMILE SUBSTATION 

4.1 INTRODUCTION  

This section addresses the environmental consequences (effects) associated with the No Action 
Alternative, and the Proposed Action (i.e., amendments to the ROW Grant for the extension to 
the Harry Allen Substation and locating the Thirtymile Substation site). Environmental 
consequences associated with the LCCRDA realignment are addressed in Section 5. Mitigation 
measures to reduce potential effects to the environment are also described with respect to each 
affected resource presented in this section, where appropriate. Many of the mitigation measures 
presented in this EA are included in the original SWIP EIS, ROD, and ROW Grant(s). Additional 
mitigation measures have been proposed by Great Basin or requested or required by the BLM, 
USFWS and other resource agencies, in connection with the preparation of this EA and the BA, 
BO, and COM Plan. All of the mitigation measures from these various sources have been 
incorporated in the COM Plan, and compliance with that plan would be included as an 
enforceable stipulation in the amended ROW grant, just as it is in the original SWIP ROW grant.  

4.2 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, the SWIP ROW would not be amended as proposed, and the 
SWIP transmission line would not be constructed due to the inability to interconnect with the 
existing grid at the southern terminus and the difficulty of interconnecting with the Falcon-to-
Gonder 345kV line, which bisects the currently approved substation site. The environmental 
resources associated with these specific locations would not be affected. 

4.3 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

Impacts to biological resources include consideration of the effects to vegetation, noxious 
weeds and invasive species, wildlife, and threatened and endangered species. Following is a 
discussion of impacts associated with the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation, 
and at the Thirtymile Substation, including proposed mitigation measures. 

4.3.1 Vegetation

4.3.1.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

Approximately 36 acres of land will be disturbed during construction of the 3.8 mile transmission 
line extension in this area, including 25 acres of temporary disturbance at tower sites, spur 
roads, and tensioning and pulling sites, and permanent disturbance of approximately 11 acres 
(primarily associated with access roads). Vegetation that will be affected is primarily creosote 
bush and white bursage, with scattered individual Mojave yucca populations and several 
species of cacti. It is anticipated that salvageable cacti and yucca will be safely stored in 
temporary plant storage sites. Plant salvage from areas of permanent disturbance will only be 
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moved once, and replanted as described in the Restoration Plan contained in the COM Plan. In 
areas of temporary disturbance, salvaged plants will be replanted in temporary storage sites 
using the procedures identified in the Restoration Plan. Location of these plant storage sites 
shall be provided by the Construction Contractor on a site-specific basis. These areas shall 
provide ease of care and maintenance for the plant material as well as provide protection from 
construction activities. Additionally, as identified in the COM Plan, all activities pertaining to the 
disturbance of cacti and yucca will be coordinated with the authorized Forestry Officer at the 
BLM Southern Nevada District Office, including transportation permits, tags, etc. Areas of 
temporary disturbance will be restored in accordance with the COM Plan. 

4.3.1.2 Thirtymile Substation 

Construction of the Thirtymile Substation will affect approximately 77 acres. Construction of the 
transmission interconnections will affect an estimated 23 acres of land, including 19 acres of 
short-term disturbance and approximately 4 acres of permanent disturbance. The proposed site 
of the substation is strongly dominated by big sage, with additional occurrences of bitterbrush, 
black sage, and Utah juniper. Scattered Utah juniper will be selectively cleared during 
construction in areas of temporary disturbance and areas not permanently displaced by the 
substation, and long-term access will be restored in accordance with the COM Plan.  

4.3.2 Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species

The introduction and spread of invasive and nonnative plant species (including noxious weeds) 
can contribute to the loss of rangeland productivity, increased soil erosion, reduced species and 
structural diversity, loss of wildlife habitat, and, in some instances, may pose a threat to human 
health and welfare. The Carslon-Foley Act (Public Law 90-583) and the Federal Noxious Weed 
Act, Public Law 93-629 (7 U.S.C. 2801 et seq.: 88Stat. 2148), enacted January 3, 1975, 
established a federal program to control the spread of noxious weeds. Executive Order 13112 
issued February 3, 1999 further defines the responsibilities of federal agencies to prevent the 
introduction of invasive species and provide for their control by minimizing the economic, 
ecological and human health impacts that invasive species cause. Executive Order 13112, 
Invasive Species, was authorized to prevent the introduction of invasive species, provide for 
their control, and to minimize the impacts caused by these species. NRS 555, Control of 
Insects, Pests, and Noxious Weeds, provides information regarding the designation and 
eradication of, and inspection for, noxious weeds within the State of Nevada (Ely PRMP/EIS). 

4.3.2.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

Construction of the extension to the Harry Allen Substation will require the construction of new 
access roads, and result in disturbance at tower pad sites and pulling and tensioning areas. 
Berms created by access road construction can represent disturbed soils, which may provide 
suitable habitat for noxious weeds, including salt cedar and other invasive species in this area. 
Construction activity around tower pads and in pulling and tensioning areas, including 
movement of heavy equipment and light trucks may also disturb soil and provide weed habitat. 
Seeds of noxious weeds and invasive species also may be present in the seed bank and soil 
disturbance can have the effect of “releasing” these seeds, possibly leading to local infestations. 
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There also is the potential for weeds to be introduced into the project area by construction 
vehicles.

A comprehensive Noxious Weed Management Plan (part of the COM Plan) has been developed 
with the goal of keeping the ROW free of noxious weeds. Adherence to the specific weed 
control mitigation measures in this plan, including measures as identified in the BLM Las Vegas 
Noxious Weed Plan will minimize the introduction and spread of noxious weeds during and 
following construction. Early detection and rapid response have been important considerations 
in the development of this plan which includes (1) identification of problem areas, 
(2) preventative measures that will be implemented to prevent the spread of noxious weeds 
during construction, (3) treatment methods during construction and post-construction, and 
(4) reclamation and post-construction monitoring. Included in this plan are specific measures 
that address the eradication of existing noxious weed populations, measures to minimize the 
potential for the spread of noxious weeds through off-site power washing of equipment/vehicles 
and on-site cleaning of equipment/vehicles with compressed air, and the use of weed free 
materials during restoration (e.g., hay or straw). 

In addition, as a part of the ROW Preparation, Rehabilitation, and Restoration Plan (included in 
the COM Plan), reseeding practices and seeding mixtures to be used in areas of temporary 
disturbance will be coordinated with a BLM specialist (e.g., botanist, range management 
specialist, or soil scientist designated by the BLM Authorized Officer) in order to determine the 
source type and quantity of seed mixtures and seeding locations. In this regard, mixtures that 
discourage the establishment of invasive and noxious weeds will be considered, as appropriate.  

4.3.2.2 Thirtymile Substation 

Acreages of land affected by construction of the Thirtymile Substation are discussed in Section 
4.3.1.2. Most of the land will be permanently committed to substation structures and any other 
cleared ground within the substation fence will be covered with gravel. While no noxious weeds 
were found at the proposed substation site during weed surveys, exposed, disturbed soils 
associated with the substation and transmission interconnections may provide suitable habitat 
for noxious weeds. Construction activity within, and around, the substation site, including 
movement of heavy equipment and light trucks may disturb soil and provide weed habitat. 
Seeds of noxious weeds may be present in the seed bank and soil disturbance can have the 
effect of “releasing” these seeds possibly leading to local infestations. There also is the potential 
for noxious and invasive weeds to be introduced into the project area by construction vehicles. 

As previously described for the extension to Harry Allen, a comprehensive Noxious Weed 
Management Plan and ROW Preparation, Rehabilitation, and Restoration Plan (part of the COM 
Plan) have been developed with the goal of keeping the area of affect weed free. Adherence to 
the specific weed control mitigation measures in this plan, including measures as identified in 
the BLM Las Vegas Noxious Weed Plan and restoration practices will minimize the introduction 
and spread of noxious and invasive weeds during, and following, construction of the Thirtymile 
Substation.
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4.3.3 Wildlife

4.3.3.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

There will be some mortality of small vertebrate species and some degradation of general 
wildlife habitat quality from the construction of the transmission line. Ground-disturbing activities, 
such as vehicle movement along access roads, and at tower locations, laydown areas, and 
pulling and tensioning sites, will alter the quality of wildlife habitat in the short-term. Some 
individuals of small, fossorial species, such as Pocket Mice and Kangaroo Rats, will likely be 
crushed in their burrows by heavy equipment. Similarly, snakes, lizards, and other diurnal forms 
may be hit by vehicles on access roads or killed by road building equipment. Potential impacts 
from the operation of the transmission line may include an increase in hunting perches for avian 
predators. Mitigation measures, including limiting access to areas previously determined and 
clearly flagged, controlling speed limits on the ROW, and restoration practices, will assist in 
reducing impacts to wildlife. 

4.3.3.2 Thirtymile Substation 

The clearing of the Thirtymile Substation site during construction will result in some mortality of 
small vertebrate species and the removal of any wildlife habitat on the site. Wildlife occupying 
the site prior to construction will be displaced, since the existing habitat will be replaced with the 
substation facilities. Within the transmission line interconnection ROWs to the SWIP – Southern 
Portion and Falcon-to-Gonder transmission lines, ground-disturbing activities, such as vehicle 
movement along access roads, and at tower locations and laydown areas, also may result in 
some mortality and degradation of general wildlife habitat quality. Similar to the ROW extension 
at the Harry Allen Substation, individuals of small, fossorial species will likely be crushed in their 
burrows by heavy equipment, and snakes, lizards and other diurnal forms may be hit by 
vehicles on access roads or killed by construction equipment. Potential impacts from the 
operation of the substation and transmission line interconnections may include an increase in 
hunting perches for avian predators. Mitigation measures, including the use of improved existing 
access into the substation site, clearly flagging areas of disturbance, and restoration practices, 
will assist in reducing impacts to wildlife. 

4.3.4 Migratory Bird Treaty Act

4.3.4.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

Construction of the extension to Harry Allen Substation could potentially result in the loss of bird 
nests, eggs, or young, and there is a small area of bird habitat located immediately east of the 
transmission line in the area of the Dry Lake Playa. Adult birds are normally able to avoid 
construction equipment, however, eggs or young in nests cannot. As stipulated in the COM 
Plan, mitigation measures to address compliance with the MBTA will include the presence of a 
biological monitor during the migratory bird-nesting season to minimize the risk that all active 
nests along the line will not be disturbed. During construction, active nests that could be 
affected will be identified, and a buffer zone around each nest will be flagged to keep personnel 
and equipment away from sensitive areas until nests become dormant.  
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4.3.4.2 Thirtymile Substation 

Adult birds are normally able to avoid construction equipment, however, eggs or young in nests 
cannot. As stipulated in the COM Plan, mitigation measures, including the presence of a 
biological monitor during the migratory bird-nesting season, will reduce these impacts. During 
construction, active nests that could be affected will be identified, and a buffer zone around 
each nest will be flagged to keep personnel and equipment away from sensitive areas.  

4.3.5 Threatened and Endangered Species/Special Status Species

4.3.5.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

The Mojave Desert Tortoise is the only federally listed species that is present along the 
extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation. Tortoise surveys that were conducted in 
the area during early Summer 2006 revealed a female tortoise carcass and an apparently active 
burrow. The ROW extension area does not contain designated Critical Habitat for the tortoise. 

During construction, tortoises could be crushed in their burrows by heavy equipment. They 
could also be run over on access roads, especially small juveniles and hatchlings, which are 
very difficult to see even from a slow-moving vehicle. Mitigation and compensation measures, 
including limiting access to pre-determined and clearly flagged areas, controlling the speed of 
vehicles on the ROW, and the presence of tortoise biologists, will help to reduce impacts. While 
the ROW extension is not located in designated Critical Habitat, tortoise biologists will be 
present for all construction activities in this area as specified in the BA, BO, and COM Plan. It 
will be their responsibility to move any tortoises out of the way, to remove tortoises from burrows 
in construction areas, and to educate all construction personnel regarding the protocol for 
working in Mojave Desert Tortoise habitat areas. 

In addition to the federally listed Mojave Desert Tortoise, there is a limited possibility of impact 
to the three-corner milkvetch (Astragalus geyeri var. triquetris), which could potentially be 
present along the Harry Allen extension. Rare plant surveys conducted along the transmission 
line route in this area during Spring 2006 resulted in the detection of no sensitive species, with 
the exception of cacti and yuccas (see Section 4.3.1.1). However, these surveys were 
conducted during a very dry spring, and plants like the three-corner milkvetch, an annual, did 
not appear. Prior to ground-disturbing activities, any additional or updated surveys deemed 
necessary by the BLM, including rare plant surveys would be conducted prior to the initiation of 
the potentially harmful activities in the area of concern. In the event of a new discovery they will 
flag off the area and establish a construction restriction buffer. 

4.3.5.2 Thirtymile Substation 

There are no federally listed threatened or endangered species likely to be affected by 
construction at the Thirtymile Substation, and rare plant surveys during Spring 2006 did not 
reveal the presence of any sensitive plants that would be affected by the proposed substation. 
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4.4 CULTURAL RESOURCES

4.4.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

No cultural resource sites were identified within the APE of the ROW extension, therefore 
impacts are not anticipated. 

4.4.2 Thirtymile Substation

Of the 18 cultural resources identified within the APE (see Table 3-1), four are eligible for listing 
on the NRHP. Once the engineering plans are finalized, a determination as to which sites will be 
directly affected by the proposed project will be made. To mitigate both direct and indirect 
impacts to these cultural resources, a Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) is being 
developed and will be implemented prior to construction of the substation. These measures will 
minimize impacts and ensure compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation 
Act (NHPA). 

4.5 PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES  

4.5.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

Minimal impacts are expected to any paleontological resources from the construction of the 
proposed project due to the low paleontological sensitivity within the ROW extension area. 

4.5.2 Thirtymile Substation

A paleontological resources treatment plan has been prepared for the proposed project (San 
Bernardino County Museum 2006) and includes mitigation measures that would address 
potential impacts to paleontological specimens identified in the intensive pedestrian field 
inspection which would be conducted prior to construction of the proposed project. These 
measures include monitoring for paleontological specimens during construction and 
implementation of appropriate measures (if resources are identified) in order to minimize 
impacts. The treatment plan is included in the COM Plan for the SWIP – Southern Portion.  

4.6 LAND USE, RECREATION, AND ACCESS 

This section evaluates the impacts of the two ROW modifications on existing and planned land 
use, recreational activities, and access. Following is a description of potential land use impacts 
that could result from the construction and operation of the proposed facilities. 

4.6.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The ROW extension to the Harry Allen Substation would be constructed on vacant BLM land 
and does not conflict with any existing or planned facilities. The extension would be compatible 
with the Northeast Clark County Land Use Plan, which designates this area as Heavy Industrial
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and Open Land. The BLM bird habitat adjacent to the proposed transmission line would be 
avoided, and mitigation measures identified to address migratory birds (see Section 4.3.4.1) will 
reduce any proximity impacts to this small management area. There are no active recreation 
areas in the immediate vicinity, and additional long-term access will generally be limited to the 
transmission ROW. 

4.6.2 Thirtymile Substation 

The Thirtymile Substation and transmission line interconnections would be constructed on 
vacant BLM land and would permanently displace approximately 81 acres of the 178,716 acre 
Thirty Mile Spring BLM grazing allotment. While located within the Loneliest Mountain SRMA, 
there are no existing or planned recreation sites within close proximity to the Thirtymile 
Substation. Impacts to existing and planned land use and public recreation opportunities from 
the construction and operation of the Thirtymile Substation would be limited to temporary 
disruption to traffic and access along Jakes Wash Road and U.S. Highway 50 during 
construction (see Figure 4). Mitigation measures identified in the COM Plan regarding the use of 
signage that notifies the public of the timing for construction activities will help reduce any 
potential conflicts with users, and additional practices outlined during construction and 
restoration will help minimize damages to resources in this area and provide for public safety.  

4.7 VISUAL RESOURCES 

The visual assessment focuses on characterizing the impacts resulting from the amount of 
visual contrast or landscape change that would occur from the introduction of new facilities, as 
perceived by sensitive viewers, and the consistency of these changes with BLM VRM 
objectives. The methods used to perform this assessment are consistent with the BLM VRM 
Handbook-8410.

4.7.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The transmission line extension to the Harry Allen Substation in Dry Lake Valley is within a 
visual setting that has been significantly modified due to numerous existing transmission lines 
and substation facilities. Views of this area from Interstate 15 and U.S. Highway 93 range from 
approximately 1.5 miles and beyond, and the SWIP transmission line will be seen primarily in a 
back-dropped condition, most often in context with these other facilities. As a result, the new 
transmission line will cause minimal contrast. Key mitigation measures include the use of dulled 
steel lattice towers, and non-specular conductors. Based on the contrast analysis, minimal 
change is expected from the addition of the new transmission line. This change would be 
consistent with the VRM Class III objective for this area, which requires that the character of the 
area be partially retained. 

4.7.2 Thirtymile Substation

The Thirtymile Substation site and transmission line interconnections are located in proximity to 
the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV transmission line and the Gonder-to-Machacek 230kV 
transmission line. Impacts to sensitive viewers are expected to be minimal. Views from U.S. 
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Route 50 will be primarily from eastbound traffic, at distances ranging from ½-mile away and 
farther, in a setting where the facilities should be partially to fully screened by intervening 
terrain, back-dropped by the Egan Mountains, and viewed in context with the existing 345kV 
and 230kV lines. Key mitigation measures include the use of non-specular conductors; dulled 
metal finishes on transmission towers, equipment, and facilities associated with the substation 
site; and the selective clearing of vegetation associated with temporary use areas, where 
possible. The substation will be located generally within a BLM Class III area and is immediately 
adjacent to, and overlapping with, two designated utility corridors that are considered VRM 
Class IV in the Ely PRMP. The substation will be in conformance with the VRM objectives 
requiring partial retention of the character of this area while allowing major modification 
associated with the corridors.  

4.8 WILDFIRE MANAGEMENT 

This section of the EA evaluates potential effects of the proposed project to wildfire 
management. Impacts were assessed based on construction activities, including additional 
access road construction, clearing of vegetation, the type of vegetation located within the 
affected areas, and the Southern Nevada and Ely BLM District Office guidelines for fire 
suppression.  

4.8.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The majority of the proposed ROW crosses vacant land with sparse vegetation; therefore, a 
minimal amount of vegetation removal will be required. A new access road would be 
constructed primarily within the transmission line ROW. While little fuel exists within the area, 
increases in traffic during construction activities could potentially increase the chance of a 
human-caused, accidental fire. Long-term or operational impacts to fire management from 
improved access to the existing road could include human-caused, accidental ignitions from 
periodic ground maintenance and inspections of the transmission line, or recreational users 
along the access road. The improved access road could have the potential for use as fire-break 
lines and help minimize the need to build new breaks in the event of a fire (Ely PRMP, pg. 3.20-
8). Mitigation measures and protocols identified in the COM Plan, including fire prevention 
measures (e.g., restrictions on smoking, no open fires, restrictions on welding and use of spark 
arresting devices), will reduce the potential for fires during construction. In addition, construction 
personnel will be trained in fire suppression, and selective vehicles will be equipped with fire 
suppression tools.  

4.8.2 Thirtymile Substation

An existing dirt road will be improved for major access to the area for construction of the 
Thirtymile Substation and transmission line interconnections. Approximately 77 acres of 
vegetation will be cleared for the footprint of the substation and approximately 4 acres of 
additional ground will be permanently disturbed during construction of the substation and 
transmission line interconnections to the SWIP – Southern Portion and the Falcon-to-Gonder 
transmission lines. Short-term construction impacts to fire management include an increase in 
traffic during the construction of the substation, and the use of equipment, which could 
potentially increase the frequency of human-caused accidental ignitions along the access road 
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and near the siting area. Long-term or operational impacts and mitigation measures are similar 
to those previously described for the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation. 

4.9 EARTH RESOURCES 

This section evaluates potential impacts from the construction and operation of the proposed 
extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation and at the Thirtymile Substation to geology, 
soils, and water resources.

4.9.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

4.9.1.1 Geology 

No unique or special geological features were identified and no impacts are anticipated. 

4.9.1.2 Soils 

Soil resources in the area of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation that may be impacted by 
the construction of the transmission line are associated primarily with the Dry Lake Playa. While 
the proposed transmission line crosses only a small portion of the western edge of this playa, 
the soils in the general vicinity tend to be sandy/silty in composition. Impacts to soils will occur 
during construction at tower sites, pulling and tensioning sites, and in access development. 
Curtailing construction during periods of rain, and the use of erosion control mitigation 
measures, including limiting the areas of disturbance (as possible), and restoration practices 
described in the COM Plan, would be implemented to minimize the potential for short and long-
term impacts to soils.  

4.9.1.3 Water Resources 

Impacts to ephemeral drainages and washes in this area are expected to be minimal due to the 
selective location of towers (spanning of drainages), limiting the area of disturbance, and 
erosion control measures presented in the COM Plan, and effects to groundwater are not 
anticipated. 

Floodplains

Construction and operation of the transmission line in this area will not affect the floodplain. In 
areas along approximately 2.4 miles of the ROW extension which fall within the 100-year 
floodplain, transmission structures will be designed to withstand flooding events, and span 
drainages.
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4.9.2 Thirtymile Substation 

4.9.2.1 Geology 

No unique or special geological features were identified and no impacts are anticipated. 

4.9.2.2 Soils 

No unique or special soil resources have been identified on the Thirtymile Substation site or the 
transmission line interconnections. During construction there could be potential erosion from soil 
runoff into nearby small ephemeral drainages; however, erosion control mitigation measures 
described in the COM Plan would be implemented as part of the construction, in order to 
minimize the potential for short-term impacts. The final design and grading of the substation site 
will be completed in a manner that insures that surface drainage from the substation site will not 
result in additional erosion or degradation to down-slope areas, and groundwater should remain 
unaffected.

4.9.2.3 Water Resources 

The Thirtymile Substation will be constructed to comply with all local and federal requirements 
for safety and protection of groundwater. Features such as erosion control and spill prevention 
mechanisms (e.g., secondary containment basins) will help to prevent or minimize impacts to 
groundwater. The streambed located along the southwest corner of the substation site will be 
avoided.

Floodplains

As there are no identified floodplains within the immediate vicinity of the substation site, 
construction and operation of the substation in this area will not have an affect on any 
floodplains.

4.10 AIR RESOURCES 

Impacts to air quality would primarily be short-term as a result of the construction of the 
proposed facilities, and operation and maintenance activities associated with the extension of 
the transmission line to the Harry Allen Substation, and at the Thirtymile Substation site are 
expected to be minimal. The construction of the facilities would produce two types of air 
pollution: fugitive dust from soil disturbance and exhaust emissions from construction vehicles 
and equipment. 

4.10.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation 

A construction plan, including a schedule and the number and type of vehicles to be used during 
construction of the transmission line, is included in the COM Plan. Emissions from construction 
vehicles are not expected to exceed the air quality standards. Construction/maintenance 



4-11

activities will comply with the policies identified by Clark County (e.g., Dust Control Permit). Dust 
and emission-control mitigation measures (including watering roads), mitigation measures 
limiting disturbance, and restoration and monitoring practices described in the COM Plan will 
further assist in reducing impacts to air quality along this portion of the alignment. 

4.10.2 Thirtymile Substation 

Construction/maintenance activities for the Thirtymile Substation and the transmission line 
interconnections will comply with the policies identified by the BLM and the BAPC. Similar to the 
ROW extension, dust and emission-control mitigation measures, mitigation limiting disturbance, 
and restoration and monitoring practices described in the COM Plan will further assist in 
reducing impacts to air quality during construction at the substation site. 

4.11 HAZARDOUS MATERIALS  

This section evaluates the potential for impacts related to hazardous materials associated with 
the construction of proposed facilities, including the transportation of hazardous materials, and 
vehicle leaks or spills during construction. 

4.11.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

No hazardous materials would be stored along the ROW extension to the Harry Allen 
Substation, and therefore the potential for impacts from hazardous materials exists primarily 
during construction. A spill prevention plan and reference to hazardous material regulations are 
documented in the COM Plan. During construction of the transmission line, mitigation measures 
outlined in the COM Plan would be followed to ensure that vehicles will be kept in good working 
condition and impacts from hazardous materials are minimized. 

4.11.2 Thirtymile Substation 

While the transformers at the substation will contain oil, it is anticipated that no other hazardous 
material will be stored on the substation site, and therefore the potential for impacts from 
hazardous materials exists primarily during construction. The containment would be per federal 
or local requirements and if applicable the containment would be designed to the Institute of 
Electrical Electronics Engineers standards (i.e., concrete lined berms around transformer). As 
described for the extension to the Harry Allen Substation, a spill prevention plan and reference 
to hazardous material regulations are documented in the COM Plan and similar mitigation 
measures will be implemented during construction at the substation site.  

4.12 SOCIOECONOMICS AND ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

This section evaluates the potential impacts to socioeconomics and environmental justice from 
the construction and operation of the proposed project. Both the extension of the ROW to the 
Harry Allen Substation and the Thirtymile Substation are located in unpopulated areas and no 
occurrences of disproportionately high percentages of minority or low-income populations exist. 
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Therefore, no environmental justice impacts would occur from the construction or operation of 
the transmission line or Thirtymile Substation. 

4.12.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

During construction of the ROW extension, short-term beneficial impacts, such as increased 
revenue, could result from construction workers’ use of local restaurants and hotels in the North 
Las Vegas area. The transmission line extension to the Harry Allen Substation will be an 
unmanned facility, located in an undeveloped area of Clark County, and as such, operation of 
the transmission line will have minimal effects on Clark County employment, income, or social 
services. 

4.12.2 Thirtymile Substation 

During construction of the substation, short-term beneficial impacts, such as increased revenue, 
could result from construction workers’ use of local restaurants and hotels in Ely. The Thirtymile 
Substation will be an unmanned facility, located in an undeveloped rural area of White Pine 
County, and as such, operation of the substation will have minimal effects on White Pine County 
or Ely employment, income, or social services.  

4.13 AREAS OF CRITICAL ENVIRONMENTAL CONCERN 

4.13.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

No ACECs were identified within the BLM Southern Nevada District that would be affected by 
the extension of the ROW.

4.13.2 Thirtymile Substation 

No ACECs were identified within the BLM Ely District that would be affected by the proposed 
substation.
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SECTION 5.0 
LEGISLATIVE MODIFICATIONS FOR COYOTE SPRINGS 

REALIGNMENT

5.1  INTRODUCTION 

This section of the EA considers impacts and mitigation associated with the SWIP ROW 
realignment in the Coyote Springs area that was mandated by Congress in the 2004 LCCRDA 
legislation. 

5.2  AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Information on the environment potentially affected by the construction, operation, and 
maintenance of facilities associated with the realigned portion of the SWIP ROW through the 
Coyote Spring Valley is discussed in this section. This discussion is organized according to 
specific resource topics, and is followed by Section 5.3, Environmental Consequences.

5.2.1 Biological Resources 

The biological resources along the Coyote Springs Realignment are described below. 
Information presented in this section was gathered from the previous SWIP EIS, and updated 
based on current BLM RMPs, PRMPs, ongoing discussions with federal and state agencies, 
field review and surveys, and from information developed from the BA and the BO that has been 
prepared for the SWIP – Southern Portion.

5.2.1.1 Vegetation 

The vegetation along the entire length of the realignment consists of low shrubs and no trees. 
The dominant plant association is creosote bush (Larrea tridentata) and white bursage 
(Ambrosia dumosa). Other shrubby species include bladder sage (Salazaria mexicana), indigo 
bush (Psorothamnus fremontii), range ratany (Krameria parvifolia), Nevada ephedra (Ephedra 
nevadensis), and winterfat (Krascheninnikovia lanata). Also present, but less common are spiny 
menodora (Menodora spinescens) and goldenhead (Acamptopappus shockleyi). The most 
common yucca along the realignment is the Mojave yucca (Yucca schidigera), with occasional 
individuals of Joshua tree (Y. brevifolia) and banana yucca (Y. baccata). Cacti include beavertail 
cactus (Opuntia basilaris), buckhorn cholla (O. acanthocarpa), silver cholla (O. echinocarpa), 
barrel cactus (Ferocactus cylindraceus), and Engelmann hedgehog (Echinocereus
engelmannii). This area also supports a diverse annual flora that appears in the spring, following 
wet winters. 

All plants of the cactus family cactaceae and all plants of the genus yucca are protected under 
NRS 527.060-.120, which prohibits destruction without “written permission from the legal 
owner…specifying locality by legal description and number of plants to be removed or 
possessed” (NRS 527.100). 
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5.2.1.2 Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species 

Noxious weeds are invasive, non-native species that tend to spread rapidly and often displace 
native plant species or bring about changes in species composition, community structure, and 
ecological function. Noxious weeds may compete with native species for critical resources 
including water, nutrients, and space. Such competition may alter the dynamics of the native 
plant community, potentially leading to a monoculture of the noxious species. Noxious weeds 
also may alter soil chemistry in such a manner as to preclude germination or seedling 
establishment by native species. Moreover, noxious weeds tend to thrive in disturbed areas, 
such as at electrical transmission tower sites, laydown areas, storage yards, and pulling and 
tensioning sites. Noxious weeds are formerly listed and managed by the Nevada Department of 
Agriculture. 

The noxious weed inventory for the SWIP – Southern Portion included (1) the identification of 
weed species that are designated noxious, as defined by the Nevada Department of Agriculture, 
and which have the potential to occur within the area affected by the project and (2) the 
gathering of information to identify specific noxious weed populations in the project area, 
including pre-construction surveys along the project ROW. These surveys were conducted from 
April through June 2006 by Tri County Weed, as recommended by BLM, Ely District Office.  

A complete listing of the noxious weeds identified through these surveys is presented in Table 
6-2 (Section 6.5) of this EA. One occurrence of Sahara mustard was documented in the area of 
the Coyote Springs realignment. In addition, information on noxious weed occurrences within 
the ROW area, including the location and extent of infestations, was also gathered from the 
BLM, Ely District in the form of a GIS data layer. This inventory did not indicate any additional 
noxious weed species located within the project corridor, however, it is likely that populations of 
other noxious species that were not found within the survey area may occur in the vicinity, and 
these species could become established at disturbed areas on the ROW following construction. 

Red brome (Bromus rubens), cheatgrass (Bromus tectorum), and Chilean chess (Bromus trinii)
have been identified by the BLM as invasive species of concern. In conjunction with the noxious 
weed and rare plant surveys conducted for the SWIP – Southern Portion, the identification of 
invasive species was generally noted, where evident. Based on the arid conditions that were 
encountered during these surveys, many of the anticipated invasive species may not have been 
identified.

5.2.1.3 Wildlife 

Wildlife within the realignment area includes mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles that are 
characteristic of warm, arid, creosote bush-dominated landscapes. Small, nocturnal rodent and 
bat species are most common in the project area. Large mammals such as the Mule Deer 
(Odocoileus hemionus) and Mountain Lion (Puma concolor) are unlikely to be regular residents 
of the area. Other small mammals that may be locally abundant within the Coyote Springs 
Realignment area include White-tailed Antelope Squirrel (Ammospermophilus leucurus), and 
Jackrabbits (Lepus californicus). Small rodent populations are probably dominated by 
Heteromyids, a group that is highly adapted to living in hot, dry climates. Kangaroo Rats likely to 
be present include Merriam’s Kangaroo Rat (Dipodomys merriami) and Desert Kangaroo Rat 
(D. deserti). Pocket Mice likely to be present include the Desert Pocket Mouse (Chaetodipus 
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penicillatus), Little Pocket Mouse (Perognathus longimembris), and Longtail Pocket Mouse 
(Chaetodipus formosus).

Other small rodents likely to be present include the Cactus Mouse (Peromyscus eremicus), 
Western Harvest Mouse (Reithrodontomys megalotis), and Desert Woodrat (Neotoma lepida).
Several species of bats of the genus Myotis probably occupy the area as permanent residents, 
summer visitors, winter visitors, or transients. Other bats present include the Pallid Bat 
(Antrozous pallidus), Big Brown Bat (Eptesicus fuscus), Western Pipistrelle (Pipistrellus 
hesperus), and Western Big-eared Bat (Corynorhinus townsendii).

Creosote bush-dominated landscapes are typically depauperate in bird species compared with 
most other vegetative communities. Birds likely to be found and/or nest within the realignment 
area include, the Gambel’s Quail (Callipepla gambelii), Red-tailed Hawk (Buteo jamaicensis),
Mourning Dove (Zenaida macroura), Greater Roadrunner (Geococcyx californianus), Lesser 
Nighthawk (Chordeiles acutipennis), Ash-throated Flycatcher (Myiarchyus cinerascens), and 
Black-throated Sparrow (Amphispiza bilineata).

The Great Basin Spadefoot (Spea intermontanus) is the only amphibian likely to be found in the 
realignment area and, then, only after periods of heavy summer rainfall. Approximately 17 
species of lizards could potentially occur in this area, depending on substrates available. For 
example, in rugged, rocky areas the Common Chuckwalla (Sauromalus ater) could occur. Areas 
with relatively fine, sandy soil may be frequented by the Desert Iguana (Dipsosaurus dorsalis),
while the Banded Gila Monster (Heloderma suspectum cinctum) shares similar habitats to those 
of the Mojave Desert Tortoise. Habitat generalists such as the Side-blotched Lizard (Uta 
stansburiana) and Western Whiptail (Cnemidophorus tigris) are likely to be found on a variety of 
substrates.

Snake species within the realignment area could total approximately 15, depending on available 
substrates. The Western Shovel-nosed Snake (Chionactis occipitalis), for example, is only likely 
to be present in areas with fine, sandy soil while the Lyre Snake (Trimorphodon biscutatus) and 
Speckled Rattlesnake (Crotalus mitchellii) are most likely to be found on rocky slopes. Other 
common species could include, but are not limited to, the Gopher Snake (Pituophis catenifer),
Coachwhip (Masticophis flagellum), Glossy Snake (Arizona elegans), Night Snake (Hypsiglena
torquata), and Mojave Rattlesnake (Crotalus scutulatus).

5.2.1.4 Migratory Birds 

The MBTA is the domestic law that affirms and implements the United States' commitment to 
the protection of shared migratory bird resources. The MBTA governs the taking, killing, 
possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests. The 
take of all migratory birds is governed by the MBTA's regulation of taking migratory birds for 
educational, scientific, and recreational purposes and requires harvest to be limited to levels 
that prevent overuse. The MBTA prohibits the take, possession, import, export, transport, 
selling, purchase, barter, or offering for sale, purchase or barter, of any migratory bird, its eggs, 
parts, and nests, except as authorized under a valid permit (50 CFR 21.11). 

Virtually all of the bird species in the realignment area previously described are protected by the 
Act.
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5.2.1.5 Wild Horses and Burros 

Since 1971, the BLM has been managing free-roaming horses and burros on public lands in 
accordance with the Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act. This Act mandates that wild and 
free-roaming horses and burros be protected from unauthorized capture, branding, harassment, 
or death, and furthermore that these animals be considered as an integral part of the natural 
systems based on their distribution.  

In order to support the protection of these animals, the BLM has established Herd Management 
Areas (HMAs). The desired objective is to manage for sustainable population levels in areas of 
suitable habitat, while preserving a multiple use relationship with all other resources. 

No HMAs have been established by the Ely or Southern Nevada District Offices that are 
affected by the Coyote Springs Realignment. 

5.2.1.6 Threatened and Endangered Species/Special Status Species 

The Mojave Desert Tortoise is the only federally listed wildlife species known to be present in 
the realignment area. Tortoise surveys that were conducted in the area during early Summer 
2006, revealed the presence of tortoises along the realignment. Approximately 16 miles of the 
realignment cross USFWS designated Critical Habitat. Rare plant surveys conducted in the 
project area during the spring of 2006 did not reveal the presence of any state or federally listed 
plant species, although the year was exceptionally dry, and some annuals, such as the three-
corner milkvetch (Astragalus geyeri var. triquetris), only occur after heavy rainfall. This species 
has not previously been recorded along the realignment but could potentially be present after a 
wet season. 

5.2.2 Cultural Resources

Cultural Resource surveys conducted for the Coyote Springs Realignment included the 200 foot 
wide ROW and proposed access roads (Crews et al., 2007). For the purposes of this cultural 
study, the transmission line ROW and the associated access roads are considered the APE. 
These studies identified a total of 58 sites that are located within the APE of the realignment. Of 
these, 12 are recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP and for 4 the eligibility for NRHP 
listing is unknown at this time, and further investigations are necessary to determine their 
eligibility. These sites are summarized in Table 5-1.  

TABLE 5-1 
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE COYOTE SPRINGS AREA 

Smithsonian 
Number 7.5-minute Quad Site Type 

NRHP Eligibility 
Recommendation 

1 26LN5019 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with feature not eligible 
2 26LN5020 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with features eligible 
3 26LN5021 Wildcat Wash NW artifact scatter with 

features
eligible 

4 26LN5022 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with feature unknown, more 
information needed 

5 26LN5023 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with feature eligible 
6 26LN5024 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
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TABLE 5-1 
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE COYOTE SPRINGS AREA 

Smithsonian 
Number 7.5-minute Quad Site Type 

NRHP Eligibility 
Recommendation 

7 26LN5025 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with features unknown, more 
information needed 

8 26LN5026 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with tool/ 
historic trash scatter 

not eligible 

9 26LN5027 Wildcat Wash NW artifact scatter eligible 
10 26LN5028 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
11 26LN5029 Wildcat Wash NW artifact scatter with 

features and historic trash 
eligible 

12 26LN5030 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
13 26LN5032 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
14 26LN5036 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
15 26LN5037 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
16 26LN5038 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
17 26LN5039 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
18 26LN5040 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
19 26LN5041 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
20 26LN5042 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE small artifact scatter with 

rock alignments 
unknown, more 

information needed 
21 26LN5043 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
22 26LN5044 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
23 26LN5045 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter with tool not eligible 
24 26LN5046 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
25 26LN5047 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
26 26LN5048 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
27 26LN5049 Lower Pahranagat Lake SE lithic scatter not eligible 
28 26LN5050 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter with rock 

alignments 
eligible 

29 26LN5051 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter not eligible 
30 26LN5052 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter not eligible 
31 26LN5053 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter not eligible 
32 26LN5054 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter not eligible 
33 26LN5055 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter not eligible 
34 26LN5056 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter not eligible 
35 26LN5057 Lower Pahranagat Lake SW lithic scatter not eligible 
36 26LN5058 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter not eligible 
37 26LN5075 Wildcat Wash NW artifact scatter with 

features
eligible 

38 26LN5076 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with features eligible 
39 26LN5077 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with features eligible 
40 26LN5078 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with tools eligible 
41 26LN5079 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
42 26LN5080 Wildcat Wash NW artifact scatter with 

features
eligible 

43 26LN5081 Wildcat Wash NW artifact scatter with feature eligible 
44 26LN5082 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
45 26LN5083 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
46 26LN5084 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter with tool not eligible 
47 26LN5085 Delamar 3 SW lithic scatter with 

historic/modern rock cairn 
of unknown function 

not eligible 

48 26LN5090 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
49 26LN5091 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
50 26LN5092 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
51 26LN5347 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
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TABLE 5-1 
CULTURAL RESOURCE SITES IN THE COYOTE SPRINGS AREA 

Smithsonian 
Number 7.5-minute Quad Site Type 

NRHP Eligibility 
Recommendation 

52 26LN5348 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
53 26LN5349 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
54 26LN5350 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter not eligible 
55 26LN5351 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with tools unknown, more 

information needed 
56 26LN5352 Wildcat Wash NW lithic scatter with tools not eligible 
57 26LN5353 Wildcat Wash NW phehistoric rock alignment not eligible 
58 26LN5378 Wildcat Wash NW historic trash scatter not eligible 

5.2.3 Paleontological Resources 

The San Bernardino County Museum conducted a paleontological resource study covering the 
alignment in the Coyote Springs Realignment area (San Bernardino County Museum 2006). 
This study included a records search and field review to identify paleontological sensitivity and 
is included in the COM Plan for the SWIP Project. The Museum concluded that this portion of 
the project is located in an area with an undetermined paleontological sensitivity, and 
recommended that an intensive pedestrian field inspection be conducted prior to construction. 

5.2.4 Land Use, Recreation, and Access

This section of the EA documents the existing and planned land use, recreation, and access for 
the Coyote Springs Realignment. Existing land use data was gathered using aerial photography 
and field reconnaissance, and through review of land use plans. Planned land use was gathered 
using existing BLM resource management plans, other BLM documents for projects located in 
the project areas, and specific development plans. A description of the project setting, 
ownership/jurisdiction and land use within the corridor area follows. 

5.2.4.1 Project Setting 

The Coyote Springs Realignment begins approximately 50 miles north of Las Vegas and 
continues north for approximately 25 miles. The realignment is located in Coyote Spring Valley, 
west of U.S. Highway 93 and east of the Desert National Wildlife Range (DNWR) in Lincoln and 
Clark Counties. The realigned transmission line would be located in the utility corridor that was 
mandated by Congress in the 2004 LCCRDA. This area of the eastern Mojave Desert is 
generally defined by rolling bajadas that transition into the Sheep Range to the west.  

5.2.4.2 Jurisdiction 

The extension of the ROW is on BLM land administered by the Southern Nevada District Office 
in Clark County and by the BLM Ely District in Lincoln County. In Clark County this area is 
managed under the Las Vegas RMP. The area of the realignment in Lincoln County, while 
currently managed under the Caliente MFP, will be managed in the future under the Ely RMP. 
Smaller privately held parcels are found east of the realignment.  
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5.2.4.3 Existing Land Use  

The study area is located predominately on undeveloped desert land (see Figure 8). The DNWR 
is located to the west of the transmission line and was established for the purpose of 
perpetuating the Desert Bighorn Sheep and is important habitat for the Mojave Desert Tortoise 
and other sensitive plants and animals. The DNWR is the largest wildlife refuge within the lower 
48 states and, although it is not currently designated wilderness, it is proposed for wilderness 
designation and is being managed as wilderness (USFWS 2006). 

For the length of the Coyote Springs Realignment, U.S. Highway 93 runs parallel to and just 
east of the realigned ROW, at a distance of up to approximately 0.9 mile away. In the southern 
portion of the study area, the realignment crosses U.S. Highway 93 before continuing south in 
the ROW originally granted for the SWIP. 

In the central portion of the Coyote Springs Realignment area, immediately east of the 
transmission line alignment and Highway 93, the Coyote Springs master-planned community 
development is under construction. This development will include single and multi-family 
residential areas, commercial and light industrial areas, multiple golf courses, hotels and 
resorts, open space, and a resource management area. As presently planned, approximately 
21,454 acres would be developed over the course of 40 years, including 7,548 acres that will be 
dedicated as the Coyote Springs Resource Management Area.  

The Western Elite Landfill is located on a private in-holding in the central portion of this area, on 
the west side of U.S. Highway 93, between the highway and the SWIP realignment. A quarry 
operation and residence also are located on the site. A dirt road on the western side of the 
property is used as a runway for small aircraft. This runway parallels the transmission line 
realignment.

An existing Lincoln County Power District 69kV transmission line parallels the west side of U.S. 
Highway 93 throughout the study area. This 69kV line is crossed by the SWIP realignment in 
the southern portion of the study area (at the U.S. Highway 93 crossing) and roughly parallels 
the realignment north through the study area, at distances up to approximately 0.9 mile away.  

5.2.4.4 Planned Land Use 

The Coyote Springs Realignment is located within the SWIP designated utility corridor. The 
BLM authorizes ROWs on public lands for a variety of uses, including roads, electrical 
transmission lines, telephone lines, sewer lines, potable water lines, natural gas pipelines, 
communication sites, electrical power plants and substations, and related power distribution 
lines (Las Vegas RMP, pg. 3-57). In addition, Coyote Springs has submitted an application to 
the BLM for future detention basins within the utility corridor area. Authorizations for the use of 
designated ROWs are processed on a case-by-case basis. 

Although Clark County has no jurisdiction over the management of BLM land, the Northeast 
Clark County Land Use Plan identifies uses within the area of the realignment as Open Land 
and Major Development Project. Open Land allows for deterring development and may contain 
uses such as public services and facilities, grazing, and some recreational uses. The Coyote 
Springs master-planned community is designated as a Major Development Project. Zoning 
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within Coyote Springs master-planned community development will consist of Rural Open Land, 
Medium Density Residential and General Commercial. 

5.2.4.5 Recreation 

The Delamar Mountain Wilderness is located east of the Coyote Springs Realignment and east 
of Highway 93 and provides recreational opportunities such as hiking, rock scrambling, climbing, 
hunting, and horseback riding. The Wilderness (see Figure 8) is located approximately 0.75 to 
2.0 miles from the realigned transmission line and is accessible by U.S. Highway 93 and Kane 
Springs Road (U.S. Department of the Interior 2006). 

As previously noted, the primary purpose of the DNWR, which is located on the west side of 
U.S. Highway 93 and the Coyote Springs Realignment, is to perpetuate the Desert Bighorn 
Sheep, and other sensitive wildlife and plants, other recreational opportunities such as camping, 
hiking, backpacking, horseback riding, hunting and bird watching are available. This refuge is 
accessible from U.S. Highway 93 via Sawmill Road, located approximately 1 mile south of the 
realignment area (USFWS 2006). 

5.2.5 Visual Resources

The landscape in this area is moderately flat to slightly undulating, with relatively low vegetation 
diversity, creating little visual interest or variation in the valley area crossed by the transmission 
line (Class C scenery, landscapes with minimal diversity or interest). The DNWR (located to the 
west) exhibits greater variety in terrain and topographic relief. Sensitive viewers in this area 
include residences (a single existing residence on the Western Elite Landfill property and future 
residents associated with the Coyote Springs Development); travelway viewers (U.S. Highway 
93, Highway 168, and Kane Springs and Saw Mill roads); and recreational users (historic rest 
area and potentially dispersed users of the DNWR and Delamar Wilderness). In the Southern 
Nevada District area the transmission line is in the SWIP designated utility corridor within an 
area that has been classified as VRM Class III (partial retention of the existing character of the 
landscape). In the Ely District area (Caliente MFP), the transmission line is also in the SWIP 
designated utility corridor, within a VRM Class IV area (allowing for major modification). Several 
existing modifications also occur in this area, including U.S. Highway 93, electrical transmission 
(69kV) and fiber optic facilities, the Western Elite Landfill, and ongoing disturbance associated 
with the planned Coyote Springs development.  

5.2.6 Wildfire Management

The Coyote Springs Realignment is located in Lincoln and Clark counties, Nevada. Both the Ely 
and Southern Nevada BLM District Offices have fire management plans (Ely District Managed 
Natural and Prescribed Fire Plan and Las Vegas Fire Management Action Plan, respectively). 
The District Office resource management plans and fire management plans were reviewed to 
identify potential impacts from the Coyote Springs realignment. Potential impacts from the 
realignment would be influenced by additional access road construction, the type of vegetation 
located within the project area, and the guidelines for fire suppression within the project area. 
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Within the Ely District area, the realignment is located within a salt desert shrub vegetation 
community and generally has low fuel loads. Typical fire behavior is characterized by winds 
needed to carry fire in sparsely vegetated areas, natural barriers tending to inhibit fire sizes, and 
the rapid spread of fire generally requiring wind. The realignment is located in the Mojave FMU 
(Ely PRMP) and currently is managed as a full fire suppression area. The nearest wildland-
urban interface community identified in the Ely PRMP is Alamo, located approximately 13 miles 
northwest of the realignment . However, the proposed Coyote Springs development is located 
east of U.S. Highway 93 and the proposed transmission line realignment.  

The southern portion of the realignment is associated with four separate FMUs identified in the 
Fire Management Action Plan of the BLM. These consist of the Desert Low Elevation Shrub, 
Tortoise ACEC North, Tortoise Moderate Density, and Virgin-Muddy-Meadow FMUs. The 
Desert Low Elevation Shrub is located on the DNWR, west of the realignment. The Tortoise 
ACEC North has an annual target goal of less than 10 acres burned for 90 percent of the burn 
time. The decadal goal is 250 acres or less, with no prescribed fires within this FMU. The 
Tortoise Moderate Density has an annual target goal of less than 15 acres burned for 90 
percent of the burn time, and the decadal goal for this FMU is 500 acres or less, with no 
prescribed fires. The Virgin-Muddy-Meadow has an annual target goal of less than 25 acres for 
90 percent of the burn time, and the decadal goal is 250 acres or less, with only salt cedar as 
prescribed burns (Marfil 2006). 

5.2.7 Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers

The Delamar Mountain Wilderness is located east of the realignment and U.S. Highway 93 and 
provides recreational opportunities such as hiking, rock scrambling, climbing, hunting, and 
horseback riding. The Wilderness is located approximately 0.75 to 2.0 miles from the 
realignment and is accessible by Highway 93 and Kane Springs Road (U.S. Department of the 
Interior 2006). There are no wild and scenic rivers within the project area. The DNWR, located 
to the west of the realignment, includes portions that are proposed for Wilderness designation 
and are currently being managed as Wilderness.  

5.2.8 Prime and Unique Farmland

There is no Prime and Unique Farmland located within the realignment area. 

5.2.9 Earth Resources 

This section of the EA includes a description of the geology, soils and water resources 
associated with the realignment. Information presented in this section is based on previous 
studies conducted for the SWIP EIS, in association with information from various federal and 
state agencies and general field review. 

5.2.9.1 Geology  

The realignment is located in Coyote Spring Valley, generally located between the Sheep 
Range to the west and the Meadow Valley Range in the east. The general geology of Coyote 
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Spring Valley comprises four major geologic units: alluvium, Tertiary valley-fill deposits, Tertiary 
volcanics, and Paleozoic carbonate rocks. The alluvium occurs over the valley floor and 
comprises interbedded gravels, sand, silt and clay. The maximum thickness of alluvium is not 
known, but thicknesses of 600 to 850 feet have been penetrated by U.S. Geological Survey and 
U.S. Air Force test wells.

5.2.9.2 Soils 

Soils within the Coyote Springs Realignment are typical desert soils (Entisols and Aridisols). 
These soils are susceptible to erosion by wind and water. The potential for erosion is generally 
slight, except where the soils have been disturbed or along the banks of washes. There is also a 
potential for localized landslides on the steep slopes of the upland areas. 

5.2.9.3 Water Resources  

There are no perennial surface water bodies or streams within Coyote Spring Valley. Surface 
water occurs as ephemeral flow in streambeds that drain the upland areas or as temporary 
ponding of runoff areas. The realignment is located within the Coyote Spring Valley 
Groundwater Basin in the Lower Colorado River Basin Hydrographic Region. 

Floodplains

FEMA has not identified any 100-year floodplains within Clark County that would be crossed by 
the realignment, and does not have floodplain information available for Lincoln County. 
Flooding, however, is a recurrent problem over most of the valley floor (both sides of Highway 
93), and severe flash floods do occur infrequently in both the Pahranagat Wash and Kane 
Springs Wash areas.

5.2.10 Air Resources

Air resources within the project area are regulated at the federal, state, and local levels as 
described below: 

5.2.10.1 Federal 

The EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards for certain pollutants. The 
attainment status for the proposed project area was examined in consideration of federal 
designations contained in 40 CFR §81.329. The hydrographic areas and the associated 
pollutants for which they are designated attainment or nonattainment are described below. 

5.2.10.2 State 

The Nevada Department of Environmental Protection’s BAPC administers the surface area 
disturbance permitting for Lincoln County, Nevada. The BAPC issues a Class II Air Quality 
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Operating Permit for Stand-Alone Surface Area Disturbance for any land disturbance that will 
equal or exceed five acres of total disturbance. If the total disturbance is equal to, or exceeds 20 
total acres, then in addition to the preparation of the SAD permit application, a dust control plan 
must also be prepared and submitted with the application (Air Sciences Inc. 2007). 

5.2.10.3 Local 

The Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management administers the 
surface area disturbance permitting for Clark County through the issuance of a Dust Control 
Permit. A Dust Control Permit is required for projects that are greater than or equal to 0.25 
acres; require trenches equal to or greater than 100 feet in length; or include the mechanical 
demolishing of any structure larger than or equal to 1,000 square feet (Air Sciences Inc. 2007).  

The air quality status, regulations and requirements specific to the Coyote Springs realignment 
are as follows. The realignment is located within Clark and Lincoln Counties in Hydrographic 
Basin 210. The portion of this basin located in Clark County has a federal designation of 
attainment status for all pollutants. The Clark County Department of Air Quality and 
Environmental Management manages dust control and emissions within the Clark County 
portion of the realignment through issuance of a dust permit. The portion of the basin located 
within Lincoln County has a federal designation of attainment status for all pollutants. The BAPC 
manages dust control within Lincoln County through a Class II Air Quality Operating Permit. 

5.2.11 Hazardous Materials

The proposed Coyote Springs Realignment would occur on BLM land administered by the 
Southern Nevada and Ely District Offices. Information regarding hazardous materials was 
obtained from each of the respective office RMPs/PRMPs in characterizing the realignment 
area.

As a part of the regulated community, the BLM has an obligation to abide by the existing federal 
and state statutes and regulations regarding hazardous materials and to require that leasees 
and ROW grantees also abide by such regulation as part of the lease or grant terms and 
conditions. The Las Vegas RMP specifically requires that “all non-interior groups whose 
activities are on BLM managed lands and facilities will be held responsible for compliance with 
federal, state, interstate, and local waste management requirements.” No hazardous material 
sites in the realignment area have been identified. 

5.2.12 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice

This section describes the social characteristics of the study area. The current status and trends 
for population and economic factors were evaluated and are the basis for socioeconomic 
environmental consequences for the realignment in the Coyote Springs area as described 
below.
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5.2.12.1 Socioeconomics 

The ROW realignment occurs in Clark and Lincoln counties. Clark County’s population in the 
2000 census was 1,375,765, and the County had a population percent change of 24.3 percent 
calculated between April 1, 2000 and July 1, 2005. The population estimate of Clark County for 
2005 is 1,710,551. Total employment in 2000 totaled 637,339, with 4.2 percent of the work force 
unemployed. The estimated median household income for Clark County in 2004 was $50,463. 
Lincoln County’s population in the 2000 census was 4,165. Total employment in 2000 was 
1,538 and the median household income was $31,979. 

The Coyote Springs master-planned community development is under construction and is 
expected to be approximately 21,454 acres (developed over 40 years). This development will 
include single and multi-family residential areas, commercial and light industrial areas, multiple 
golf courses, hotels and resorts, open space and a resource management area.  

5.2.12.2 Environmental Justice  

As described in Section 3.13, all Federal actions must address and identify, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental effects of its programs, 
policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income populations in the United States. 
The realignment is in an area that is relatively unpopulated at this time (with the exception of the 
existing private residence in association with the Western Elite Landfill), and plans for the area 
(Coyote Springs Development) do not suggest the future presence of a high number of low-
income groups. 

5.2.13 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern 

The ROW realignment crosses approximately 1 mile of the Coyote Springs ACEC (see Figure 
8), which is designated for the protection of the Mojave Desert Tortoise. The realignment also 
crosses approximately 16 miles of USFWS designated Critical Desert Tortoise Habitat. 

5.3  ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Section 5.3 addresses the environmental consequences (effects) associated with the 
realignment in Coyote Spring Valley. Many of the mitigation measures presented in this EA are 
included in the original SWIP EIS, ROD, and ROW Grants. Additional mitigation measures have 
been proposed by Great Basin or requested or required by the BLM, USFWS and other 
resource agencies, in connection with the preparation of this EA and the BA, BO, and COM 
Plan. All of the mitigation measures from these various sources have been incorporated in the 
COM Plan, and compliance with that plan would be included as an enforceable stipulation in the 
amended ROW grant, just as it is in the original SWIP ROW grant.  
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5.3.1 Biological Resources

Impacts to biological resources included consideration of the effects to vegetation, wildlife, and 
threatened and endangered species. Following is a discussion of impacts associated with the 
realignment, including proposed mitigation measures.

5.3.1.1 Vegetation 

Approximately 237 acres will be disturbed by the construction of the SWIP in the realignment 
area. Approximately 134 acres of the total disturbance area will be temporary, including batch 
plants, tower construction areas, and pulling and tensioning sites. The remaining 103 acres of 
permanent disturbance are primarily associated with access roads. The vegetation that will be 
affected is primarily creosote bush and white bursage, with scattered individual Mojave yucca 
populations and several species of cacti. As identified in the COM Plan, cacti and yucca will be 
salvaged and replanted off of impact areas (access roads, tower pad sites, etc.), for later 
replacement in the ROW area and near tower sites, and areas of temporary disturbance will be 
restored in accordance with the COM Plan. 

5.3.1.2 Noxious Weeds and Invasive Species 

The introduction and spread of invasive and nonnative plant species (including noxious weeds) 
can contribute to the loss of rangeland productivity, increased soil erosion, reduced species and 
structural diversity, loss of wildlife habitat, and, in some instances, may pose a threat to human 
health and welfare. The Carlson-Foley Act (Public Law 90-583) and the Federal Noxious Weed 
Act (Public Law 93-629) direct weed control on public land. Executive Order 13112, Invasive 
Species, was authorized to prevent the introduction of invasive species, provide for their control, 
and to minimize the impacts caused by these species. NRS 555, Control of Insects, Pests, and 
Noxious Weeds, provides information regarding the designation and eradication of, and 
inspection for, noxious weeds within the state of Nevada (Ely PRMP). 

Construction of the Coyote Springs Realignment will require the construction of new access 
roads, and result in disturbance at tower pad sites and pulling and tensioning areas. Berms 
created by access road construction can represent disturbed soils, which may provide suitable 
habitat for noxious weeds including Sahara mustard and salt cedar and invasive species. 
Construction activity around tower pads and in pulling and tensioning areas, including 
movement of heavy equipment and light trucks may also disturb soil and provide habitat for 
noxious weeds and invasive species. Seeds of noxious weeds and invasive species also may 
be present in the seed bank and soil disturbance can have the effect of “releasing” these seeds 
possibly leading to local infestations. There also is the potential for weeds to be introduced into 
the project area by construction vehicles. 

A comprehensive Noxious Weed Management Plan (part of the COM Plan) has been developed 
with the goal of keeping the ROW noxious weed free. Adherence to the specific weed control 
mitigation measures in this plan, including measures as identified in the BLM Las Vegas 
Noxious Weed Plan will minimize the introduction and spread of noxious weeds during and 
following construction. Early detection and rapid response have been important considerations 
in the development of this plan which includes (1) identification of problem areas, 
(2) preventative measures that will be implemented to prevent the spread of these and other 
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noxious weeds during construction, (3) treatment methods during construction and post-
construction, and (4) reclamation and post-construction monitoring. Included in this plan are 
specific measures that address the eradication of existing noxious weed populations, measures 
to minimize the potential for the spread of noxious weeds and invasive species through off-site 
power washing of equipment/vehicles and on-site cleaning of equipment/vehicles with 
compressed air, and the use of weed free materials during restoration (e.g., hay or straw).  

In addition, as a part of the ROW Preparation, Rehabilitation, and Restoration Plan (included in 
the COM Plan), reseeding practices and seeding mixtures to be used in areas of temporary 
disturbance will be coordinated with a BLM specialist (e.g., botanist, range management 
specialist, or soil scientist designated by the BLM Authorized Officer) in order to determine the 
source type and quantity of seed mixtures and seeding locations. In this regard, mixtures that 
discourage the establishment of invasive and noxious weeds will be considered, as appropriate.  

5.3.1.3 Wildlife 

There will be some mortality of small vertebrate species, and general wildlife habitat quality will 
be degraded. Ground-disturbing activities will alter the quality of wildlife habitat in the short-term. 
Some individuals of small, fossorial species such as Pocket Mice and Kangaroo Rats will likely 
be crushed in their burrows by heavy equipment. Similarly, snakes, lizards, and other diurnal 
forms may be hit on access roads or killed by road building equipment. Potential impacts from 
the operation of the transmission line may include an increase in hunting perches for avian 
predators. Mitigation measures, including limiting access to areas previously identified and 
clearly flagged, restoration practices, and speed limit restrictions on the ROW, will assist in 
reducing impacts to wildlife. 

5.3.1.4 Migratory Bird Treaty Act 

Construction along the Coyote Springs Realignment could potentially result in the loss of bird 
nests, eggs, or young. Adult birds are normally able to avoid construction equipment, however, 
eggs or young in nests cannot. As stipulated in the COM Plan, to address compliance with the 
MBTA mitigation measures will include the presence of a biological monitor during the migratory 
bird-nesting season, assuring that all active nests along the line will not be disturbed. During 
construction, active nests that could be affected will be identified, and a buffer zone around 
each nest will be flagged to keep personnel and equipment away from sensitive areas until 
nests become dormant.  

5.3.1.5 Threatened and Endangered Species/Special Status Species 

The Mojave Desert Tortoise is the only federally listed species that is present along the 
realignment in Coyote Spring Valley. During construction, tortoises could be crushed in their 
burrows by heavy equipment. They also could be run over on access roads, especially small 
juveniles and hatchlings, which are very difficult to see even from a slow-moving vehicle. 
Mitigation and compensation measures identified in the BA, BO, and the COM Plan, including 
limiting access to pre-determined and clearly flagged areas, controlling the speed of vehicles on 
the ROW, and the presence of tortoise biologists, will help to reduce impacts. Tortoise biologists 
will be present for all construction activities in this area. It will be their responsibility to move 
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tortoises out of the way, to remove tortoises from burrows in construction areas, and to educate 
all construction personnel regarding the protocol for working in Mojave Desert Tortoise habitat 
areas.

In addition to the federally listed Desert Tortoise, as previously mentioned, there is a limited 
possibility of impact to the three-corner milkvetch (Astragalus geyeri var. triquetris) and the Las 
Vegas buckwheat (Eriogonum Corymbosum var. nilesii), which could potentially be present 
along the realignment, although recent surveys did not identify any populations. 

Prior to ground-disturbing activities, in areas specified by the BLM project manager, a biological 
monitor will survey and inspect the area for rare plants. In the event of a new discovery they will 
flag off the area and establish a construction restriction buffer. 

5.3.2 Cultural Resources 

Of the 58 cultural resources identified within the APE (see Table 5-1), 12 are eligible for NRHP 
listing. Once the engineering plans are finalized, a determination as to which sites will be 
directly affected by the proposed project will be made. To mitigate both direct and indirect 
impacts to these cultural resources, a HPTP is being developed and will be implemented prior to 
construction of the transmission line in this area. 

5.3.3 Paleontological Resources 

A paleontological resources treatment plan has been prepared for the proposed project (San 
Bernardino County Museum 2006) and includes mitigation measures that would address 
potential impacts to paleontological specimens prior to, and during construction of the proposed 
project, such as monitoring for paleontological specimens. If resources are identified in the 
intensive pedestrian field inspection, which would be conducted prior to construction, 
appropriate measures would be implemented in order to minimize impacts. The treatment plan 
will be included as an appendix to the COM Plan. 

5.3.4 Land Use, Recreation, and Access

The shift of the SWIP alignment in the Coyote Springs area was mandated by Congress in the 
LCCRDA in order to avoid and minimize potential conflicts with the development of private land 
on the east side of U.S. Highway 93. This land had previously been transferred by the BLM into 
private ownership, subject to a reservation of the BLM utility corridor. Following is a description 
of potential impacts to existing and planned land use, recreational activities, and access that 
could result from the construction and operation of the transmission line in the realigned 
location.

The transmission line would be constructed within an approved designated corridor on BLM 
lands. Approximately 103 acres of land would be permanently displaced by access roads and 
structure locations. The transmission line has been located to avoid private land, and areas 
crossed by the transmission line are undeveloped, therefore no direct land use impacts are 
anticipated.
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Planned land use impacts are expected to be minimal, because the transmission line would be 
located within the SWIP designated utility corridor. The planned Coyote Springs detention 
basins are being designed to accommodate existing and planned utilities within the designated 
utility corridor. The transmission line does not conflict with any recreation areas, however, there 
is a potential for increased off-road and dispersed access to the DNWR from the construction of 
new access and maintenance roads. Potential increased off-road access will be limited by 
closing and reclaiming construction roads not needed for maintenance in key locations, and 
through the use of locking gates or other barriers, to the extent practicable, as described in the 
COM Plan. No increase in access to the Delamar Mountain Wilderness is expected from 
construction of new access for the SWIP – Southern Portion in this area because the 
Wilderness is located east of U.S. Highway 93, on the opposite side of the highway from the 
transmission facilities. 

5.3.5 Visual Resources

The realignment is within a congressionally designated utility corridor and generally parallels an 
existing 69kV transmission line located to the east of the proposed project, which is visible 
primarily in the foreground from U.S. Highway 93. In this area the proposed transmission line 
will be located to the west of, and behind, the 69kV line, and will be partially to fully back-
dropped from the majority of transportation, recreation, and residential views with the exception 
of the crossing of US Highway 93 north of Saw Mill Road. Key mitigation measures include the 
use of dulled steel lattice structures and non-specular conductors. The current BLM VRM 
designations for this area are Class III (partially retain the existing character of the landscape) in 
Clark County, and Class IV (allowing for major modifications) in Lincoln County. In the future, 
portions of the alignment in Lincoln County will continue to be located in Class IV (allowing for 
major modifications) as designated in the Ely PRMP. Based on the modified setting (e.g., 
existing utilities, landfill), the local viewing conditions, and the implementation of the proposed 
mitigation measures as specified in the COM Plan, the new location of the transmission line 
(within a designated utility corridor) will be in conformance with these objectives. 

5.3.6 Wildfire Management

This section of the EA evaluates the effects of the realignment to wildfire management. Impacts 
were assessed based on construction activities, the type of vegetation located within the 
affected areas, the potential for fires associated with future use in this area, and the Southern 
Nevada and Ely BLM District respective guidelines, for fire suppression. 

Approximately 36 miles of access roads will be constructed as part of the realignment, including 
the construction of spur roads from existing access roads and U.S. Highway 93 to tower 
locations, and construction of access along the proposed realignment. Short-term construction 
impacts to fire management include an increase in traffic during the construction of the 
proposed transmission line, which could potentially increase the frequency of human-caused 
accidental ignitions along the access road and the ROW. Long-term or operational impacts from 
new access could occur from human-caused, accidental ignitions from periodic ground 
maintenance and inspections of the transmission line, or recreational users along the access 
roads.
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Mitigation measures and protocols identified in the COM Plan, including fire prevention 
measures as outlined in Section 4.8 of this EA, will reduce the potential for fires during 
construction. In addition, public access to new roads along the realignment will be controlled by 
closing and reclaiming construction roads not needed for operation and maintenance as 
approved by BLM in consultation with the Project Proponent, and through the use of locking 
gates or other barriers, to the extent practicable, as also prescribed in the COM Plan. Low fuel 
loads along the realignment also decrease the potential for accidental ignitions in this area. 
Although the realignment is located to the west of the proposed Coyote Springs development, 
these low fuel loads and separation of the development and transmission line by U.S. Highway 
93 minimize the potential for the spread of wildfire to this area, unless wind is present. 

5.3.7 Earth Resources 

This section evaluates potential impacts from the construction and operation of the transmission 
line in the realigned location based on geology, soils, and water resources. 

5.3.7.1 Geology 

There are no unique or special geological features in the area of the realignment and no 
impacts were anticipated.  

5.3.7.2 Soils 

There are no unique or special soil resources in the area of the realignment. Impacts to soils 
may occur as erosion into drainages during construction at tower sites, pulling and tensioning 
sites, and in access development. Curtailing construction during periods of rain, and the use of 
erosion control mitigation measures including limiting the areas of disturbance, and restoration 
practices as described in the COM Plan would be implemented to minimize the potential for 
short- and long-term impacts to soils.

5.3.7.3 Water Resources 

Impacts to ephemeral drainages and washes in this area are expected to be reduced based on 
the selective location of towers (spanning of drainages), limiting the area of disturbance, and 
erosion control and reclamation measures presented in the COM Plan. Impacts to groundwater 
are not anticipated.

Floodplains

Although there are no designated floodplains along the realignment, tower structures will be 
placed to span ephemeral washes/drainages to avoid damage to towers from potential flooding 
events that may occur in this area.  
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5.3.8 Air Resources

Impacts to air quality would primarily be short-term as a result of the construction of the 
proposed facilities and operation and maintenance activities associated with the realignment are 
expected to be minimal. The construction of the facilities would produce two types of air 
pollution: fugitive dust from soil disturbance and exhaust emissions from construction vehicles 
and equipment. 

A construction plan, including a schedule and the number and type of vehicles to be used during 
construction of the transmission line, is included in the COM Plan. Emissions from construction 
vehicles are not expected to exceed the air quality standards. Construction/maintenance 
activities will comply with the policies identified by Clark County (e.g., Dust Control Permit), the 
BLM and the BAPC. Dust and emission-control mitigation measures (including watering roads), 
mitigation measures limiting disturbance, and restoration and monitoring practices described in 
the COM Plan will further assist in reducing impacts to air quality along this portion of the 
alignment.

5.3.9 Hazardous Materials

No hazardous materials would be stored along the ROW in this area, and therefore the potential 
for impacts from hazardous materials exists primarily during construction. A spill prevention plan 
and reference to hazardous material regulations are documented in the COM Plan for the SWIP 
– Southern Portion. During construction of the transmission line, mitigation measures outlined in 
the COM Plan would be followed to ensure that vehicles will be kept in good working condition, 
and impacts from hazardous materials are minimized. 

5.3.10 Socioeconomics and Environmental Justice 

During construction of the transmission line, short-term beneficial impacts, such as increased 
revenue, could result from the use of local restaurants and hotels in the North Las Vegas area 
and the Town of Alamo by construction workers. The transmission line will be an unmanned 
facility located in Clark and Lincoln counties, and operation of the facilities will have minimal 
effects to Clark and Lincoln County employment, income, or social services. The area of the 
realignment is relatively unpopulated at this time and plans for the area (Coyote Springs 
Development) do not suggest the future presence of a high number of low-income groups, 
therefore, no environmental justice impacts would occur from the construction or operation of 
the transmission line in this location.  

5.3.11 Areas of Environmental Concern 

The Coyote Springs Realignment is located within a BLM and congressionally designated utility 
corridor that crosses a small portion of the Coyote Springs ACEC (designated to protect Mojave 
Desert Tortoises). However, the mitigation and compensation measures identified under the 
discussion of Threatened and Endangered Species in Section 5.3.1.5 of this EA and as 
presented in the BO will help to avoid and reduce potential impacts to the Mojave Desert 
Tortoise.
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SECTION 6.0 
POLICY AND RESOURCE UPDATES 

6.1 INTRODUCTION 

This section of the EA contains updates on the environmental setting of the SWIP – Southern 
Portion. These updates are based on key policy and/or resource changes that have occurred 
following the approval of the SWIP Final EIS, the ROD, and ROW Grant(s), including 
information associated with the following topics: 

� Designated Critical Habitat for the Mojave Desert Tortoise 
� Sage Grouse 
� Migratory Birds 
� Noxious and Invasive Weeds 
� Environmental Justice 
� VRM Classifications 
� Cultural Resources 
� Tribal Consultation 
� Threatened and Endangered Species, Sensitive Species 
� Clark County Ozone Non-Attainment 

Following is an overview of the affected environment and environmental consequences 
regarding each of these topics (as appropriate). Additional information in support of this 
discussion may also be found in the SWIP – Southern Portion BA, BO and COM Plan. 

6.2  DESIGNATED CRITICAL HABITAT FOR THE MOJAVE DESERT TORTOISE 

6.2.1 Affected Environment

The USFWS designated Critical Habitat for the Mojave Desert Tortoise on February 8, 1994, 
including specific areas in California, Arizona, and Nevada, which are crucial to the recovery of 
the species. The final rule for the designation identified four units totaling 1.2 million acres in 
Nevada, where the majority of the Mojave Desert Tortoise habitat is managed by the BLM, 
under the Clark County MFP. The designation of Critical Habitat occurred shortly before 
approval of the SWIP ROD and ROW Grant, and biological opinions were prepared that 
evaluated the project’s effect both on tortoises and their Critical Habitat. An updated BA was 
submitted to the USFWS in July 2007 and a BO, including an Incidental Take Statement, was 
issued by USFWS on December 20, 2007. The BO concluded that the SWIP is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the threatened desert tortoise (Mojave population). Within 
areas crossed by the transmission line, Critical Habitat is present in Clark County along both 
sides of U.S. Highway 93, extending from just north of Dry Lake to the Pahranagat Wash, in 
Lincoln County. 

The BLM in the Southern Nevada District has prepared an RMP designating ACECs for Desert 
Tortoises, and, under the protection of the ACEC, certain activities are restricted in those areas. 
Along the transmission line ROW, the BLM has designated the Coyote Springs ACEC.  



6-2

In July 2006, updated surveys were completed along the ROW, from the Harry Allen Substation, 
to a point just south of Delamar Lake, a distance of approximately 65 miles. Using a triangular 
transect method a total of 43.5 miles of transects were walked. Tortoises or sign thereof were 
found on nine of the transects. Two live tortoises were encountered, both on the same transect 
and both were in burrows. Otherwise, a total of 32 other observations of sign were tallied in this 
area.

6.2.2 Environmental Consequences

Direct impacts to designated Mojave Desert Tortoise habitat would result primarily from ground-
disturbing construction activities. Impacts will be either temporary (short-term) or permanent 
(long-term) and they will occur within approximately 37.5 miles of USFWS Critical Habitat, and 
approximately 19.4 miles of the Coyote Springs ACEC that are crossed by the transmission line. 
The permanent and short-term disturbances would result in loss of vegetation, and therefore 
reduce the amount of forage available to tortoises. Table 6-1 includes disturbance areas for 
USFWS Critical Habitat and BLM ACECs. The disturbance is associated with access roads, 
tower sites, lay down sites, and pulling and tensioning stations. Permanent disturbances are 
largely associated with access roads.  

TABLE 6-1 
TOTAL SURFACE AREA DISTURBANCE IN DESERT TORTOISE HABITAT, ACRES 

BLM ACECs 
Disturbance Type 

USFWS Designated Critical 
Habitat Coyote Springs 

Temporary 238 126 
Permanent 122 57 

Total Disturbance 360 220

Activities associated with project construction could potentially injure or kill tortoises, and 
vehicles that stray from construction areas and roads may crush Mojave Desert Tortoises above 
ground or in their burrows. Tortoises also may be affected by removal from construction areas. 
In addition, they may be killed or injured by vehicles resulting from increased accessibility of the 
area during and after construction of the transmission line. Other potential impacts from the 
operation of the transmission line include the increase in accessibility from new access road 
construction, resulting in increased illegal collection of tortoises found along or near the 
roadways. The presence of transmission structures may allow for increased avian predation of 
Mojave Desert Tortoises by providing perches and nesting sites. 

Mitigation measures designed specifically to avoid and reduce impacts to the Mojave Desert 
Tortoise have been developed as a part of the formal Endangered Species Act consultation and 
are reflected in the BO. Many of the measures duplicate those developed in the 1992 Draft EIS 
and previous BA/BO; however, other measures have been designed specifically to reduce or 
eliminate incidental take of tortoises. Examples include the use of steel, H-frame structures with 
perch deterrents at selective locations south of State Route 168 in the Coyote Springs ACEC, 
per agreement with BLM, habitat conservation, educational programs, guidelines for handling, 
holding, or relocating tortoises, assigning speed limits to construction sites, and monitoring 
towers for active nest sites, as well as numerous other measures identified in the SWIP – 
Southern Portion BA, BO and COM Plan. Compensation for the loss of Desert Tortoise habitat 
is required by applicable endangered species laws, regulations, and agency policies, including 
the BLM Desert Tortoise protection policies, and will be applied to the SWIP – Southern Portion. 
The decision regarding the distribution and appropriate use of mitigation remuneration for the 



6-3

disturbance of Desert Tortoise habitat has been determined through consultations between the 
USFWS and BLM and is reflected in the stipulations and the terms and conditions contained in 
the BO. The BO is presented in Appendix B of the EA. 

6.3 SAGE GROUSE 

6.3.1 Affected Environment

Greater Sage Grouse leks are known to be present at several locations along the route of the 
SWIP – Southern Portion. Updated Sage Grouse surveys were conducted for the SWIP – 
Southern Portion and for the proposed ROW modifications during the spring of 2006. During the 
surveys, 69 males were observed in the Butte/Buck/White Pine Population Management Unit, 
including 16 males in the White River Valley Complex, and 53 males in the West Schell 
Complex. Two known active leks were located within 2 miles of the SWIP – Southern Portion. 

6.3.2 Environmental Consequences

Impacts to the Greater Sage Grouse from the construction of the transmission line could include 
the potential loss of nests with eggs or young, loss of nesting habitat, loss of forage and insect 
prey, and increased potential for colonization by invasive plant species, resulting from ground-
disturbing activities associated with clearing of vegetation for construction of access and spur 
roads, and tower sites. Potential impacts from the operation of the transmission line include new 
access roads, which could increase public access to areas that support Sage Grouse. Access 
roads, spurs and towers would be placed in wintering grounds, and towers could provide 
additional hunting perches for Sage Grouse predators, particularly Golden Eagles. 

Mitigation measures that have been identified to reduce the potential effects to Sage Grouse 
include the modification of the location of the transmission line and the use of steel H-frame 
structures (including perch deterrents) in selective locations as agreed upon with the BLM and 
Nevada Department of Wildlife. Additional measures to mitigate impacts during construction 
include limiting long and short-term access, seasonal timing of construction, and the presence 
of Biological Monitors during construction activities. These measures are described in greater 
detail in the SWIP – Southern Portion COM Plan. 

6.4  MIGRATORY BIRDS 

6.4.1 Affected Environment

The MBTA is the domestic law that affirms or implements, the United States' commitment to the 
protection of shared migratory bird resources. The MBTA governs the taking, killing, 
possession, transportation, and importation of migratory birds, their eggs, parts, and nests. The 
take of all migratory birds is governed by the MBTA's regulation of taking migratory birds for 
educational, scientific, and recreational purposes and requiring harvest to be limited to levels 
that prevent over-utilization. The MBTA prohibits the take, possession, import, export, transport, 
selling, purchase, barter, or offering for sale, purchase or barter, any migratory bird, its eggs, 
parts, and nests, except as authorized under a valid permit (50 CFR 21.11). 
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Virtually all of the bird species found within the SWIP transmission line ROW are protected by 
the MBTA. 

6.4.2 Environmental Consequences

Potential impacts to migratory birds from the construction and operation of the transmission line 
are primarily associated with the potential for clearing and ground disturbance during critical 
breeding and nesting periods, which could result in the loss of bird nests, eggs, or young. Adult 
birds are normally able to avoid construction equipment, however, eggs or young in nests 
cannot. Other impacts to migratory birds include the potential for collision with transmission 
conductors or, more likely, the fiber optic shield wire (particularly along waterways, while limited, 
that may serve as migration corridors). 

As stipulated in the COM Plan, mitigation measures, including the presence of a biological 
monitor during the migratory bird nesting season, will reduce these impacts. During 
construction, active nests that could potentially be affected will be identified, and a buffer zone 
around each nest will be flagged to keep personnel and equipment away from sensitive areas. 
In order to reduce the potential for collisions with migratory birds and, in particular with 
waterfowl and raptors, flight deterrent devices will be employed in key areas, as specified in the 
COM Plan. 

6.5  NOXIOUS WEEDS AND INVASIVE SPECIES 

6.5.1 Affected Environment

Noxious weeds are invasive, non-native species that tend to spread rapidly and often displace 
native plant species or bring about changes in species composition, community structure, and 
ecological function. Noxious weeds may compete with native species for critical resources 
including water, nutrients, and space. Such competition may alter the dynamics of the native 
plant community, potentially leading to a monoculture of the noxious species. Noxious weeds 
also may alter soil chemistry in such a manner as to preclude germination or seedling 
establishment by native species. Moreover, noxious weeds tend to thrive in disturbed areas, 
such as at electrical transmission tower sites, laydown areas, storage yards, and pulling and 
tensioning sites. Noxious weeds are formerly listed and managed by the Nevada Department of 
Agriculture. 

The noxious weed inventory for the SWIP – Southern Portion included (1) the identification of 
weed species that are designated noxious, as defined by the Nevada Department of Agriculture, 
and which have the potential to occur within the area affected by the project; and (2) the 
gathering of information to identify specific noxious weed populations in the project area, 
including preconstruction surveys along the project ROW. These surveys were conducted from 
April through June 2006 by Tri County Weed, as recommended by the BLM, Ely District Office.  

A complete listing of the noxious weeds identified through these surveys is presented in Table 
6-2. In addition, information on noxious weed occurrences within the ROW area, including the 
location and extent of infestations, was also gathered from the BLM, Ely District Office in the 
form of a GIS data layer. This inventory did not indicate any additional noxious weed species 
located within the project corridor, however, it is likely that populations of other noxious species 
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that were not found within the survey area may occur in the vicinity, and these species could 
become established in disturbed areas on the ROW following construction. 

TABLE 6-2 
NOXIOUS WEED SPECIES FOUND WITHIN PROJECT CORRIDOR 

Species Common Name Number of Locations 
Acroptilon repens Russian knapweed 1

Brassica tournefortii Sahara mustard 1 
Cirsium vulgare Bull thistle 4

Tamarix ssp. Salt cedar 5  

Red brome (Bromus rubens), cheatgrass (Bromus testorum), and Chilean chess (Bromus trinii)
have been identified by the BLM as invasive species of concern. In conjunction with the noxious 
weed and rare plant surveys conducted for the SWIP – Southern Portion, the identification of 
invasive species in addition to the noxious weeds identified in Table 6-2 was generally noted. 
These were often located in association with existing access roads and other previously 
disturbed areas in the vicinity of the transmission line where evident. Based on the arid 
conditions that were encountered during these surveys, many of the anticipated invasive 
species may not have been identified. 

6.5.2 Environmental Consequences

The introduction and spread of invasive and nonnative plant species (including noxious weeds) 
contributes to the loss of rangeland productivity, increased soil erosion, reduced species and 
structural diversity, loss of wildlife habitat, and, in some instances, may pose a threat to human 
health and welfare. The Carlson-Foley Act (Public Law 90-583) and the Federal Noxious Weed 
Act (Public Law 93-629) direct weed control on public land. Executive Order 13112, Invasive 
Species, was authorized to prevent the introduction of invasive species, provide for their control, 
and to minimize the impacts caused by these species. NRS 555, Control of Insects, Pests, and 
Noxious Weeds, provides information regarding the designation and eradication of, and 
inspection for, noxious weeds within the state of Nevada (Ely PRMP/EIS). 

Construction of the transmission line and substation will require new access roads resulting in 
disturbance at the substation site, tower pad sites and pulling and tensioning areas. Berms 
created by access road construction can represent disturbed soils, which may provide suitable 
habitat for noxious weeds including those listed in Table 6-2 and other invasive species 
previously described. Construction activity, including movement of heavy equipment and light 
trucks, also may disturb soil and provide weed habitat. Seeds of noxious weeds and invasive 
species also may be present in the seed bank and soil disturbance can have the effect of 
“releasing” these seeds possibly leading to local infestations. There also is the potential for 
weeds to be introduced into the project area by construction vehicles.  

Based on the results of the noxious weed survey, and from information provided by the BLM, a 
noxious weed risk assessment was completed for the project indicating that the construction of 
the SWIP – Southern Portion represents a low to moderate level of risk (BLM Noxious Weed 
Risk Assessment, 2-8-07). Under a “moderate” designation control measures are important to 
prevent the spread of noxious weeds on disturbed sites, preventative management measures 
are required to reduce the risk of introduction or spread of noxious weeds into the area, and 
monitoring is required for up to three consecutive years to provide for control of newly 
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established populations of noxious weeds and follow-up treatments for previously treated 
infestations. 

A comprehensive Noxious Weed Management Plan (part of the COM Plan) has been developed 
with the goal of keeping the ROW free from noxious weeds. Adherence to the specific weed 
control mitigation measures in this plan, including measures identified in the Las Vegas BLM 
Noxious Weed Plan, will minimize the introduction and spread of noxious and invasive weeds 
during and following construction of the SWIP – Southern Portion. Early detection and rapid 
response have been important considerations in the development of this plan which includes 
(1) identification of problem areas, (2) preventative measures that will be implemented to 
prevent the spread of these and other noxious weeds during construction, (3) treatment 
methods during construction and post-construction, and (4) reclamation and post-construction 
monitoring. Included in this plan are specific measures that address the eradication of existing 
noxious weed populations, measures to minimize the potential for the spread of noxious weeds 
through off-site power washing of equipment/vehicles and on-site cleaning of equipment/ 
vehicles with compressed air, and the use of weed free materials during restoration (e.g., hay or 
straw). The application and use of pesticides for the control of noxious weeds is also addressed 
in this plan, including daily reporting requirements. Pesticide use reports shall include details 
such as treatment rate, approximate acreage treated, target species, and weather conditions on 
the day of the treatment. 

In addition, as a part of the ROW Preparation, Rehabilitation, and Restoration Plan (included in 
the COM Plan), reseeding practices and seeding mixtures to be used in areas of temporary 
disturbance will be coordinated with a BLM Botanist in order to determine the source type and 
quantity of seed mixtures and seeding locations. In this regard, mixtures that discourage the 
establishment of invasive and noxious weeds will be considered, as appropriate. 

Follow-up long-term monitoring is an important measure to prevent the further spread of any 
populations of noxious weeds in the project ROW. Weed monitoring will be conducted per the 
monitoring schedule, and as prescribed in the Noxious Weed Management Plan as approved by 
BLM.

The construction contractor and/or owner will implement noxious weed controls measures in 
accordance with existing regulations, BLM requirements, and as specified in the Noxious Weed 
Management Plan. 

6.6  ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE  

6.6.1 Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences

As designated by Executive Order 12898 of February 11, 1997, all federal actions must address 
and identify as appropriate, disproportionately high and adverse human health or environmental 
effects of its programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low-income 
populations in the United States. The criterion for a finding of possible environmental justice 
issues is the occurrence of more than 50 percent of the population being minority or low-income 
in the proposed project area of influence. 

The SWIP – Southern Portion is located within a sparsely to unpopulated area, and the Coyote 
Springs development is expected to be a master-planned community; therefore there are no 
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current or expected occurrences of disproportionately high percentages of low-income 
populations who might be impacted from the proposed project. 

6.7  VISUAL RESOURCE MANAGEMENT CLASSIFICATIONS 

6.7.1 Affected Environment

Revisions to the VRM designations within the Southern Nevada District Office have occurred 
since the approval of the SWIP Final EIS and ROD (1994), including portions of the Coyote 
Spring Valley and Harry Allen Substation areas that have been modified from a VRM Class IV 
(allowing for major modification) to a Class III (partial retention).  

6.7.2 Environmental Consequences

The effects of the revisions to the VRM designations within the Southern Nevada District are 
described in Section 3.6.1 and consistency with the revised designation is assessed in Section 
4.7.1 for the ROW Extension to the Harry Allen Substation, and in Sections 5.2.5 and 5.3.5 for 
the Coyote Springs Realignment.  In these and other areas in the Southern Nevada District, 
mitigation measures, including the use of dulled metal steel structures and non-specular 
conductors, will reduce visual impacts and allow for conformance with these VRM objectives.  

6.8 CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Cultural resource surveys have been conducted for the length of the SWIP – Southern Portion 
and are being documented in a cultural inventory survey report. An HPTP is also being 
prepared for the project. These documents will be submitted to the SHPO and BLM, and 
appropriate mitigation measures will be included in the COM Plan. 

6.9  TRIBAL CONSULTATION 

While the transmission line does not cross any Native American Reservations, the BLM has, 
and will continue to address NHPA Section 106 Consultation, including consultation with 
potentially affected Native American Tribes, per the Executive Order on Tribal Consultation. 
This consultation will include consideration for the extension to Harry Allen, Coyote Springs 
Realignment, and the Thirtymile Substation Realignment. 

6.10  THREATENED AND ENDANGERED SPECIES/SENSITIVE SPECIES 

6.10.1 Affected Environment

As described in the SWIP BA and BO, federally designated threatened and endangered species 
that could be affected by the project include the Bald Eagle, the Southwest Willow Flycatcher, 
and the Mojave Desert Tortoise (as previously described). In addition, there are several special 
status species that possess a level of protection or concern in the State of Nevada that could 
potentially be found in the project area. Both the threatened and endangered species and 
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sensitive species are discussed in detail in the SWIP BA (T&E Species), and the appendix to 
the BA (Non-Listed Sensitive Species). 

6.10.2 Environmental Consequences

Direct and indirect effects identified for the threatened and endangered species, exclusive of the 
Desert Tortoise, are anticipated to range from minimal to non-existent. Concerns associated 
with effects to other sensitive species would primarily be related to vegetation clearing and 
ground disturbance during the construction of project facilities. The locations of sensitive 
species (e.g., Las Vegas Valley buckwheat and three-cornered milkvetch) are presented in the 
COM Plan. Mitigation measures including selective tower placement, the use of alternative 
tower types, seasonal timing of construction, limiting ground disturbance and permanent 
access, and compliance with the Flagging, Fencing, and Signage Plan (incorporated as part of 
the COM Plan), will help reduce potential impacts to sensitive species, as described in the 
SWIP – Southern Portion BA, BO and COM Plan. 

6.11  CLARK COUNTY OZONE NON-ATTAINMENT 

6.11.1 Affected Environment

The EPA has established National Ambient Air Quality Standards for certain pollutants. The 
attainment status for the proposed project area was examined in consideration of federal 
designations contained in 40 CFR §81.329. The SWIP – Southern Portion crosses two 
hydrologic basins in Clark County which the EPA has classified as non-attainment for the eight-
hour ozone standard. These include basin number 216 (Garnet Valley [Dry Lake]) and basin 
number 217 (Hidden Valley [North]).

The Clark County Department of Air Quality and Environmental Management administers the 
surface area disturbance permitting for Clark County through the issuance of a Dust Control 
Permit. A Dust Control Permit is required for projects that are greater than or equal to 0.25 
acres; require trenches equal to or greater than 100 feet in length; or include the mechanical 
demolition of any structure larger than or equal to 1,000 square feet (Air Sciences Inc., 2007). 

6.11.2 Environmental Consequences

Impacts to air quality would primarily be short-term as a result of the construction and operation 
and maintenance activities of the transmission line. The construction of the facilities would 
produce two types of air pollution: fugitive dust from soil disturbance and exhaust emissions 
from construction vehicles and equipment. No impacts to ozone levels in the non-attainment 
areas are expected as there will be insignificant quantities of volatile organic compounds and 
oxides of nitrogen (the precursors to ozone) emitted from construction vehicles and equipment. 

A construction plan, including a schedule and the number and type of vehicles to be used during 
construction of the transmission line, is included in the COM Plan. Emissions from construction 
vehicles are not expected to exceed air quality standards. Construction/maintenance activities 
will comply with the policies identified by Clark County (e.g., Dust Control Permit), the BAPC, 
and the BLM. Dust and emission control mitigation measures (including watering roads), 
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mitigation measures limiting disturbance, and restoration and monitoring practices described in 
the COM Plan will further assist in reducing impacts to air quality.  
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SECTION 7.0 
CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ASSESSMENT  

7.1 CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ASSESSMENT  

This section addresses the cumulative impacts associated with the ROW modifications 
considered in this EA. Cumulative impacts result, “from the incremental impact of the action 
when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of 
what agency (federal or non-federal) or person undertakes such other actions. Cumulative 
impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a 
period of time” (40 CFR 1508.7).  

The ROW modifications addressed in this section include the Proposed Action (extension of the 
ROW to the Harry Allen Substation in Dry Lake Valley and the shifting of the granted Robinson 
Summit Substation northwest to the Thirtymile Substation site), and the realignment of the 
transmission line ROW in Coyote Spring Valley under LCCRDA from the east to the west side of 
U.S. Highway 93.  

The methodology used to analyze the potential cumulative impacts included identification of the 
affected environment and environmental consequences associated with each modification 
individually (presented in Sections 3.0, 4.0, and 5.0 of this EA), and the cumulative effects 
associated with past, present and future conditions relevant to these modifications when 
considered collectively. 

The following sections provide (1) a summary description of the general existing and planned 
conditions associated with each of the modified areas, (2) a description of the specific past, 
present, and future actions most relevant to each modification, and (3) the cumulative effects 
anticipated for these modifications. 

The area of cumulative impact directly reflects each modification, the resources affected (e.g., 
visual resources, biological resources) and the setting. For the purposes of this cumulative 
assessment a general area of affect has been identified for each modification to assist in the 
discussion of impacts. These areas have been defined by topography and the presence of other 
existing and planned facilities that most directly effect and/or contribute to the cumulative effects 
associated with each modification. Each area is described below and illustrated on Figures 9 
through 11. 

7.1.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

The general area of cumulative effect identified for the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen 
Substation is defined on the west by the Arrow Canyon Range, on the east by the Union Pacific 
Railroad (UPRR) and Dry Lake Range, on the north by the Moapa Indian Reservation and the 
Crystal Substation, and to the south by the Apex Industrial Park. 
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7.1.2 Thirtymile Substation

The general area of cumulative effect identified for the Thirtymile Substation has been defined 
by the foothills of the Egan Range and Butte Mountains that enclose the substation site, 
including the previously approved Robinson Summit Substation site and portions of U.S. 
Highway 50, Jakes Wash Road, and Thirtymile Road.  

7.1.3 Coyote Springs Realignment

The general area of cumulative effect identified for the Coyote Springs Realignment includes 
Coyote Spring Valley and is defined on the west by the Sheep Range and Desert National 
Wildlife Range and on the east by the Delamar Mountains, Meadow Valley Mountains, and the 
Arrow Canyon Range. To the north, the area is defined by the upper reaches of the Pahranagat 
Wash, and to the south in the general vicinity of Sawmill Road. 

7.2 EXISTING AND PLANNED CONDITIONS 

7.2.1 Right-of-Way Extension to the Harry Allen Substation

This proposed modification consists of a 3.8 mile extension of the previously approved ROW, 
which is necessary to interconnect at the Harry Allen Substation. Approximately 36 acres of land 
will be disturbed during the construction of the 15 additional transmission structures required for 
the extension. Of this amount, approximately 11 acres will be permanently displaced for access 
roads and tower locations in comparison to the approximate 80 acres that would have been 
required if the Dry Lake Substation would have been constructed. The remaining 25 acres will 
be restored as specified in the COM Plan. Improved access associated with the construction will 
not cross over the Arrow Canyon Range and into Hidden Valley. The extension is located in an 
area north of Las Vegas in the Dry Lake Valley that has been, and continues to be, highly 
modified by the presence of energy-related facilities, including numerous transmission lines into 
existing substations, several generation facilities, and gas transmission pipelines as listed in 
Table 7-1. In particular, in-and-around the Apex Industrial Park, a total of 21 energy, 
transportation, and/or industrial facilities have altered the setting of the local area of cumulative 
effect. These modifications, virtually all of which underwent NEPA review, are generally 
illustrated in Figure 9.  

7.2.2 Thirtymile Substation

Construction of the Thirtymile Substation and the related transmission interconnections will 
result in approximately 19 acres of temporary and 81 acres of permanent disturbance which is 
approximately the same amount of disturbance that would be associated with the currently 
approved substation site. With approval of this substation site the previously approved 
substation would not be built. This disturbance will be within, and immediately adjacent to the 
SWIP and Falcon-to-Gonder designated utility corridors in a rural area in the western foothills of 
the Egan Range characterized by Great Basin sage scrub. Short and long-term access to the 
substation will be via an existing road resulting in negligible change to the environment. The 
Gonder-to-Machacek 230kV and the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV transmission lines pass 
approximately ¼ mile south of the Thirtymile Substation site and U.S. Highway 50 passes 
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approximately ½ mile to the north, as illustrated in Figure 10. Other planned, major projects in 
this area are presented in Table 7-1. As illustrated in this table, and addressed in other NEPA 
documents up to an additional four 500kV transmission lines may be developed within the SWIP 
designated utility corridor in this area including future lines associated with the WPES and other 
transmission lines currently proposed by Nevada Power Company/Sierra Pacific and 
TransCanada.

TABLE 7-1
EXISTING CONDITIONS AND

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS
Project Location Description Status*

ROW Extension to the Harry Allen Substation
Southwest Intertie Project 
500kV Transmission Line and 
Substations

Midpoint, Idaho to Dry Lake 
Valley, Nevada 

500kV transmission line with 
interconnections into Midpoint, 
Robinson Summit and Dry Lake 
Substations

P

Harry Allen 230kV and 500kV 
Substations/Switchyards Apex Industrial Park 

Two substations are located in this 
area in the vicinity of the Harry 
Allen Generation Station 

P

Crystal Substation Dry Lake Valley, north of Harry 
Allen Substations 500kV – 230kV substation  P 

Kern River Natural Gas 
Pipeline West of Interstate 15 Natural gas pipeline and 

compressor station P

Harry Allen-to-Mead 500kV 
Transmission Line – First 
Circuit

Between Mead Substation, 
located south of Lake Mead and 
the Harry Allen Substation, 
northeast of Las Vegas  

500kV transmission line P

Harry Allen-to-Mead 500kV 
Transmission Line – Second 
Circuit

Parallel to First Circuit, and in 
some areas sharing towers with 
First Circuit

500kV transmission line F 

Harry Allen-to-Northwest and 
Harry Allen-to-Crystal 500kV 
Transmission Lines 

Between Harry Allen, Chuck 
Lenzie Power Plant and the 
existing Northwest and 
Crystal Substations 

Two 500kV transmission lines P

Harry Allen-to-Apex and 
Silverhawk 500kV 
Transmission Lines 

Between Harry Allen and the 
Apex and Silverhawk 
Generating Stations 

500kV transmission line P 

Harry Allen-to-Pecos, Harry 
Allen-to-Northwest, and Harry 
Allen-to-Reid Gardner 
Transmission Lines 

Between Harry Allen 
Substation, Pecos, and Reid 
Gardner Substations 

230kV transmission lines P 

Harry Allen-to-Red Butte 
Transmission Line 

Between Harry Allen Substation 
and Red Butte Substations 345kV transmission line P 

Georgia Pacific Las Vegas 
Plant, Gypsum Division  Apex Industrial Park Gypsum wallboard manufacturing 

facility, approximately 100 acres P

Nevada Cogen #1 
Chevron and Northern Star 
Generating 

Apex Industrial Park 

An 85 MW natural gas plant that 
provides electrical power to 
Nevada Power and thermal heat to 
Georgia Pacific, for gypsum board 
production 

P

Apex Generating Station, LS 
Power  Apex Industrial Park 

A 550 MW natural gas, combined 
cycle power plant; approximately 
200 acres 

P

Harry Allen Generation 
Station, NPC Highway 93 and Interstate 15 

A 150 MW natural gas, simple 
cycle peaking power plant; planned 
expansion includes a 500 MW 
natural gas, combined cycle unit 

P, F 
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TABLE 7-1
EXISTING CONDITIONS AND

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS
Project Location Description Status*

Chuck Lenzie Generating 
Station, NPC Apex Industrial Park A 1,200 MW natural gas, combined 

cycle power plant  P

Silverhawk Power Station, 
NPC/Southern Nevada Water 
Authority (SNWA)  

Apex Industrial Park A 570 MW natural gas, combined 
cycle power plant P

Reid Gardner Power Plant 
Nevada Power 

Near the Town of Moapa, off of 
the Moapa Paiute Reservation A 605 MW coal-fired power plant P 

Apex Regional Landfill, 
Republic Services  Apex Industrial Park 

Municipal landfill permitted for 
1,100 acres, currently using about 
250 acres 

P

Apex Landfill Pit 
Las Vegas Paving Apex Industrial Park Sand and gravel operations 

covering about 300 acres P

Apex Quarry and Plant, 
Chemical Lime Company and 
Granite Construction Apex Industrial Park 

Limestone mining, milling, and 
processing operations by Chemical 
Lime, granite crushes overburden; 
approximately 1,500 acres 

P

Interstate 15 Diagonally through the 
southeast portion of Nevada 

Four-lane interstate highway and 
easement P

UPRR Generally parallels Interstate 15 
through Dry Lake Valley 

Mainline railroad track, access 
road, and future addition of a 
second track 

P, F 

U.S. Highway 93 Approximately 1 mile south US Highway P
Coyote Springs Realignment

Southwest Intertie Project 
500kV Transmission Line and 
Substations

Midpoint, Idaho to Dry Lake 
Valley, Nevada 

500kV transmission line with 
interconnections into Midpoint, 
Robinson Summit and Dry Lake 
Substations

P

MCI Fiber Optic Line 
Lincoln and Clark counties 
(located within BLM utility 
corridor)

Fiber optic line  P 

Lincoln County Power District 
69kV transmission line 

Lincoln and Clark counties 
(located within BLM utility 
corridor)

69kV transmission line P

SNWA Water Pipeline 
White Pine, Lincoln, and Clark 
counties (located within BLM 
utility corridor)  

Water pipeline system F 

SNWA 230kV Transmission 
Line 

White Pine, Lincoln, and Clark 
counties (located within BLM 
utility corridor) 

230kV transmission line  F 

Lincoln County Power District 
2x138kV Transmission Line 

Lincoln and Clark counties 
(Located within BLM utility 
corridor)

2x138kV transmission line, single -
circuit, or 1x138 transmission line 
double-circuit  

F

SPPC/NPC 500kV 
Transmission Line (1 of 2) 

White Pine, Lincoln, and Clark 
counties (located within BLM 
utility corridor) 

500kV transmission line  F 

SPPC/NPC 500kV 
Transmission Line (2 of 2) 

White Pine, Lincoln, and Clark 
counties (located within BLM 
utility corridor) 

500kV transmission line F 

TransCanada (Northern 
Lights) 500kV Transmission 
Line 

Eastern Montana to Las Vegas, 
Nevada (located within BLM 
utility corridor)  

500kV DC transmission line  F 

TransCanada (Northern 
Lights) 500kV Transmission 
Line 

Wyoming to Las Vegas, Nevada 
(located within BLM utility 
corridor)

500kV DC transmission line F 
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TABLE 7-1
EXISTING CONDITIONS AND

REASONABLY FORESEEABLE FUTURE ACTIONS
Project Location Description Status*

Coyote Springs/ 
Pardee Homes Development 

State Road 168 and Highway 
93 Housing and golf development  F 

BLM Utility Corridor Coyote Spring Valley Corridor established through 
LCCRDA for linear/utility facilities P

Coyote Spring Valley Well 
and Moapa Transmission 
Project

Coyote Spring Valley Groundwater test well and pipeline P 

U.S. Highway 93 North-South corridor through 
eastern side of Nevada Two-lane U.S. highway P 

Western Elite Landfill and 
Quarry 

West of Highway 93 in Lincoln 
County Landfill and quarry operation P 

Thirtymile Substation
Southwest Intertie Project 
500kV Transmission Line and 
Substations

Midpoint, Idaho to Dry Lake 
Valley, Nevada 

500kV transmission line with 
interconnections into Midpoint, 
Robinson Summit and Dry Lake 
Substations

P

WPEA/GBT 500kV 
Transmission Line 

White Pine County (located 
within BLM utility corridor)  500kV transmission line F 

SPPC/NPC 500kV 
Transmission Line (1 of 2) 

White Pine, Lincoln, and Clark 
counties (located within BLM 
utility corridor) 

500kV transmission line  F 

SPPC/NPC 500kV 
Transmission Line (2 of 2) 

White Pine, Lincoln, and Clark 
counties (located within BLM 
utility corridor) 

500kV transmission line F 

TransCanada (Northern 
Lights) 500kV Transmission 
Line 

Eastern Montana to Las Vegas, 
Nevada (located within BLM 
utility corridor)  

500kV DC transmission line  F 

TransCanada (Northern 
Lights) 500kV Transmission 
Line 

Dillon, Montana to Las Vegas, 
Nevada (located within BLM 
utility corridor)  

500kV DC transmission line F 

BLM Utility Corridor Follows the SWIP ROW Grant  

Multiple interstate high voltage 
electric transmission lines, 
substations, and gas pipelines; 
future addition of new lines 

P, F 

Gonder-to-Machacek 230kV 
Transmission line 

Approximately ¼ mile south of 
the proposed Thirtymile 
Substation site 

230kV transmission line  P

Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV 
Transmission line 

Approximately ¼ mile south of 
the proposed Thirtymile 
Substation site 

345kV transmission line P

U.S. Highway 50  
Approximately ½ mile north of 
the proposed Thirtymile 
Substation site 

Two-lane U.S. highway  P 

*P = Past or Present, F = Future 

7.2.3 Coyote Springs Realignment

In addition to the Proposed Action, this EA also evaluated the realignment of approximately 25 
miles of the transmission line ROW in Coyote Spring Valley. The LCCRDA of 2004 mandated 
relocation of the existing SWIP designated utility corridor from the east to the west side of U.S. 
Highway 93 in the Coyote Springs area, and realignment of the SWIP ROW to be within the 
relocated utility corridor. LCRRDA also specified that a proposed SNWA/Lincoln County Water 
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District water pipeline be sited in the relocated utility corridor. A primary purpose of designated 
utility corridors is to reduce the level of cumulative impacts through the consolidation of ROWs. 
Approximately 237 acres of land will be disturbed during construction of the realigned portion of 
the SWIP transmission line. Of this amount, approximately 103 acres may be permanently 
displaced for access roads and at tower sites. The remaining 134 acres would be restored as 
specified in the COM Plan. As presently proposed by other utilities, up to a total of six additional 
transmission lines (or circuits) are to be located within the SWIP designated utility corridor in this 
area, as well as a proposed water pipeline as presented in Table 7-1.  

As illustrated in Figure 11, in addition to the existing and planned utilities in this area, the 
Western Elite Landfill and Quarry (industrial area) is located to the west of U.S. Highway 93, 
and to the east side of the highway in this area is the Coyote Springs Planned Development. 
Components of this proposed development include single and multi-family residential areas (up 
to 111,000 residential dwelling units), commercial and light industrial areas, multiple golf 
courses, hotels and resorts, open space and a resource management area. A DEIS was 
completed for this project in November 2007. Under the preferred alternative, approximately 
21,454 acres would be developed over the course of 40 years, including 7,548 acres that will be 
dedicated as the Coyote Springs Resource Management Area. This planned development also 
includes the construction of flood detention basins totaling approximately 3,331 acres. Of these, 
eight detention basins with trash racks and sediment storage for off-site storm flows could be 
built west of U.S. Highway 93 within the BLM utility corridor (up to 244 acres).  

7.3 PAST, PRESENT, AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE ACTIONS 

Table 7-1 contains a list of past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions in the region 
which, due to general proximity, could potentially have cumulative impacts with each of the 
SWIP ROW modifications considered in this EA. Following this table is a description of other 
projects or planning actions that are known to have included the SWIP Project in the 
documentation of cumulative effects in their respective NEPA documents.  

In addition to the analysis completed in the SWIP EIS, several other NEPA documents have 
been completed which include the SWIP in their cumulative analyses, including the following:  

� Harry Allen-to-Crystal 500kV Transmission Line - EA 
� Harry Allen 500kV Substation - EA 
� Harry Allen-to-Northwest 500kV Transmission Line - EA 
� Chuck Lenzie (formally Duke) Natural Gas Generating Station - EA 
� Silverhawk Generating Station - EA 
� Harry Allen-to-Lenzie 500kV Transmission Line - EA 
� Harry Allen-to-Mead 500kV Transmission Line - EA 
� Harry Allen-to-Harvey Well Water Pipeline - EA 
� Kern River II Natural Gas Pipeline - EIS 
� Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV Transmission Line - EIS
� Ely BLM PRMP - EIS
� White Pine Energy Station - DEIS

With respect to the WPES, the power plant proposed by Great Basin’s affiliate WPEA, the 
WPES DEIS evaluates the SWIP as both a cumulative action and a connected action. This is 
because full build-out of the proposed WPES (i.e., to approximately 1600 MW) is unlikely to 
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occur without construction of all or a portion the SWIP or a similar transmission project (see 
WPES DEIS at pg. 2-39). On the other hand, the SWIP is not dependent on the WPES 
because, as previously noted, the SWIP would serve other independent functions (e.g., 
interconnect existing utility grids in northern and southern Nevada, increase regional 
transmission system reliability, provide transmission service for other generation including 
proposed or potential renewable energy projects) and may be constructed by Great Basin, in 
whole or in part, in the absence of the WPES.     

7.4 ANALYSIS OF THE CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

The following sections provide a description of the potential cumulative effects when considering 
the modifications collectively with respect to specific environmental resources, followed by a 
summary of overall cumulative environmental effects. In particular, the potential effects 
associated with multiple transmission lines and other linear facilities currently planned within the 
designated BLM utility corridor are addressed.  

7.4.1 Biological Resources

Cumulative effects to biological resources are generally additive and would be proportional to 
the amount of ground disturbance within specific project areas. In particular, the cumulative 
effect of several projects constructed in the same area such as the BLM utility corridor (i.e., 
SWIP, NPPC/SPPC and TransCanada 500kV transmission lines) at the local level is likely to 
produce impacts that will vary to some extent depending upon proximity of additional lines. 
Increasing numbers of transmission lines, roads and development (e.g., Coyote Springs) in 
areas of wildlife habitat are an important consideration. Such impacts can be minimized through 
the concentration of linear projects (transmission lines, pipelines, etc.) into designated corridors 
with the goal of reducing habitat fragmentation. Following is a description of these effects 
associated with each of the modifications. 

While it is assumed that the effects of multiple transmission lines would “multiply” to some 
extent the native habitat acreage disturbed or lost, access roads developed in association with 
the extension of the transmission line to Harry Allen Substation and the Coyote Springs 
Realignment may serve more than one transmission line project and would therefore minimize 
the requirements for new access in certain areas resulting in reduced ground disturbance. 
Construction of the facilities associated with the ROW extension to Harry Allen Substation will 
result in a total of approximately 25 acres of temporary disturbance and 11 acres of permanent 
disturbance and the Coyote Springs Realignment will result in a total of approximately 134 acres 
of temporary disturbance, and approximately 103 acres of permanent disturbance. In these 
modified locations, areas not permanently displaced by project facilities and long-term access 
will be restored and/or closed in accordance with direction from the BLM as presented in the 
COM Plan, and in the specific areas of the extension of the ROW to Harry Allen, and the 
realignment in Coyote Springs, cacti and yucca will be salvaged and replanted off of impact 
areas for later replacement. It is expected that the development of future facilities in the area will 
include similar restoration requirements to help minimize the cumulative effects associated with 
the loss of vegetation and habitat in these two areas of modification. This most recently includes 
plans such as those proposed for the Coyote Springs Planned Development which include the 
dedication of 7,548 acres as a resource management area.   
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Ground disturbance associated with the ROW extension to Harry Allen Substation and the 
Coyote Springs Realignment could also increase the potential for the spread of noxious and 
invasive weeds, as could other projects in the immediate area including future transmission 
lines (see Table 7-1) and the Coyote Springs Development. Adherence to the specific weed 
control measures identified in the Noxious Weed Management Plan and the ROW Preparation, 
Rehabilitation and Restoration Plan (part of the COM Plan, and discussed in Section 6.5 of this 
EA), including measures identified by the BLM will minimize the introduction and spread of 
noxious and invasive weeds during, and following, construction. The adherence of future 
projects in the area to similar standards will help minimize cumulative effects with respect to the 
introduction and spread of noxious weeds.  

The Mojave Desert Tortoise is known to be present along the ROW extension to the Harry Allen 
Substation, and in the area of the Coyote Springs Realignment where the transmission line 
would be located in some areas designated as Critical Habitat. The Clark County Department of 
Comprehensive Planning and USFWS have addressed cumulative effects to biological 
resources from development and construction activities on a county-wide basis, and the Final 
Multi-Species Habitat Conservation Plan (prepared by Clark County; the Cities of Las Vegas, 
North Las Vegas, Boulder City, Mesquite, and Henderson; and the Nevada Department of 
Transportation) address sensitive and protected biological resources and require mitigation for 
the effects to Desert Tortoise (as described in Section 6.2 of this EA). Section 7 Consultation 
with USFWS has been completed for the SWIP – Southern Portion, and the BA and BO address 
direct and indirect impacts to the Desert Tortoise in these locations, and also prescribe 
mitigation measures including compensation and other measures (use of H-frames in the 
Coyote Springs ACEC) that are included in the COM Plan. Because plans and mitigation 
requirements have been, and will continue to be, developed to address potential impacts to the 
Desert Tortoise, and because consultation and detailed mitigation planning will occur on other 
future projects including the Coyote Springs Planned Development, cumulative effects 
associated with other future development should be minimized.  

Impacts to other sensitive species including the Las Vegas Valley buckwheat that could be 
affected by the physical loss of habitat associated with successive projects in the areas of 
modification associated with the extension to the Harry Allen Substation and the realignment in 
Coyote Springs will also be minimized through careful siting, construction sequencing, and 
monitoring. Effects to migratory birds will be mitigated by the use of biological monitors during 
construction in the migratory bird season and by the avoidance of sensitive nesting areas until 
nests become dormant. It is expected that development of future facilities in the area will employ 
similar mitigation measures and practices to minimize cumulative impacts.

No threatened or endangered species, or designated Critical Habitat, were identified in the 
Thirtymile Substation area. Rare plant surveys conducted during Spring 2006 also did not reveal 
the presence of any sensitive plant species at this location. The substation will not affect 
populations of Sage Grouse in locations well to the north (Butte Valley) and south (Jakes 
Valley). Similar to the other modifications, mitigation measures, construction sequencing and 
monitoring as prescribed in the COM Plan for the SWIP – Southern Portion, as well as 
mitigation measures associated with other future projects within the designated corridor in this 
area will minimize cumulative effects to biological resources including potential effects to habitat 
and migratory birds.
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7.4.2 Cultural Resources 

No cultural resource sites were identified in association with the ROW extension to the Harry 
Allen Substation, therefore, this modification should not contribute cumulatively to effects to 
cultural resources in this area. 

The potential exists for cumulative impacts to archaeological and historic sites and TCPs as a 
result of the Thirtymile Substation and Coyote Springs Realignment, as a total of 76 cultural 
sites were identified within the APEs associated with the Thirtymile Substation and the Coyote 
Springs Realignment. Of this total, 16 are recommended as eligible for listing on the NRHP. 
However, because of mitigation measures, it is anticipated that any potential direct impacts from 
project construction of these modifications would be fully mitigated through commonly employed 
practices such as data recovery and construction monitoring, as would be the case with other 
potential future transmission lines and facilities planned for the SWIP corridor. Important 
resources that would be affected by construction activities would be avoided, or if this is not 
possible, recovered for their scientific value. The impact on cultural resources from future utility 
projects cannot currently be determined but the cumulative effects of all of the transmission 
lines planned within the corridor being in-place is not expected to be measurably different than 
the additive impacts of each single project, but again, the impacts of direct disturbance to sites 
would be mitigated. 

The construction of new access associated with the utility corridor could also result in additional 
indirect cumulative impacts to cultural resources through incidental destruction, or vandalism by 
the public. However, as presented in the COM Plan, mitigation measures, including the closure 
of new access roads not required for maintenance, as deemed practicable and identified by the 
BLM and the Project Proponent, would limit new or improved accessibility.  

Projects in the vicinity of the SWIP such as the Coyote Springs Planned Development may also 
contribute cumulatively to cultural resource impacts. At the time of the completion of the DEIS 
for the Coyote Springs Planned Development, a total of 31 archaeological sites had been 
identified. Of these a total of 26 are considered to be potentially eligible for listing on the NHRP, 
however, consultation with the Nevada SHPO would require the development of mitigation 
actions that would reduce or compensate for damages to, or the loss of, any NHRP eligible 
resource.

7.4.3 Paleontological Resources

The potential exists for cumulative impacts to paleontological resources as a result of future 
development including additional planned transmission lines in the immediate vicinity of the 
proposed modification areas and in association with the SWIP corridor. The level of potential 
cumulative impacts is dependent on the sensitivity and potential of disturbed areas to contain 
fossils. A paleontological resources treatment plan has been prepared for the SWIP – Southern 
Portion (San Bernardino County Museum, 2006) and includes mitigation measures that would 
address potential impacts to paleontological specimens prior to construction and during 
construction of the proposed project, such as monitoring for paleontological specimens during 
construction. If resources are identified during the intensive pedestrian field inspection which 
would be conducted prior to construction, appropriate measures would be implemented in order 
to minimize impacts. The treatment plan will be included as an appendix to the COM Plan.  
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In the area of the ROW extension to the Harry Allen Substation, investigations concluded that 
this area was of low sensitivity would not add to cumulative impacts to paleontological resources 
and no further investigations would be required. The Thirtymile Substation and the Coyote 
Springs Realignment are both located in areas of an undetermined paleontological sensitivity 
that will undergo intensive pedestrian field inspection prior to construction. It is anticipated that 
future projects located in or near the SWIP corridor in these areas would require the same level 
of study as that conducted in the areas of modification. Similar to cultural resources, it is 
anticipated that significant resources that would be affected by construction activities would be 
avoided, or if this is not possible, recovered for their scientific value. In addition, mitigation 
measures established in the respective COM Plans associated with these projects would also 
be implemented thereby avoiding or reducing the cumulative effects to paleontological 
resources.

7.4.4 Land Use, Recreation, and Access

Existing and planned land use within the area of the ROW extension, and Harry Allen 
Substation (see Table 7-1 and Figure 9) is primarily industrial in a heavily modified setting, 
consisting of numerous utility facilities such as the Harry Allen Generation Plant, the two Harry 
Allen Substations, 500kV, 345kV and 230kV transmission lines and associated access roads, 
and the Kern River Natural Gas Pipeline and Metering Station. The ROW extension would be 
constructed on vacant, non-grazing BLM land and is consistent with the Northeast Clark County 
Land Use Plan, which designates this area as Heavy Industrial and Open Land. There are no 
active recreation areas in the immediate vicinity, and the Las Vegas RMP designates OHV use 
in the vicinity of the extension as “limited to existing roads, trails, and dry washes.” In this regard 
additional long-term access associated with the extension to Harry Allen will generally be limited 
to the transmission ROW and, while resulting in additional access, the cumulative effects will be 
reduced through mitigation measures including the closure of new access roads not required for 
maintenance as deemed practicable and identified by the BLM in coordination with the Project 
Proponent that would limit new or improved accessibility. 

The ROW relocation in the area of the Coyote Springs Realignment occurs within a vacant area 
designated as a BLM utility corridor (non-grazing lands) in which numerous electric transmission 
lines and one pipeline currently exist or are proposed for the future (See Table 7-1). In addition, 
the Coyote Springs Development (approximately 21,454 acres) includes proposed detention 
basins within the utility corridor in Coyote Spring Valley north of State Route 168. The location 
of the SWIP alignment in the designated utility corridor and near these basins has been 
specifically designed to optimize the location for the addition of future ROWs and linear facilities, 
while minimizing potential cumulative impacts to multiple resources. The addition of new access 
into this area west of U.S. 93 may increase the potential for OHV use associated with residents 
of the Coyote Springs Development near the Desert National Wildlife Range. However, again, 
mitigation measures including the closure of new access roads not required for maintenance, as 
deemed practicable and identified by the BLM in strategic locations, would limit new or improved 
accessibility, and access established by the SWIP may reduce the amount of overall new 
access associated with additional transmission lines and other linear facilities in this area 

At the Thirtymile Substation cumulative impacts to existing and planned land use and recreation 
are anticipated to be minimal. While the Thirtymile Substation and interconnections will displace 
a small amount of potential grazing land (81 acres of the 178,716-acre Thirty Mile Spring BLM 
grazing allotment), the substation is located on vacant land in association with the designated 
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Falcon-to-Gonder and SWIP utility corridors, and as such will accommodate and consolidate 
existing and future interconnections in an area that is readily accessible from U.S. Highway 50. 
No new additional roads will be required to access the site and there are no existing or planned 
active recreational areas in the immediate vicinity of the substation site.  

7.4.5 Visual Resources

Increased modifications to the landscape due to the addition of transmission towers (resulting in 
more contrast of form, line color, and texture) within a multi-line corridor, typically cause an 
increase in the visibility at longer distances because of the cumulative physical contrast with the 
natural landscape. Usually, the first transmission line or substation located within a corridor will 
cause the greatest incremental change, and then each additional line will add cumulatively, but 
often increasingly less, to the visual impact.  

The transmission line extension to the Harry Allen Substation would add cumulatively to the 
visual impacts in the Dry Lake Valley area because it would be located there in addition to the 
multiple lines associated with the Harry Allen 230kV and 500kV substation (see Figure 9), and 
the Crystal Substation and associated lines to the north, east and south. Visual impacts in this 
area are primarily associated with viewers on I-15 and U.S. Highway 93. The local and regional 
setting within this area has been significantly modified by the presence of these and other 
facilities, and the introduction of the extended transmission line into the Harry Allen Substation 
should not add substantially to the cumulative effects given the viewing distance (1.5 miles and 
beyond), and the back-dropped condition, most often in context with these other facilities. 
Mitigation measures including the use of dulled finishes on structures, and the use of non-
specular conductors will further reduce cumulative effects in this area 

Existing transmission lines and the resulting visual impacts are present within Coyote Spring 
Valley (69kV line) and in the immediate vicinity of Thirtymile Substation site (230kV and 345kV 
lines). In addition, the Western Elite Landfill and Quarry, and the planned Coyote Springs 
Development have, and will substantially alter the appearance of the natural landscape in 
Coyote Spring Valley, especially with the introduction of the newly planned residential/resort 
community. The SWIP will add increasingly to these visual impacts. Casual observers from U.S. 
Highway 93, and U.S. Highway 50 (substation) as well as other local roads would be affected, 
with the greatest incremental impact taking place on Highway 93 in association with the Coyote 
Springs Realignment and Coyote Springs Development and on eastbound U.S. Highway 50 
near the Thirtymile Substation. Additional lines, if constructed, will add further to the visual 
cumulative impacts in these areas, although the Ely PRMP has designated the SWIP corridor as 
VRM Class IV, allowing for these major modifications in the corridor. In general, the grouping of 
facilities within the SWIP utility corridor would minimize overall cumulative effects on a regional 
basis through consolidation. However, in the immediate viewshed of the corridor area, the 
cumulative visual contrast could be slightly increased as each new project is added, and the 
multiple lines become more noticeable to the casual observer. Measures to minimize these 
impacts, such as the selective location of towers within the corridor, the use of similar structures 
and the similar placement of structures (matching spans), dulled finishes on structures, and the 
use of non-specular conductors will reduce these cumulative effects.  
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7.4.6 Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers

No cumulative impacts to wild and scenic rivers are anticipated for the three modifications. No 
wild or scenic rivers are present in the areas of modification, and the nearest Wilderness area, 
the Delamar Wilderness area, is located approximately 0.75 to 2 miles east of the Coyote 
Springs Realignment and separated from the realignment by U.S. 93 and areas of private land 
in select locations. The realignment of future power lines and portions of the Coyote Springs 
development would be visible from the wilderness area to the west within this modified setting; 
however, impacts to viewers from the Delamar Wilderness and Meadow Valley Range 
Wilderness would be minimized based on distance to and the backdropped conditions of the 
SWIP, and implementation of the mitigation measures previously described. 

7.4.7 Wildfire Management

Cumulative effects with respect to wildfire management are primarily associated with potential 
impacts that are influenced by construction activities and additional access and the types of 
vegetation located in the areas of modification, as well as fire suppression. There will be 
incremental cumulative effects from the addition of new access associated with the SWIP, as 
well as other planned future utilities that could allow for human-caused, accidental ignitions from 
maintenance activities or recreational users along access roads associated with the ROW 
extension to the Harry Allen Substation and the Realignment at Coyote Springs. However, 
mitigation measures including the closure of new access roads not required for operation and 
maintenance as approved by BLM in coordination with the Project Proponent would limit new or 
improved accessibility, and the potential for future lines to utilize long-term access associated 
with the SWIP could reduce these effects. In addition, improved access associated with the 
modifications and future transmission lines could have the potential for use as fire-break lines 
and help minimize the need to create new breaks in the event of a fire.  

Fire suppression, including mitigation measures and protocols identified in the COM Plan for the 
SWIP will be applied during construction of the ROW extension to Harry Allen Substation, 
Thirtymile Substation, and the Realignment at Coyote Springs, and similar measures will also 
be required for future projects that will assist in reducing potential cumulative effects from fire 
related incidents that could affect other facilities and developments. These measures, including 
fire prevention measures (restrictions on smoking, no open fires, restrictions on welding and use 
of spark arresting devices, etc.) will reduce the potential for fires during construction, and it is 
assumed that for the SWIP and all future projects, construction personnel would be trained in 
fire suppression and appropriately equipped to deal with fires, should the need arise.  

7.4.8 Earth Resources

There are no unique or special geological features in the areas of modification. Cumulative 
impacts to earth resources associated with the areas of modification primarily include effects to 
soils, including the potential for increased wind and water erosion during construction. Impacts 
to surface water associated with each modification are limited, and none of the modifications are 
expected to directly affect groundwater resources. With respect to soil erosion, the cumulative 
impacts would not be measurably different than the additive impacts of each of the incremental 
transmission line effects. Each additional transmission line or facility introduced into the utility 
corridor or in the area of cumulative effect associated with the utility corridor would add to 
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potential wind and water soil erosion dependent on the mitigation measures implemented for 
each project. Curtailing construction during periods of rain, limiting the areas of disturbance, and 
the use of erosion control mitigation measures and restoration practices as described in the 
COM Plan would be implemented to minimize the potential for short and long-term impacts to 
soils. Impacts to ephemeral drainages and washes in this area are expected to be reduced 
based on the selective location of towers (spanning of drainages), limiting the area of 
disturbance, and erosion control and reclamation measures presented in the COM Plan.  

Generally, ground disturbance and new access would be incrementally less for each successive 
project within the corridor in proximity to the areas of modification, which would typically add 
less impact from each project. However, the cumulative effects of all transmission lines in the 
corridor would likely be greater than any single project. Indirect and off ROW impacts could 
result from increased OHV travel on-and-off access roads associated with the construction and 
maintenance of the ROW extension to Harry Allen and the Coyote Springs Realignment could 
result in greater ground disturbance over time, but mitigation measures including the closure of 
new access roads not required for maintenance as deemed practicable and identified by the 
BLM would limit new or improved accessibility. Access developed for construction of the 
modifications may also be potentially used by future projects, thereby reducing the amount of 
overall ground disturbance and cumulative effects to soils.  

7.4.9 Air Resources 

Cumulative impacts to air quality associated with the ROW extension to Harry Allen Substation, 
the Thirtymile Substation, and the Coyote Springs Realignment are anticipated to be minimal as 
air-related impacts are primarily short-term in duration resulting from the construction of the 
proposed facilities and limited operation and maintenance activities. Cumulative impacts to air 
quality could occur if other projects within the corridor were constructed at the same time as the 
SWIP (e.g., detention basins for the Coyote Springs Development), however, at this time the 
sequence for the construction of these facilities is unknown. If multiple projects were 
constructed during the same time period, adherence to air permit requirements, and mitigation 
measures including dust suppression as outlined in respective COM Plans would effectively 
reduce these cumulative effects (see also Section 6.11 of this EA). Exceedance of regulatory 
standards is not anticipated. 

7.4.10 Hazardous Materials

No hazardous material sites in the areas of modification have been identified. No hazardous 
materials would be stored along the ROW extension to the Harry Allen Substation, along the 
Coyote Springs Realignment, or at the Thirtymile Substation. Therefore the potential for 
cumulative impacts from hazardous materials exists primarily during construction. A spill 
prevention plan and reference to hazardous material regulations are included in the COM Plan. 
During construction of the transmission line, mitigation measures outlined in the COM Plan 
would be followed to ensure that vehicles will be kept in good working condition and impacts 
from hazardous materials are minimized. 

At this time the sequence for the construction of these facilities is unknown. If multiple projects 
were constructed during the same time period, adherence to spill prevention measures, 
regulations regarding the use of hazardous materials, and measures regarding the handling of 
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hazardous materials as outlined in respective COM Plans would effectively reduce cumulative 
impacts.

7.4.11 Socioeconomic and Environmental Justice

Cumulative socioeconomic impacts are generally only a concern if they would overextend public 
services and accommodations in the project area. Because of the small size of the work force 
associated with transmission line construction, and its transitory nature, cumulative impacts are 
not expected with regard to the construction of the ROW extension, the Coyote Springs 
Realignment, or the Thirtymile Substation. 

Environmental justice addresses environmental concerns within the context of federal actions in 
the areas of minority and low-income populations. The ROW extension, construction and 
operation of the Thirtymile Substation, and Coyote Springs Realignment would not add 
cumulatively to impacts to minority or low-income populations because such populations were 
not identified in association with the three modification areas addressed in this EA (see also 
Section 6.6 of this EA). 

7.4.12 Areas of Critical Environmental Concern

No ACECs would be affected by the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation, or at 
the Thirtymile Substation. The Coyote Springs Realignment slightly alters the original alignment 
at the northern end of the Coyote Springs ACEC (approximately 1.0 mile), which is designated 
for the protection of the Mojave Desert Tortoise. In this area, Section 7 Consultation with 
USFWS has been completed, and the BA and BO address direct and indirect impacts to the 
Desert Tortoise in these locations, and also prescribe mitigation measures including the use of 
H-frame structures, seasonal restrictions, tortoise monitoring, compensation and other 
measures included in the COM Plan as described in Section 7.4.1, above (see also Section 6.2 
of this EA). It is expected that future projects may benefit from the access developed for the 
SWIP in this area, and that similar consultation with USFWS to minimize direct and cumulative 
impacts will occur.  

7.5 SUMMARY 

Construction and maintenance of the modifications in the SWIP ROW will add cumulatively to 
other existing and future projects (identified in Table 7-1) within the region as previously 
described, however the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation and a small portion 
of the Coyote Springs Realignment are the only areas that were not accounted for in the original 
project analysis in the SWIP EIS in areas that have been, or are presently being substantially 
altered by other development. The 3.8-mile ROW extension to the Harry Allen Substation 
includes disturbance areas not included in the original cumulative analysis, however the 
Thirtymile Substation and the Coyote Springs Realignment (with the exception of an additional 
1.5 miles) are relocations of facilities accounted for in the original project analysis. As part of the 
Proposed Action, the approved Robinson Summit Substation will not be constructed, but rather, 
replaced by the Thirtymile Substation. The Coyote Springs Realignment is a relocation of the 
previously approved and planned SWIP ROW from the eastern to the western side of U.S. 
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Highway 93 based on LCCRDA, therefore overall impacts from these modifications are not 
expected to add substantially to those previously documented in the SWIP EIS. 

To a large degree, the cumulative effects to all environmental resources should be minimized in 
the long-term based on extensive planning and the location of the SWIP and other planned 
linear facilities within a common utility corridor (to the extent possible). The location of the 
SWIP, as well as other existing and planned linear facilities within this corridor, allows for the 
consolidation and therefore reduction of the incremental impacts associated with past, present, 
and future actions within a defined and relatively confined area. In particular, by consolidating 
these facilities within an established utility corridor, future lines and linear facilities are located in 
a previously planned for and modified setting, and may potentially benefit from long-term access 
established for the SWIP thereby reducing cumulative effects related to impacts resulting from 
the construction of new access and the land disturbance required for new access. 

The BLM has worked, and will continue to work with the Project Proponent to position the 
transmission line in a manner that (1) accommodates existing and potential future utilities to the 
greatest degree possible, (2) minimizes environmental impacts, and (3) maintains consistency 
with the original ROW grant. This includes consideration for multiple transmission lines, 
including those proposed by other entities. The BLM also has taken additional steps to further 
accommodate future lines by requiring the SWIP to use double-circuit structures in the 
Pahranagat Wash area, south of the Delamar Valley and Dry Lake. 
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SECTION 8.0 
LIST OF PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

This EA was prepared at the direction of the BLM Ely and Southern Nevada District Offices, 
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Susan Baughman  Planning and Environmental Coordinator 
Nathan Thomas   Archeologist 
Elvis Wall    Native American Coordinator 
Bonnie Million    Natural Resource Specialist/Weeds 
Brad Pendley   Wildlife Biologist 
Craig Hoover   Rangeland Management Specialist 

Caliente Field Office 
Ron Clementsen  Caliente Field Office Manager 
Alicia Styles    Wildlife Biologist  

Southern Nevada District Office 
Frederick Marcell  Realty Specialist 
Jeff Steinmetz   Planning and Environmental Coordinator 
Susanne Rowe  Archeologist 
Christina Lund   Botanist 
Carrie Ronning  MSHCP Coordinator 
Mark Maynard   Wildlife Biologist 
Everett Bartz   Rangeland Management Specialist 

Great Basin Transmission LLC

Mark Milburn   Project Manager 
Michael Malmquist  Legal Counsel to Great Basin 

EPG, Inc.

Garlyn Bergdale  Project Principal  
Randall Palmer  Project Manager 
Newton DeBardeleben Project Coordinator 
Ross Dorothy   Project Coordinator 
Nate Ferguson  Land Use, Earth Resources 
Linwood Smith  Biological Resources 
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EPG, Inc. (continued) 

Jason Corbett   Biological Resources 
Glenn Darrington  Cultural Resources 
Rebecca Halbmaier  Cultural Resources 
Marc Schwartz  Visual Resources 
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APPENDIX A 
MITIGATION

INTRODUCTION

Two types of mitigation measures were developed during the SWIP EIS process and included 
as conditions in the ROD that approved the SWIP. These included generic mitigation and 
selectively committed mitigation measures.  

Generic mitigation measures are those that apply to the project as a whole and are typically part 
of the project description. Selectively committed measures are applied on a case-by-case basis, 
in specific impact locations. Since the SWIP was approved in 1994, both generic and selectively 
committed measures have been revisited and revised as a result of several meetings with 
agency personnel. The following two tables provide a list of the most recent mitigation measures 
identified to reduce impacts to environmental resources resulting from the construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the proposed transmission line. During construction, these 
measures will be monitored by the Construction Inspection Contractor who will review the 
applicability of these measures and make final determinations regarding their implementation.  

Additional mitigation measures have been proposed by Great Basin or requested or required by 
the BLM, USFWS and other resource agencies, in connection with the preparation of this EA 
and the BA, BO, and COM Plan. All of the mitigation measures from these various sources have 
been incorporated in the COM Plan, and compliance with that plan would be included as an 
enforceable stipulation in the amended ROW grant, just as it is in the original SWIP ROW grant. 

Southwest Intertie Project 
GENERIC MITIGATION MEASURES 

TABLE A-1 
1. All construction vehicle movement outside the ROW would normally be restricted to predesignated 

access, contractor acquired access, or public roads. 
2. The areal limits of construction activities would normally be predetermined, with activity restricted to 

and confined within those limits. No paint or permanent discoloring agents would be applied to rocks 
or vegetation to indicate survey or construction activity limits. 

3. In construction areas where recontouring is not required, vegetation would be left in place wherever 
possible and original contour would be maintained to avoid excessive root damage and allow for 
resprouting.

4. In construction areas (e.g., marshalling yards, tower sites, spur roads from existing access roads) 
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), 
cross drains installed for erosion control, placing water bars in the road, and filling ditches. 

5. Watering facilities (e.g., tanks, natural springs and/or developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) 
would be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or destroyed by construction activities to their 
predisturbed condition as required by the landowner or land management agency. 

6. Towers and/or ground wire would be marked with high-visibility devices where required by 
governmental agencies (Federal Aviation Administration). 

7. On agricultural land, ROW would be aligned, in so far as practical, to reduce the impact to farm 
operations and agricultural production. 
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Southwest Intertie Project 
GENERIC MITIGATION MEASURES 

TABLE A-1 
8. Prior to construction, all supervisory construction personnel would be instructed on the protection of 

cultural and ecological resources. To assist in this effort, the construction contract would address: 
(a) federal and state laws regarding antiquities and plants and wildlife, including collection and 
removal; (b) the importance of these resources and the purpose and necessity of protecting them. 

9. Cultural resources would continue to be considered during post-EIS phases of project implementation 
in accordance with the programmatic agreement that would be developed in conjunction with 
preparation of the EIS. This would involve intensive surveys to inventory and evaluate cultural 
resources within the selected corridor and any appurtenant impact zones beyond the corridor, such 
as access roads and construction equipment yards. In consultation with appropriate land managing 
agencies and state historic preservation officers, specific mitigation measures would be developed 
and implemented to mitigate any identified adverse impacts. These may include project modifications 
to avoid adverse impacts, monitoring of construction activities, and data recovery studies. 

10. The Project Sponsors would respond to complaints of line-generated radio or television interference 
by investigating the complaints and implementing appropriate mitigation measures. The transmission 
line would be patrolled on a regular basis so that damaged insulators or other line materials that 
could cause interference are repaired or replaced. 

11. The Project Sponsors would apply necessary mitigation to eliminate problems of induced currents 
and voltages onto conductive objects sharing ROW, to the mutual satisfaction of the parties involved. 

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. 

13. Roads would be built as near as possible at right angles to the streams and washes. Culverts would 
be installed where necessary. All construction and maintenance activities shall be conducted in a 
manner that would minimize disturbance to vegetation, drainage channels, and intermittent or 
perennial streambanks. In addition, 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 construction of the transmission line. Towers will be sited with a minimum 
distance of 200 feet from streams. 

14. All requirements of those entities having jurisdiction over air quality matters would be adhered to and 
any necessary dust control plans will be developed, and permits for construction activities would be 
obtained. Open burning of construction trash would not be allowed unless permitted by appropriate 
authorities. 

15. Fences and gates would be repaired or replaced to their original predisturbed condition as required 
by the landowner or the land management agency if they are damaged or destroyed by construction 
activities. Temporary gates would be installed only with the permission of the landowner or the land 
management agency; and would be restored to its original predisturbed condition following 
construction. 

16. Transmission line materials would be designed and tested to minimize corona. A bundle configuration 
(three conductors per phase) and larger diameter conductors would be used to limit the audible 
noise, radio interference (RI), and television interference (TVI) due to corona. Tension would be 
maintained on all insulator assemblies to assure positive contact between insulators, thereby 
avoiding sparking. Caution would be exercised during construction to avoid scratching or nicking the 
conductor surface which may provide points for corona to occur. 

17. During operation of the transmission line, the ROW would be maintained free of non-biodegradable 
debris. Slash will be left in place or disposed of in accordance with requirements of the land 
management agency. 

18. The primary focus of paleontological mitigation efforts should be areas of greatest disturbance and 
areas likely to have significant fossils. Preconstruction surveys of such areas may be conducted as 
agreed upon by the land-managing and lead federal agency. 
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Southwest Intertie Project 
GENERIC MITIGATION MEASURES 

TABLE A-1 
19. Mitigation measures that will be developed during the consultation period under Section 7 of the 

Endangered Species Act (1974) will be adhered to as specified in the Biological Opinion of the USDI 
Fish and Wildlife Service. 

20. Hazardous materials shall not be drained onto the ground or into streams or drainage areas. Totally 
enclosed containment shall be provided for all trash. All construction waste including trash and litter, 
garbage, other solid waste, petroleum products, and other potentially hazardous materials shall be 
removed to a disposal facility authorized to accept such materials. 

21. Pre-construction surveys for plants and wildlife species, designated as sensitive or of concern will be 
conducted in areas of known occurrence or habitat, including noxious weed surveys as stipulated by 
the land-administering agency during the development of the Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance Plan once the transmission line centerline, access roads, and tower sites have been 
located and staked in the field. 

22. Prior to construction, a Noxious Weed Management Plan will be developed in accordance with BLM 
standards. Included in the noxious weed plan will be stipulations regarding construction, restoration 
and operation (e.g., use of weed free materials, washing of equipment, etc.).  

Southwest Intertie Project 
SELECTIVELY COMMITTED MITIGATION MEASURES 

TABLE A-2 
  1. No widening or upgrading of existing access roads would be undertaken in the area of construction 

and operation, except for repairs necessary to make roads passable, where soils and vegetation are 
very sensitive to disturbance. 

  2. There would be no blading of new access roads in the area of construction and operation. Existing 
crossings would be utilized at perennial streams, National Recreational Trails, and irrigation 
channels. Off-road or cross-country access routes would be used for construction and maintenance. 
This would minimize ground disturbance impacts. These access routes must be flagged with an 
easily seen marker and the route must be approved in advance of use by the authorized officer. 

  3. The alignment of any new access roads or overland route would follow the designated area’s 
landform contours where possible, providing that such alignment does not additionally impact 
resource values. This would minimize ground disturbance and/or reduce scarring (visual contrast). 

  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 as approved by BLM 
in coordination with the Project Proponent (e.g., stock piling and replacing topsoil, or rock 
replacement). This would limit new or improved accessibility into the area. 

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

  6. In designated areas, structures would be placed so as to avoid sensitive features such as, but not 
limited to, riparian areas, water courses, and cultural sites, and/or to allow conductors to clearly span 
the features, within limits of standard tower design. This would minimize amount of sensitive feature 
disturbed and/or reduce visual contrast. 

  7. Standard tower design would be modified to correspond with spacing of existing transmission line 
structures where feasible and within limits of standard tower design. The normal span would be 
modified to correspond with existing towers, but not necessarily at every location. This would reduce 
visual contrast and/or potential operational conflicts. 

  8. At highway, canyon, and trail crossings, towers are to be placed at the maximum feasible distance 
from the crossing, to reduce visual impacts 

  9. Nonspecular conductors would be used, where specified by the authorized officer, to reduce visual 
impacts. 
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Southwest Intertie Project 
SELECTIVELY COMMITTED MITIGATION MEASURES 

TABLE A-2 
10. “Dulled” metal finish towers would be used to reduce visual impacts. 
11. With the exception of emergency repair situations, ROW 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. 

12. Helicopter placement of towers would be used to reduce ground disturbance impacts (e.g., soil 
erosion). 

13.  Construction and/or post-construction monitoring, and treatment in selective areas will occur in 
accordance with Section 106 Compliance (see Generic Mitigation Measure 9), Paleontological 
Resources (see Generic Mitigation Measure 18), Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (See 
Generic Measure 19), or as specified by the land management agency and state or county authority. 
Mitigation measures identified will be included in the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan. 

14. To minimize disturbance to timber resources and reduce visual contrast, clearing of trees in and 
adjacent to the ROW will be minimized to the extent practicable to satisfy conductor-clearance 
requirements (National Electric Safety Code and 10 years of timber growth). Trees and other 
vegetation will be removed selectively (e.g., edge feathering) to blend the edge of the ROW into 
adjacent vegetation patterns, as practicable and appropriate. 



APPENDIX B 
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Finding of No Significant Impact 


For 


Great Basin Transmission, LLC 

Amendment to Right of Way Grant NVN-85210 


EA #NV-040-07-048 


FONSI: 

Finding of No Significant Impact: I have reviewed EA NV-040-07-048, dated August 2007, and 
the three sets of comments received on the Environmental Assessment (EA). After review of 
these comments, and consideration of the environmental impacts as described in the EA dated 
July 2008, I have determined that the proposed amendment of the existing Right-of-Way Grant 
NVN-85210 (ROW), will not significantly affect the quality of the human environment, 
individually or cumulatively with other actions and that a supplemental Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) is not required. In making this determination, I have taken into account the 
mitigation measures as described in the EA, the Construction Operation and Maintenance Plan 
(COM Plan), the Biological Assessment (BA) and the Biological Opinion (BO), all of which will 
be made conditions of approval of the ROW amendments. This finding and conclusion includes 
consideration of the Council on Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) criteria for significance (40 Code 
of Federal Regulations 1508.27), both with regard to the context and the intensity of impacts 
described in the EA. 

Rationale: 

Context: 

The proposed amendment consists of two relatively minor modifications of the granted 
Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) ROW in areas that do not have particularly unique or 
sensitive attributes. The areas affected by the amendment consist of a 3.8-mile extension from 
the originally approved terminus of the SWIP to the existing Harry Allen 500kV Substation in 
Clark County and the relocation of the originally approved Robinson Summit Substation site, 
approximately ¾ mile to the northwest, and immediately adjacent to the approved SWIP corridor 
in White Pine County (the relocated site is referred to as the Thirtymile Substation). 

The proposed extension and interconnection at the existing Harry Allen 500kV Substation are in 
an area that has been previously modified by several energy related facilities including 
generation and substation facilities, and numerous transmission lines. The proposed relocated 
substation (Thirtymile Substation) would involve an amount of disturbance to Bureau of Land 
Management (BLM) land (approximately 77 acres) similar to or less than the previously 
approved site, in an area that is partially within, or immediately adjacent to, two designated 
utility corridors, traversed by two existing transmission lines and accessible by an existing road. 
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Intensity: 

The following evaluation of intensity for this proposal is organized around the 10 criteria 
described at 40 CFR 1508.27 and below.  

1) Impacts that may be both beneficial and adverse. 
The EA has considered both beneficial and adverse impacts. The amendment to 
the existing ROW grant will allow the SWIP to interconnect with the existing grid 
at the Harry Allen 500kV Substation and will provide certain engineering and 
environmental advantages relative to the currently approved Robinson Summit 
Substation site and interconnection with the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line. The 
SWIP – Southern Portion will increase the reliability of the western transmission 
grid, allowing the sharing of electrical supplies between different service areas in 
Nevada and different regions of the west, and provide transmission capacity for 
new generation, including proposed or potential renewable energy resources in 
the region. 

Additional linear facilities have been proposed for the utility corridor to be 
occupied by the SWIP – Southern Portion. Consolidation of access within the 
corridor may result in an overall reduction of access related concerns and/or 
impacts to the environmental resources within and near the utility corridor. At the 
appropriate time the BLM, in coordination with the proponent and other potential 
users of the utility corridor, will determine which of the newly-constructed access 
roads will be closed, restored, or retained for operation and maintenance activity. 
New access roads not required for operation and maintenance of the SWIP – 
Southern Portion and/or other planned facilities may be closed using the most 
effective and least environmentally damaging methods appropriate to that area. 
Where access is to be restored, the practices identified in the COM Plan will be 
implemented accordingly. While detailed engineering and the potential to 
accommodate future lines has required changes to the access originally 
anticipated in select locations, the overall impacts of access will remain 
consistent with those presented in the SWIP EIS. 

While these beneficial impacts are noted in the EA, they were not the basis for 
the conclusion that the adverse impacts of the proposed amendments would not 
be significant. That determination was based on the nature and level of the 
adverse impacts, taking into account required mitigation. 

2) The degree to which the Proposed Action affects public health or safety. 
Implementation of the proposed action will not result in potentially substantial or 
adverse impacts to public health and safety. Design and construction of facilities 
will be in accordance with the specifications and procedures outlined in the EA 
and COM Plan insuring compliance with all health and safety regulations and 
requirements. 

3) Unique characteristics of the geographic area such as proximity to historic or cultural 
resources, park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and scenic rivers, or ecologically 
critical areas. 

The Proposed Action does not affect any unique characteristics of the 
geographic area(s), including park lands, prime farmlands, wetlands, wild and 
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scenic rivers, or ecologically critical areas. The Harry Allen extension could 
potentially impact individual Desert Tortoise, but the affected area is not within 
designated Critical Habitat and any potential impacts will be avoided and 
mitigated pursuant to measures in the BO and BA and incorporated into the COM 
Plan. The Proposed Action will affect cultural resources at the Thirtymile 
Substation, but those resources are not unique and any adverse effects will be 
mitigated through the implementation of the Historic Properties Treatment Plan 
(HPTP). 

4) The degree to which the effects on the quality of the human environment are likely to be 
highly controversial. 

The location of the Thirtymile Substation is in an area associated with two 
approved and designated BLM utility corridors, one containing two existing 
transmission lines (Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV and Gonder-to-Machacek 230kV 
transmission lines). The extension to the Harry Allen Substation is in an area 
highly modified by numerous existing electrical facilities and other industrial 
facilities associated with the APEX Industrial Park. The types of effects 
documented in the EA are not considered to be highly controversial, and the 
methods identified in the COM Plan to implement the construction of the project 
are accepted methods to meet resource and management objectives. 

5) The degree to which the possible effects on the human environment are highly uncertain 
or involve unique or unknown risks. 

Transmission lines and substations are routinely studied, approved, and 
operated on BLM lands, and in general, the effects of these facilities is not 
considered to be highly uncertain or involve unique risks, especially when 
constructed within utility corridors. There are no effects of the Proposed Action 
identified in the EA which are considered uncertain or involve unknown risks, and 
compliance with the mitigation measures and procedures identified in the EA, 
BO, and COM Plan allow for the flexibility to address specific issues, should they 
occur during construction and operation of the planned facilities. 

6) The degree to which the action may establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects or represents a decision in principle about a future consideration. 

The proposed action does not establish a precedent for future actions with 
significant effects and does not represent a decision in principle about a future 
consideration. The precedent for locating the SWIP and other transmission 
facilities in this corridor was set when the corridor was designated by the BLM in 
the Land Use Plan Amendments approved in the 1994 Record of Decision (ROD) 
for the SWIP transmission line. The decision to locate the SWIP transmission 
line, and ultimately the broader corridor in this area, was based on an extensive 
planning process that included review of environmental resource impacts and 
mitigation during the preparation of the SWIP Draft EIS/Final EIS (DEIS/FEIS). 
The modifications presented in the EA are consistent with these earlier decisions, 
and neither the original nor modified grant will prohibit other utilities from 
maintaining consistent electrical spacing. As described under Item 1 (above), 
access developed for the proposed action may be utilized by future planned 
facilities in the utility corridor, thereby consolidating facilities and potentially 
reducing environmental impacts within and near the utility corridor.  
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7) Whether the action is related to other actions with individually insignificant but 
cumulatively significant impacts. 

An analysis of cumulative impacts is contained in Section 7 of the EA. Based on 
that analysis; it is my conclusion that the EA has not identified any significant 
cumulative impacts of the Proposed Action with related actions that might require 
preparation of an EIS. The Proposed Action is related to the SWIP project, 
insofar as it consists of two minor modifications of the existing SWIP ROW grant. 
The impacts of the existing ROW grant and SWIP project were considered 
significant as indicated by preparation of an EIS at the time those actions were 
approved. Those significant impacts have already been documented and taken 
into account in the initial decision. The proposed action will add minor 
incremental impacts to those initially studied and approved for the SWIP, which 
are not considered significant. 

The Thirtymile Substation component of the Proposed Action has some relation 
to the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line, in the sense that relocation of the substation 
site in the Robinson Summit area is required, partly to accommodate the Falcon
to-Gonder transmission line. The direct, indirect, and cumulative impacts of that 
transmission line also have been studied in an EIS (the Falcon-to-Gonder EIS), 
as were the impacts of the Robinson Summit Substation at its initially approved 
location (SWIP EIS). The relocated substation also has some relation to the 
potential transmission lines that would enter the substation from the proposed 
White Pine Energy Station (WPES), proposed renewable energy projects, and 
other energy related projects to the north, in the sense that the proposed 
relocation will better accommodate any such lines. The impacts (direct, indirect, 
and cumulative) of those transmission lines, and of the relocated SWIP 
substation and other transmission lines in the substation area, are also being 
studied in the WPES EIS and Ely Energy Center EIS. While the WPES is unlikely 
to be constructed to full build-out without the SWIP, the SWIP has independent 
utility and all or a portion of it may be built in the absence of the WPES. In sum, 
no cumulatively significant impacts that would justify the preparation of an EIS, 
beyond the EISs and EAs that already have been or are being prepared, have 
been identified in this EA. 

The southern extension component of the proposed action is generally unrelated 
to other actions in that area. As documented in the draft and revised EAs, there 
have been a number of other projects developed in the area of the southern 
extension. Almost all of those projects had federal components and thus were 
already studied in other EISs or EAs, and also have been considered and/or 
incorporated in the Las Vegas RMP and related EIS. Again, while the southern 
extension will add minor cumulative impacts in this area, no cumulatively 
significant impacts that would justify preparation of an EIS, beyond the EISs and 
EAs that already have been or are being prepared, have been identified in the 
EA. 

The collocation of the SWIP and other planned linear facilities within a common 
utility corridor to the extent possible should minimize the cumulative effects to all 
environmental resources. In particular, by consolidating these facilities within an 
established utility corridor, future linear facilities will be located in a well-planned 
and previously modified setting, and may potentially benefit from long-term 
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access established for the SWIP (see Item 1), thereby reducing cumulative 
effects related to impacts resulting from the construction of additional new roads. 

8) The degree to which the action may adversely affect districts, sites, highways, 
structures, or objects listed in or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic 
Places (NRHP) or may cause loss or destruction of significant scientific, cultural, or 
historical resources. 

As previously stated, the Proposed Action is likely to adversely affect cultural 
resources eligible for listing on the NRHP at the Thirtymile Substation site; 
however these effects will be mitigated through the implementation of the HPTP. 
The HPTP will be submitted to the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office for 
review and approval and would have to be implemented prior to the issuance of a 
notice-to-proceed with construction for those locations where cultural resource 
mitigation is prescribed. 

9) The degree to which the action may adversely affect an endangered or threatened 
species or its habitat that has not been determined to be critical under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973.  

The Mojave Desert Tortoise is the only federally listed species that is present 
along the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation. This area is not 
designated by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) as Critical Habitat. 
Mitigation and compensation measures outlined in the BA (July 2007), BO 
(December 2007), and COM Plan (January 2008), including, but not limited to 
controlling the speed of vehicles on the ROW, limiting access to pre-determined 
and clearly flagged areas, and the presence of tortoise biologists, will help to 
avoid and minimize impacts to the Mojave Desert Tortoise. Tortoise biologists will 
be responsible for moving any found tortoises out of harm’s way, to remove 
tortoises from burrows in construction areas, and to educate all construction 
personnel regarding the protocol for working in Mojave Desert Tortoise habitat 
areas. In addition, the decision regarding the distribution and appropriate use of 
mitigation remuneration for the disturbance of Desert Tortoise habitat has been 
determined through consultations with the USFWS and is included in the BO, 
located in Appendix B of the EA. The compensation for habitat is designed to 
ensure that there is no net loss of quality habitat for the tortoise. The ultimate 
objective of such compensation is to ensure that the number and viability of 
regional populations are not diminished. 

No federally listed threatened or endangered species are likely to be affected by 
construction of the Thirtymile Substation. 

10) Whether the action threatens a violation of federal, state, or local law or requirement 
imposed for the protection of the environment. 

The Proposed Action will not violate, or threaten to violate, any federal, state, or 
local law or requirement imposed for the protection of the environment. The 
proposed action will be covered by the environmental permits and requirements 
that are required for and applicable to the SWIP – Southern Portion generally. 
These include the Nevada Utility Environmental Protection Act Permit that Great 
Basin must obtain from the Nevada Public Utility Commission, as well as permits 
from the Nevada Department of Environmental Protection (construction storm 
water and dust control), Clark County (including a dust control permit and a 
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special use permit), and Lincoln and White Pine counties (special use permits). 
The Proposed Action has also been covered by the BO prepared by the USFWS 
and is authorized by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers under Nationwide Permit 
No. 12. There is no indication that the applicant will be unable to obtain any 
outstanding environmental permits or that the Proposed Action threatens to 
violate environmental laws. 

Policy and Resource Updates 

Prior to undertaking this EA, the BLM prepared a Determination of NEPA Adequacy (DNA) 
which included assessment of whether there had been resource or policy changes since 
preparation of the original SWIP EIS/ROD that justified further consideration. The DNA 
concluded that this EA should address 10 specified resource and policy updates. These 
updates are taken into account in the appropriate sections of the EA and summarized in EA 
Section 6. 

Based on review of the EA, it is my determination that the SWIP – Southern Portion will be 
consistent with currently applicable policies and resource protection measures, and that there is 
not significant new information that requires additional NEPA analysis beyond that contained in 
the EA, and no supplemental EIS is required. The basis of this determination is summarized as 
follows: 

Designated Critical Habitat for Mojave Desert Tortoise 

The SWIP EIS included analysis of impacts to Desert Tortoise and Desert Tortoise habitat. The 
formal designation of critical habitat for the Desert Tortoise occurred just after release of the 
SWIP FEIS, but prior to the SWIP ROD and ROW grant. A BA and BO which included 
consideration of the newly designated Critical Habitat were available and taken into account 
when the SWIP ROD and ROW grant were issued in 1994. As summarized in Section 6.2 of the 
EA, and also as addressed in Sections 4.3.5.1, 5.2.1.6, 5.2.13, 5.3.1.5, 5.3.11, and 7.4.3, an 
updated BA and BO considering impacts to Desert Tortoise, including designated Critical 
Habitat and BLM Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs), were prepared for the 
entire SWIP – Southern Portion (i.e., not limited to the ROW modification areas). The terms and 
conditions of the BO issued by the USFWS are presented in the BO which has been included in 
Appendix B of the EA and the COM Plan Based on review of the EA, BA, and BO, and taking 
into account the Desert Tortoise avoidance, mitigation, and compensation measures specified in 
those documents, which are included as enforceable conditions of the COM Plan, it is my 
determination that Desert Tortoise impacts have been adequately analyzed and mitigated and 
that no supplemental EIS is required.   

Greater Sage Grouse 

The SWIP EIS included analysis of impacts to Sage Grouse and Sage Grouse habitat. The 
Sage Grouse was a BLM sensitive species at the time, as it is now. The USFWS recently 
determined that listing of the Sage Grouse under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) was not 
justified, but is currently reviewing that determination. As documented in Section 6.3 of the EA, 
updated Sage Grouse surveys were conducted during the spring of 2006 and two known, active 
leks were located within 2 miles of the SWIP – Southern Portion. Mitigation to reduce the 
potential Sage Grouse impacts includes the modification of the transmission line location and 
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the use of steel H-frame structures (including perch deterrents) at locations specified by the 
BLM and Nevada Department of Wildlife, limitations on long- and short-term access, seasonal 
timing of construction, and the presence of Biological Monitors during construction activities. 
Based on review of the EA and taking into account the avoidance and mitigation measures that 
will be included as enforceable conditions of the COM Plan, it is my determination that Sage 
Grouse impacts have been adequately analyzed and mitigated and that no supplemental EIS is 
required. 

Migratory Birds 

While enactment of the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) predated the SWIP EIS, increased 
emphasis is now being placed on potential impacts, and avoidance of impacts, to migratory 
birds, which include virtually all bird species found in the United States. The SWIP EIS included 
analysis of wildlife impacts, but did not specifically single out migratory birds. Potential impacts 
to migratory birds from the SWIP – Southern Portion are summarized in Section 6.4 of the EA, 
and also are addressed in Sections 3.2.4, 4.3.4, 5.2.1.4, and 5.3.1.4. Mitigation measures to 
avoid and minimize impacts to migratory birds include the presence of a biological monitor 
during the migratory bird nesting season, preconstruction surveys to identify potentially affected 
nests, flagged buffer zones around active nests, and selective use of flight deterrent devices to 
minimize avian collisions with transmission facilities. Based on review of the EA and taking into 
account the avoidance and mitigation measures that will be included as enforceable conditions 
of the COM Plan, it is my determination that the project will be consistent with the MBTA, that 
migratory bird impacts have been adequately analyzed and mitigated, and that no supplemental 
EIS is required.  

Noxious and Invasive Weeds 

BLM and Nevada resource agencies have placed an increasing emphasis on avoiding and 
minimizing the introduction and/or spread of noxious weeds and invasive species. The SWIP 
EIS did not include a specific analysis of noxious or invasive species. Section 6.5 of the EA 
summarizes noxious and invasive species issues for the SWIP – Southern Portion, which are 
also addressed in Sections 3.2.2, 4.3.2, 5.2.1.2, and 7.4.1. Based on the results of noxious 
weed surveys and a noxious weed risk assessment, the EA concludes that construction of the 
SWIP – Southern Portion would present a low to moderate risk of the spread of noxious weeds. 
A moderate risk indicates that preventative management measures should be implemented. To 
address this risk, the BLM is requiring Great Basin to prepare and comply with a Noxious Weed 
Management Plan, as well as a ROW Preparation, Rehabilitation, and Restoration Plan, both of 
which are incorporated in the COM Plan. These Plans are summarized in Section 6.5.2 of the 
EA. Based on review of the EA and taking into account the weed control and ROW rehabilitation 
measures that have been included as enforceable conditions of the COM Plan, it is my 
determination that the project will be consistent with the BLM noxious and invasive weed 
policies, that noxious and invasive species have been adequately analyzed and mitigated, and 
that no supplemental EIS is required.  

Environmental Justice 

Executive Order 12898, which requires consideration of a project’s potential for 
disproportionately high or adverse impacts on minority or low-income populations, was issued in 
1997. As summarized in Section 6.6 of the EA, there are no minority or low-income populations 
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in the area that would be affected by the SWIP – Southern Portion. (See also Sections 3.13.1.2, 
4.12, 5.2.12.2, and 7.4.11). 

VRM Classifications 

The SWIP EIS included analysis of BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) objectives. Since 
1994, VRM designations within the Southern Nevada District in areas including portions of 
Coyote Spring Valley and the Harry Allen Substation area in Clark County have been modified 
from a VRM Class IV (allowing for major modification) to a Class III (partial retention). The 
Proposed Ely RMP designates the SWIP corridor as VRM Class IV for lands in Lincoln and 
White Pine Counties. Analysis of the updated VRM information is summarized in the EA in 
Section 6.7, and also in Sections 3.6, 4.7, 5.25, and 7.4.5.  The SWIP ROD, by approving the 
SWIP and designating the SWIP corridor, and amending the applicable BLM land use plans to 
be consistent with those approvals, essentially allows for conformance with the VRM 
classification for the transmission line and corridor, so long as they incorporate BLM-
recommended mitigation measures such as dulled towers and non-reflective conductors. 

It is my determination that the SWIP remains consistent with VRM objectives, and that no 
supplemental EIS is required, because the SWIP has been located in a previously approved 
utility corridor, and modified VRM objectives will be met with the application of visual mitigation 
measures that are required as conditions of the COM Plan for the SWIP – Southern Portion. 

Cultural Resources 

The SWIP EIS included analysis of impacts to cultural resources, and as documented in the 
SWIP ROD, a National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) Section 106 programmatic agreement 
(PA) was finalized, which required that prior to construction, a preconstruction field survey and a 
mitigation plan be completed and approved. Updated information regarding cultural resources is 
addressed in Section 6.8 of the EA, and also in Sections 3.3, 4.4, 5.2.2, 5.3.2, and 7.4.2. As 
summarized in the EA, in connection with preparation of the EA and COM Plan and pursuant to 
the PA, a detailed (Class III) cultural resource field survey has been conducted for the length of 
the SWIP – Southern Portion and has been documented in a cultural inventory survey report. 
Based on that report, a HPTP has been prepared for the project. These documents will be 
submitted to the State Historic Preservation Office and BLM, and the final HPTP, including 
approved mitigation measures, will be included in the COM Plan. 

Based on review of the survey report, HPTP and EA, and taking into account the mitigation 
measures which will be required in the COM Plan, it is my determination that cultural resources 
have been adequately analyzed and will be adequately mitigated and that no supplemental EIS 
is required. 

Tribal Consultation 

Tribal consultation was conducted during preparation of the SWIP EIS. In connection with the 
cultural resources/NHPA compliance measures discussed above for the SWIP – Southern 
Portion, the BLM has been and will continue to consult with potentially affected Tribes, 
consistent with Executive Order 13007 (Indian Sacred Sites), the NHPA and applicable BLM 
policy. This is summarized in Section 6.9 of the EA. To date, no tribal concerns have been 
identified. 
Threatened and Endangered and Sensitive Species 
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Decision Record 
 

For 
 

Great Basin Transmission, LLC 
Amendment to Right of Way Grant NVN-85210 

 
EA #NV-040-07-048 

 
 
DECISION : It is my decision to authorize the proposed amendments to Right-of-Way Grant 

NVN-85210 as described in the Proposed Action of the Environmental 
Assessment (EA) for the Southwest Intertie Project, Southern Portion (SWIP – 
Southern Portion). I have reviewed the ROW amendment application, the EA and 
comments received on the EA. Response to those comments are provided as 
Attachment 1 to this Decision Record. Based on that review and the record as a 
whole, I concur with my staff’s assessment that the environmental impacts will 
not be significant and that no Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) is required 
(see attached Finding of No Significant Impact [FONSI]), and I authorize the 
Proposed Action.  

 
The Proposed Action consists of two minor modifications of the granted right-of-
way (ROW) for the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP). One modification is 
relocation of the approved substation site in the Robinson Summit area 
northwest of Ely. Construction of the substation at the new site, which is within 
the substation siting area examined in the 1994 SWIP EIS, will entail 
approximately the same amount of disturbance as the prior site and does not 
entail impacts that are unique or out-of-scale with respect to the prior site or the 
SWIP generally. The new site also has certain environmental and engineering 
advantages over the prior site (e.g., better accommodates interconnection with, 
and the crossing of the existing Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV transmission line and 
potential future lines). With the application of the mitigation measures that will be 
required as a condition of this approval (see below), the impacts from this 
modification will not be significant and will not be materially different from those 
disclosed in the SWIP EIS.  

 
 The second modification is an approximately 3.8-mile extension of the SWIP 

ROW grant at its southern terminus, to allow connection to the grid at the Harry 
Allen Substation. This extension is necessary because a planned substation that 
was considered the most likely interconnection point (Dry Lake Substation) was 
never built. The extended SWIP ROW and modified interconnection point are 
within the southern terminus siting area studied in the SWIP EIS and correspond 
to one of the studied sites, and are in an area of relatively heavy industrial 
development and activity, including other energy-related facilities and numerous 
transmission lines. This modification, while adding nominally to the length of the 
granted ROW, does not entail impacts that are unique or out-of-scale with 
respect to the prior terminus of the SWIP generally. With the application of the 
mitigation measures that will be required as a condition of this approval (see 
below), the impacts from this modification will not be significant and will not be 
materially different from those disclosed in the SWIP EIS. 
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My decision to authorize the Proposed Action is consistent with, and furthers the 
purpose of the initial Bureau of Land Management (BLM) decisions to approve 
the SWIP, grant the SWIP ROW, and designate a utility corridor along the 
approved SWIP alignment. The SWIP is expected to provide additional 
interconnectivity of the electrical transmission grid and to support potential new 
electrical generation including renewables, which are issues of significant local 
and regional importance. My decision is also consistent with the Energy Policy 
Act of 2005 and the President’s Energy Policy, which encourage new 
transmission capacity, including on federal lands.  
 

  Based on the EA and FONSI, the ROW amendment application, input and 
analysis by my staff and the record as a whole, I have determined that the 
Proposed Action is consistent with the applicable Resource Management Plans 
(RMPs), the Management Framework Plans (MFPs), and the Proposed Ely RMP.  
The Proposed Action will not result in unnecessary or undue degradation to 
public lands, and is in the public interest.  
 
 

Conditions of Approval 
 

1. Mitigation and monitoring measures as outlined in the EA will apply. 
 
Mitigation 
 
The proponent will comply with mitigation measures, and the terms and 
conditions included in the following documents: 
 

 SWIP – Southern Portion EA: Distributed for public and agency review in 
August, 2007 

 SWIP – Southern Portion Biological Assessment (BA): Submitted to U.S. 
Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in July, 2007 

 SWIP – Southern Portion Biological Opinion (BO): Issued by USFWS on 
December 20, 2007 

 SWIP – Southern Portion Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan 
(COM Plan): Current plan on file with BLM, January, 2008 

 
In addition, prior to and during construction, the proponent will also implement all 
the steps outlined in the Historic Properties Treatment Plan (HPTP) for the SWIP 
– Southern Portion. 
 
In general, two types of mitigation measures have been developed for the SWIP 
– Southern Portion, including generic mitigation and selectively committed 
mitigation measures as presented in Appendix A of the EA, and Tables 6-1 and 
6-2 of the COM Plan. These and other mitigation measures included in the COM 
Plan, BA, BO, and HPTP address the design (engineering), construction, and 
operation of the proposed facilities. Key mitigation measures associated with the 
Proposed Action (the extension of the ROW to the Harry Allen Substation and/or 
the Thirtymile Substation) include, but are not limited to the following: 
 

 Prior to construction, all supervisory and operations construction 
personnel (crews) would be instructed on the protection of cultural and 
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ecological resources. To assist in this effort, the construction contract 
would address: (a) federal and state laws regarding antiquities and plants 
and wildlife, including collection and removal; (b) the importance of these 
resources and the purpose and necessity of protecting them. 

 
 The physical limits of construction activities would normally be 

predetermined, with activities restricted to and confined within those 
limits. Standard survey flags and stakes will be installed before the start 
of project construction, and signs, flags, and/or fencing will be used to 
delineate and protect sensitive environmental resource areas to avoid or 
reduce impacts.  

 
 Preventative and treatment measures addressing noxious weeds will be 

followed during the construction activities, as well as during restoration 
and reclamation efforts. Reseeding practices and seeding mixtures to be 
used in areas of temporary disturbance will be coordinated with a BLM 
specialist (e.g., botanist, range management specialist, or soil scientist 
designated by the BLM Authorized Officer) in order to determine the 
source, type, and quantity of seed mixtures and seeding locations. In this 
regard, mixtures that discourage the establishment of invasive and 
noxious weeds will be considered, as appropriate. 

 
 Changes or deviations that may be necessary during construction to 

accommodate or mitigate on-site circumstances will follow the review and 
approval process as outlined in the COM Plan.  

 
 Salvageable cacti and yucca will be safely stored in temporary plant 

storage sites, and plant salvage from areas of permanent disturbance will 
only be moved once, and replanted as described in the Restoration Plan. 

 
 The BLM has worked, and will continue to work with the Project 

Proponent to position the transmission line in a manner that 
(1) accommodates existing and potential future utilities to the greatest 
degree possible, (2) minimizes environmental impacts, and (3) maintains 
consistency with the original ROW grant. As noted in the cumulative 
effects section of the EA, this includes consideration for multiple 
transmission lines, including those proposed by other entities. The BLM 
also has taken additional steps to further accommodate future lines by 
requiring the SWIP to use double-circuit structures in the Pahranagat 
Wash area, south of the Delamar Valley and Dry Lake. 

 
 All new access roads not required for operation and maintenance would 

be permanently closed using the most effective and least environmentally 
damaging methods appropriate to that area as approved by BLM in 
coordination with the Project Proponent. This would limit new or improved 
accessibility into the area. 

 
 All requirements of those entities having jurisdiction over air quality 

matters will be adhered to and any necessary dust control plans will be 
developed, and permits for construction activities would be obtained. Dust 
and emission control measures (including watering roads), mitigation 
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measures limiting disturbance, and restoration and monitoring practices 
will assist in reducing impacts to air quality. 

 
 Pre-construction surveys for plants and wildlife species, designated as 

sensitive or of concern, have been conducted in areas of known 
occurrence or habitat, including noxious weed surveys as stipulated by 
the land–administering agency (BLM) during the development of the COM 
Plan. Any additional or updated surveys deemed necessary by the BLM, 
including rare plant surveys, would be conducted prior to the initiation of 
the potentially harmful activities in the area of concern.  

 
 All the terms and conditions, and mitigation measures identified in the BO 

will be applied in order to avoid and minimize impacts to the Mojave 
Desert Tortoise. 

 
 A paleontological resources treatment plan has been included in the COM 

Plan, and will be implemented for the project.  Intensive pedestrian 
inspections will be conducted prior to construction in selected areas 
including the Thirtymile Substation site.  The treatment plan identifies 
mitigation measures that address impacts to paleontological specimens 
identified either during these field inspections or construction.   

 
 Additional mitigation measures have been proposed by Great Basin or 

requested or required by the BLM, USFWS and other resource agencies, 
in connection with the preparation of this EA and the BA, BO, and COM 
Plan. All of the mitigation measures from these various sources have 
been incorporated in the COM Plan, and compliance with that plan would 
be included as an enforceable stipulation in the amended ROW grant, just 
as it is in the original SWIP ROW grant. 

 
 With the exception of emergency repair situations, ROW construction, 

restoration, maintenance, and termination activities in designated areas 
will be modified or discontinued during sensitive periods for candidate, 
proposed threatened and endangered, or other sensitive animal species 
as identified in the COM Plan. Sensitive periods, species affected, and 
areas of concern will be approved in advance of construction or 
maintenance by the BLM. 

 
 Non-specular conductors and dulled metal finish on towers will be used to 

reduce visual impacts. 
 

 
Monitoring 
 
Construction and/or post-construction monitoring, and treatment in selective 
areas will occur in accordance with Section 106 Compliance, Paleontological 
Resources, Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, or as specified by the BLM 
and state or county authority. The Proposed Action will include all of the 
monitoring that is stipulated in the COM Plan, BA, BO, and HPTP for the SWIP – 
Southern Portion. As appropriate, these monitoring efforts include, but are not 
limited to:  
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 A BLM appointed Compliance Inspection Contractor will provide ongoing 

compliance inspections and monitoring for the project. 
 

 An authorized Desert Tortoise biologist will be onsite during project 
activities within Desert Tortoise habitat.  Biologists, monitors, or anyone 
responsible for conducting monitoring or Desert Tortoise field activities 
will be qualified and approved by the USFWS. 
 

 A biological monitor will be present during the migratory bird nesting 
season (April 1 through August 31). 
 

 One or more archaeological monitors (funded by the Project Proponent) 
would be onsite during construction activities at the Thirtymile Substation 
site. 

 
Restoration monitoring will be conducted prior to construction and continue 
through post-construction phases, including the consideration for noxious weeds. 
Restoration monitoring and evaluation of restoration success will be based on 
criteria as agreed upon by the BLM and the Project Proponent as presented in 
the COM Plan. 

 
Implementation: This decision will be implemented by issuing an amended ROW grant to the 
grant holder and making the appropriate changes to public land records.  

 
Appeals: This decision may be appealed to the Interior Board of Land Appeals, Office of the 
Secretary, in accordance with the regulations contained in 43 CFR, Part 4 and the enclosed 
Form 1842-1.  If an appeal is taken, your notice of appeal must be filed in this office (at the 
address below) within 30 days from receipt of this decision.  The appellant has the burden of 
showing that the decision appealed from is in error. 
 
If you wish to file a petition (request) pursuant to regulation 43 CFR 2801.10 or 43 CFR 2881.10 
for a stay (suspension) of the effectiveness of this decision during the time that your appeal is 
being reviewed by the Board, the petition for a stay must accompany your notice of appeal. A 
petition for a stay is required to show sufficient justification based on the standards listed below. 
Copies of the notice of appeal and petition for a stay must also be submitted to each party 
named in this decision and to the Interior Board of Land Appeals and to the appropriate Office of 
the Solicitor (see 43 CFR 4.413) at the same time the original documents are filed with this 
office. If you request a stay, you have the burden of proof to demonstrate that a stay should be 
granted. 
 

Standards for Obtaining a Stay 

Except as otherwise provided by law or other pertinent regulations, a petition for a stay of a 
decision pending appeal shall show sufficient justification based on the following standards:  

(1) The relative harm to the parties if the stay is granted or denied, 

(2) The likelihood of the appellant’s success on the merits, 
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ATTACHMENT 1 
SUMMARY RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON 

SWIP – SOUTHERN PORTION ENVIRONMENTAL ASSESSMENT 
EA NV-040-07-048 

 
 
INTRODUCTION 
 
Three sets of comments were received on the Southwest Intertie Project – Southern Portion 
(SWIP – Southern Portion), Environmental Assessment (EA). One set supported the project and 
EA. Comments in the other two sets can be grouped into five general areas (1) the EA’s 
relationship to information in the 1994 Southwest Intertie Project Environmental Impact 
Statement (SWIP EIS), (2) the adequacy of the EA’s description of the transmission line’s 
impact on ecological and other resources, (3) the purpose and need of the SWIP – Southern 
Portion and relationship to the White Pine Energy Station (WPES), (4) Cumulative Effects, and 
(5) Mitigation Measures and the Construction, Operation and Maintenance Plan (COM Plan). 
Responses to comments in these areas follow.  
 
 
1.  RELATIONSHIP OF THE  SWIP – SOUTHERN PORTION EA TO SWIP EIS 
 
The impacts of the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) were presented in the 1992 Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and the 1994 Final Environmental Impact Statement (SWIP 
DEIS/FEIS). The purpose of the EA for the SWIP – Southern Portion is to address (1) proposed 
project modifications that were not covered in the previous EIS or by the Right-of-Way (ROW) 
granted by the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), and (2) policy and resource updates 
associated with key environmental resources that may affect the southern project area. 
 
The SWIP DEIS/FEIS disclosed the potentially significant impacts that could result from the 
construction of the SWIP. The decision to issue the Record of Decision (ROD) and grant the 
ROW was informed by awareness of these impacts and the ability to reduce them through 
specified mitigation measures. The EA addresses the current Proposed Action, which is an 
amendment of the SWIP ROW Grant to provide for two modifications: (1) relocation of the 
southern terminus of the SWIP transmission line from the previously proposed Dry Lake 
Substation to the now-existing Harry Allen Substation, and a corresponding, approximately 3.8-
mile Right-of-Way Extension (Harry Allen Extension) and (2) a westward shift of the approved 
site for a substation in the Robinson Summit area to the new Thirtymile Substation site, and 
corresponding transmission interconnections with the Falcon-to-Gonder 345kV line (Substation 
Relocation). In addition to the Proposed Action, the EA evaluates relocation of the ROW within 
the Aerojet Corridor/Coyote Spring Valley (Coyote Springs Realignment) which was mandated 
by Congress in Section 302(c) of the Lincoln County Conservation, Recreation, and 
Development Act (LCCRDA) in 2004. The EA also addresses important policy and/or resource 
changes (Policy/Resource Updates) identified by the BLM. 
 
Sections 4 and 5 of the EA address resource impacts associated with the proposed and 
mandated ROW modifications, including the extent of disturbance and the mitigation measures 
that would help ensure that impacts would be less than significant. Section 6 of the EA 
assesses the key policy and/or resource changes that have occurred since issuance of the 
SWIP DEIS/FEIS, the ROD, and ROW.  
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2.  ECOLOGICAL AND RESOURCE IMPACTS 
 
Biological Concerns 
 
Listed and Sensitive Species: Section 6 of the EA identifies impacts and mitigation for the 
Mojave Desert Tortoise, Sage Grouse, migratory birds, and other key animal and plant species 
identified as sensitive by BLM and the Nevada Department of Wildlife. New species listings and 
policy changes since the DEIS/FEIS which could affect management of these species are also 
addressed in this section, which incorporates analysis from the Biological Assessment (BA) for 
the SWIP – Southern Portion. Raven and Golden Eagle predation of Sage Grouse and Desert 
Tortoise, and mitigation in the form of targeted use of H-frame transmission towers with perch 
deterrents, is discussed in Sections 6.2.2 and 6.3.2. A Biological Opinion (BO) prepared by the 
United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) in December 2007 concluded that the SWIP – 
Southern Portion (including the modifications addressed in the EA) is not likely to jeopardize the 
continued existence of the threatened Desert Tortoise (Mojave population). Impacts to 
predators, including the Mountain Lion, Coyote, and Bobcat are anticipated to be minimal based 
on the limited amount of disturbance associated with the proposed modifications and the 
mitigation measures presented in Sections 4.3.3 and 5.3.1.3 of the EA, the EA Appendices, and 
the COM Plan. 
 
The EA notes that the Banded Gila Monster could possibly inhabit the area of the Harry Allen 
Extension and discusses wildlife related impacts and mitigation for this area (pages 3-3 and 
4-4). Seventeen lizard species, including the Gila Monster, were addressed in context with the 
Coyote Springs Realignment (pages 5-3 and 5-14) and a specific reference has been added to 
this section of the EA. The BA also considered the Gila Monster as a potentially affected 
species, concluding that the project would not lead to federal listing.  
 
Other Wildlife: The EA discloses that there will be some mortality of small vertebrate species, 
and general wildlife habitat quality will be degraded from the construction of the transmission 
line in association with the Harry Allen Extension and for the Coyote Springs Realignment 
(Sections 4.3.3.1 and 5.3.1.3). Construction of the Thirtymile Substation will also result in some 
mortality of small vertebrate species and the removal of wildlife habitat on the substation site 
(Section 4.3.3.2). Wildlife mortality and habitat impacts associated with the Thirtymile Substation 
and Coyote Springs Relocation modifications would be generally the same as under the existing 
ROW Grant. Mitigation measures, including limiting access and disturbance to areas previously 
determined and clearly flagged, controlling speed limits on the ROW, and restoration practices, 
will assist in reducing impacts to habitat and wildlife. 
 
Noxious Weeds/Vegetation/Wildfire: Only limited populations of noxious weeds were found 
along the SWIP – Southern Portion (Section 6.5.1), and project construction was given a “low to 
moderate risk.” Mitigation measures in the Noxious Weed Management Plan, including 
identification of problem areas, preventative measures, and post-construction reclamation, 
treatment and monitoring will help eradicate existing populations and minimize potential spread 
of noxious weeds (Section 6.5.2). Under the ROW Preparation, Rehabilitation, and Restoration 
Plan, reseeding practices and seed mixes for temporary disturbance areas will discourage 
establishment of noxious and invasive weeds, including cheatgrass. 
 
The proposed modifications will result in approximately 178 acres of temporary disturbance and 
195 acres of permanent disturbance. Temporary disturbance will be restored in accordance with 
practices and procedures described in Sections 4.3.1.1, 4.3.1.2, and 5.3.1.1 of the EA. ROW 
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preparation, restoration and reclamation practices to reduce impacts to vegetative communities 
are also addressed in the COM Plan. Construction, restoration and monitoring practices 
identified in this plan, together with the Noxious Weeds Management Plan will assist in reducing 
the short- and long-term effects to native species and the Sagebrush Biome. 
 
Concerns regarding potential wildfire impacts on native vegetation communities are discussed 
in Sections 3.7 and 5.3.6. Methods to minimize wildfire potential are in Sections 4.8 and 5.3.6.  
 
 
Hydrological and Climatological Concerns 
 
No springs, seeps, wet meadows, or perennial streams would be affected by the proposed 
ROW modifications. In areas traversed by the Harry Allen Extension and the Coyote Springs 
Realignment, impacts to ephemeral drainages are expected to be minimal due to the selective 
location of towers, limiting the area of disturbance, and implementing erosion control measures. 
See Section 4.9.1.3 and Section 5.3.7.3. 
 
Water quality impacts to surface and groundwater are expected to be minimal for the Harry 
Allen Extension (Section 4.9.1.3), the Thirtymile Substation (Section 4.9.2.3), and the Coyote 
Springs Realignment (Sections 5.2.9.3 and 5.3.7.3). Mitigation, including erosion control and 
spill prevention measures as presented in the EA (including Appendix A), will also minimize 
potential water quality impacts. 
 
Coordination with the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and Nevada Division of Environmental 
Protection (NDEP) has occurred with regard to the SWIP transmission line and the Thirtymile 
Substation. No “jurisdictional waters” were identified in the vicinity of the substation site and 
NDEP did not identify any specific sensitive drainages in this area. The EA notes that several 
small intermittent drainages descend from the foothills of the area around the substation site 
and that an unnamed streambed is located near the southwest corner of the substation (page 
3-14). As noted in the EA, it is anticipated that this streambed will be avoided and erosion 
control and spill prevention measures will be incorporated to address potential short- and long-
term impacts to this ephemeral drainage (page 4-10).  
 
 
Global Warming and Desertification  
 
Vehicles and equipment used for construction and maintenance of the proposed facilities will 
emit carbon dioxide, a greenhouse gas (GHG). The amount of GHGs emissions from these 
mobile sources will be so small relative to global GHG emissions that a meaningful analysis 
could not be achieved with current methodology and therefore are not specifically addressed in 
the EA. The SWIP – Southern Portion has independent utility from proposed or future 
generation projects, and the GHG and/or climate change implications of such projects, if any, 
are appropriately addressed in their respective National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
documents. 
 
Regarding the desertification of watersheds, the Harry Allen Extension and the Coyote Springs 
Realignment are not anticipated to affect groundwater, and effects, if any, at the Thirtymile 
Substation will be minimal due to erosion control and spill prevention measures. Desalinization 
of topsoil or water and reduction of surface waters are not anticipated. Excessive soil erosion 
and effects to native plant communities will be minimized through construction and restoration 
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practices presented in the EA, and impacts to soils will be mitigated as described in Sections 
4.9.1.2, 4.9.2.2, and 5.3.7.2. Effects to native vegetation communities and the Sagebrush Biome 
will also be reduced through restoration and reclamation practices, as described above.  
 
 
Cultural and Paleontological Resources  
 
Cultural surveys identified no cultural resources for the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the 
Harry Allen Extension. Within the APE for the Thirtymile Substation and associated 
interconnections, 18 sites were identified, four of which were determined eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places (NRHP). Within the APE for the Coyote Springs 
Realignment, cultural surveys identified 58 sites, 12 of which were determined eligible for listing 
on the NRHP. A Historic Properties Treatment Plan will be implemented prior to construction. 
This plan will be reviewed and approved by the BLM and the Nevada State Historic 
Preservation Office, and will identify measures to minimize any potential impacts and ensure 
compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. Mitigation measures 
presented in the EA Appendices will also help minimize cultural resource impacts. 
 
Paleontological resource studies concluded that the Harry Allen Extension is within an area of 
low paleontological sensitivity, ultimately resulting in minimal impacts to paleontological 
resources. Paleontological sensitivities associated with the Thirtymile Substation and the 
Coyote Springs Realignment were “undetermined” and it has been recommended that intensive 
pedestrian field inspections be conducted prior to construction. A Paleontological Resources 
Treatment Plan has been prepared and includes mitigation measures that would address 
potential impacts to paleontological specimens identified in the intensive pedestrian field 
inspection, which will be conducted prior to construction of the proposed project.  
 
 
Land Use, Land Owner Benefits, and Economic Considerations 
 
Increased Access: The EA addresses access requirements and the resulting impacts for the 
three modification areas (pages 4-6, 4-7 and 5-15, 5-16). The SWIP EIS identified and analyzed 
access impacts for the entire alignment and the ROD outlines generic and selective mitigation 
measures to mitigate access-related adverse impacts. General categories of access type (e.g., 
existing, new) were identified in the SWIP EIS, subject to detailed and final engineering and 
design. These access types have been considered in the detailed engineering of the SWIP – 
Southern Portion and in preparation of the COM Plan. The COM Plan depicts the location of 
access and identifies mitigation measures associated with existing, improved, and new access.  
 
The EA acknowledges the potential impacts of increased off-road and dispersed access 
associated with the proposed modifications. Numerous generic and selective mitigation 
measures have been developed to reduce access related impacts (EA Appendix A).  
 
Additional linear facilities have been proposed for the utility corridor to be occupied by the SWIP 
– Southern Portion. Consolidation of access within the corridor may result in an overall 
reduction of access related concerns and/or impacts to the environmental resources within and 
near the utility corridor. At the appropriate time the BLM, in coordination with the Proponent and 
other potential users of the utility corridor, will determine which of the newly-constructed access 
roads will be closed, restored, or retained for operation and maintenance activity. New access 
roads not required for operation and maintenance of the SWIP – Southern Portion and/or other 
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planned facilities may be closed using the most effective and least environmentally damaging 
methods appropriate to that area. Where access is to be restored, the practices identified in the 
COM Plan will be implemented accordingly. While detailed engineering and the potential to 
accommodate future lines have required changes to the access originally anticipated in select 
locations, the overall impacts of access will remain consistent with those presented in the SWIP 
EIS.  
 
BLM Management Plan and Designated Utility Corridor: The utility corridor for this area is 
based on Land Use Plan Amendments approved by BLM in the 1994 ROD, specifically for the 
SWIP transmission line. The decision to locate the SWIP transmission line, and ultimately the 
broader corridor in this area, was based on an extensive planning process that included review 
of environmental resource impacts and mitigation during the preparation of the SWIP 
DEIS/FEIS. With the exception of the modifications presented in the EA, this location remains 
consistent with the original ROW Grant, and neither the original nor modified grant will prohibit 
other utilities from maintaining consistent electrical spacing.  
 
The BLM has worked, and will continue to work with the Project Proponent to position the 
transmission line in a manner that (1) accommodates existing and potential future utilities to the 
greatest degree possible, (2) minimizes environmental impacts, and (3) maintains consistency 
with the original ROW Grant. As noted in the cumulative effects section of the EA, this includes 
consideration for multiple transmission lines, including those proposed by Sierra Pacific 
Resources and Nevada Power Company. The BLM also has taken additional steps to further 
accommodate future lines by requiring the SWIP to use double-circuit structures in the 
Pahranagat Wash area, south of the Delamar Valley and Dry Lake. 
 
At this time no potentially unused, and/or duplicate ROWs are known to exist in the corridor 
occupied by the SWIP. Concerns that the SWIP – Southern Portion, if constructed, might go 
unused are not considered realistic, given the need for additional interconnectivity of the grid 
and significant interest for additional regional transmission in support of new energy projects 
including proposed or potential renewable energy resources, as evidenced by the number of 
transmission line ROW applications being applied for in this area.  
 
Effects to Special Management Areas: There are no Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study 
Areas, or Wild and Scenic Rivers within the Harry Allen Extension or at the Thirtymile 
Substation Site, as described in Section 3.8 of the EA. No Areas of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACECs) would be affected by these modifications (Section 4.13). While the Thirty Mile 
Substation is located within the Loneliest Mountain Special Recreation Management Area, there 
are no existing or planned recreation sites within close proximity to the substation. Impacts to 
recreation from the construction and operation of the Thirtymile Substation would be limited to 
temporary disruption to traffic and access along Jakes Wash Road and U.S. Highway 50 during 
construction. Mitigation measures identified in the COM Plan regarding the use of signage that 
notifies the public of the timing for construction activities will help reduce any potential conflicts 
with users, and additional practices outlined during construction and restoration will help 
minimize damages to resources in this area and provide for public safety (Section 4.6.2).  
 
With respect to the Coyote Springs Realignment, the Delamar Mountain Wilderness is located 
east of the realignment and U.S. Highway 93, approximately 0.75 to 2.0 miles from the 
realignment. No increase in access to the Wilderness is expected from construction of the 
transmission line in this area (Section 5.3.4). The Desert National Wildlife Range (DNWR), 
including portions that are proposed for Wilderness designation and are currently being 
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managed as Wilderness, is located west of the realignment (Section 5.2.7). There is potential 
for increased off-road and dispersed access to the DNWR from the construction of new access 
and maintenance roads, however, potential increased off-road access will be limited by closing 
and reclaiming construction roads not needed for maintenance, and through the use of locking 
gates or other barriers, to the extent practicable (as described in Section 5.3.4 of the EA).  
 
The Coyote Springs Realignment crosses approximately 1 mile of the Coyote Springs ACEC, 
which was designated for protection of the Mojave Desert Tortoise and is located in Critical 
Habitat (Section 5.2.13). Effects to the Coyote Springs ACEC, including mitigation measures to 
reduce impacts to Desert Tortoise, are addressed in the BO for the SWIP – Southern Portion, 
including measures presented in Sections 5.3.1.5 and 5.3.11 and Appendix A of the EA.  
 
Landowner Benefits: Grazing lands may be affected in the short-term during construction, and 
may be displaced in the long-term by permanent roads and project facilities that will displace 
grazing. While the SWIP – Southern Portion crosses numerous range allotments, the permittees 
associated with these allotments will not receive any direct financial benefit from the SWIP – 
Southern Portion. The effects of the Coyote Springs Realignment are presented in Section 5 of 
the EA. The sponsors of the Coyote Springs Development Project and their plans for 
development of electrical and water supply infrastructure to serve this Project are separate from, 
and unrelated to, the SWIP Project and the Project Proponent. 
 
Economic Considerations: Economic concerns were expressed regarding loss of public 
recreational opportunities, loss of healthy watersheds, and the cost of wildfire and noxious weed 
suppression. A loss of recreational opportunities is not anticipated in conjunction with the 
proposed modifications. There are no recreation areas in the immediate vicinity of the Harry 
Allen Extension (Section 4.6.1) and impacts to the construction and operation of the Thirtymile 
Substation would be limited to temporary disruption of Jakes Wash Road during construction. In 
this location, mitigation measures including the use of signage that notifies the public of the 
timing for construction will help to reduce any potential conflicts. In the location of the Coyote 
Springs Realignment, the transmission line does not conflict with recreation use (Section 5.3.4). 
 
Given the location of the modifications, the minimal impacts to hydrology and the identified 
mitigation measures which will be employed to further minimize hydrologic concerns, the health 
of the watersheds in these areas is not anticipated to be jeopardized by the proposed 
modifications. Also, the costs associated with the control of noxious weeds and the prevention 
of wildfires will be the responsibility of the Project Proponent, in accordance with the COM Plan. 
 
 
3.  PURPOSE AND NEED & RELATIONSHIP TO THE WHITE PINE ENERGY STATION  
 
The purpose and need for the modifications to the SWIP right-of-way, which is the proposed 
action considered in the EA, is presented in Section 1.2. The objective for the SWIP itself is also 
summarized in Section 1.2 for informational purposes.  
 
In order to provide clarification with respect to the relationship with the WPES, BLM has done 
the following.  
 
First, we have determined that it would be more appropriate for Section 1.1.1 of the EA to define 
the analysis area for the SWIP – Southern Portion as that part of the SWIP that runs between 
the Harry Allen Substation and the proposed Thirtymile Substation. This is consistent with the 
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independent utility of this part of the transmission line, as identified by Great Basin 
Transmission, LLC (Great Basin) and reflected in Great Basin's pending application to the 
Nevada Public Utility Commission for a Utility Environmental Permit Act (UEPA) permit for the 
Harry Allen to Thirtymile Project. This clarification really only affects Section 6 of the EA, Policy 
and Resource Updates, because the rest of the EA addresses ROW amendments which are 
limited to the Harry Allen to Thirtymile portion. The Policy and Resource Update Section of the 
EA has been revised by removal of specific discussion of resources north of the proposed 
Thirtymile site, which were minimal, and the maps of the project area have been revised. From 
a NEPA perspective, the portion of the line north of Thirtymile is more appropriately addressed 
in the BLM's ongoing review of the SWIP -- Northern Portion, and/or the WPES Environmental 
Impact Statement being developed by the Ely District Office. This approach is consistent with 
the initial SWIP ROD, which recognized that the SWIP might be constructed in phases. It will 
allow Great Basin the flexibility to phase development and construction of the SWIP in a 
commercially reasonable manner in light of existing system connectivity issues and in response 
to the evolving generation and transmission situation in the region. 
 
Second, we have added a reference to the WPES in Section 1.1.1 and have also added a brief 
discussion of the relationship of the SWIP and the WPES to Section 7, Cumulative Impacts as 
described below.  
 
Given the need for additional interconnectivity of the grid, and significant interest for additional 
regional transmission in support of proposed or potential renewable energy resources, as 
evidenced by the number of transmission line right-of-way applications being applied for in this 
area, it is unlikely that the Southern SWIP, if constructed, might go unused. BLM will make the 
determination on the scope and timing of notices to proceed for construction with due 
consideration for prevailing circumstances.  
 
 
4.  CUMULATIVE IMPACTS 
 
Issues raised in the comments included (1) cumulative effects to environmental resources, 
including those impacted by grazing, and (2) cumulative effects of other energy projects.  
 
Cumulative Effects of the SWIP to Environmental Resources: Cumulative impacts 
associated with the Harry Allen Extension and Thirtymile Relocation, and with the Coyote 
Springs Realignment are presented in Section 7 of the EA. That discussion addresses biological 
resources; cultural and paleontological resources; land use, recreation, and access; visual 
resources; Wilderness and Wild and Scenic Rivers; wildfire management; earth resources 
(geology, soils, and water); air resources; hazardous materials; socioeconomic and 
environmental justice; and, ACECs. Concerns regarding biological resources, including habitat 
loss, disturbance and fragmentation, increase of access, noxious weeds, and affects to 
threatened and sensitive species, are addressed in Section 7.4.1 of the EA.  
 
The collocation of the SWIP and other planned linear facilities within a common utility corridor, 
to the extent possible, should minimize the cumulative effects to all environmental resources in 
the long-term. The location of the SWIP, as well as other existing and planned linear facilities 
within this corridor, allows for the consolidation and therefore reduction of the incremental 
impacts associated with past, present, and future actions within a relatively confined area. In 
particular, by consolidating these facilities within an established utility corridor, future linear 
facilities will be located in a well-planned and previously modified setting, and may potentially 
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benefit from long-term access established for the SWIP, thereby reducing cumulative effects 
related to impacts resulting from the construction of additional new roads. 
 
Cumulative Effects in Association with Grazing: No grazing allotments are located in the 
areas of the Harry Allen Extension or the Coyote Springs Realignment. Construction of the 
Thirtymile Substation and interconnections would displace approximately 81 acres of the 
178,716 acre Thirty Mile Spring BLM grazing allotment as described in Section 4.6.2 of the EA. 
It is not anticipated that construction and operation of this substation will lead to an increase in 
grazing activities (in fact it would reduce the amount of area potentially used by livestock). It is 
also not anticipated that construction, operation, and maintenance of the facilities associated 
with the modifications described in the EA will directly, or indirectly, contribute to grazing related 
impacts. The impacts associated with the construction and operation of these modifications, 
when added to grazing related impacts in the region, are not anticipated to be substantial based 
on (1) the location of these modifications, (2) their placement in an area with the potential to 
consolidate future facilities, and (3) the mitigation measures as presented in Section 7.4 of the 
EA, which will minimize impacts to watersheds and plant and animal communities and habitat, 
and will prevent or minimize the spread of noxious weeds.  
 
Cumulative Effects of Other Energy Projects: Table 7-1 in Section 7 of the EA catalogues 
the past, present and reasonably foreseeable future actions (including energy related projects) 
in the region which, due to general proximity, could potentially have cumulative impacts with the 
SWIP ROW modifications considered in the EA. These projects have been taken into account 
(as appropriate) in the description of cumulative effects to environmental resources as 
presented in Section 7.4 of the EA. In addition, several other NEPA documents for energy 
related facilities have also been completed which include the SWIP in their cumulative analyses. 
A description of these NEPA documents is provided in Section 7.3 of the EA. In addition, and as 
previously described, a brief discussion has been added to Section 7 providing additional 
clarification with respect to the relationship of the SWIP and the WPES. That discussion clarifies 
that while the WPES is unlikely to be constructed to full build-out without the SWIP, the SWIP 
has independent utility and all or a portion of it may be built in the absence of the WPES. This 
discussion is consistent with the discussion in the Draft EIS for the WPES. 
 
 
5.  MITIGATION MEASURES AND COM PLAN 
 
The BLM received a preliminary COM Plan from the Project Proponent in March of 2007. The 
plan was used by the BLM to assess potential resource impacts in the EA. The EA summarizes 
key mitigation measures included in this plan. A current COM Plan is on file in the Ely District 
Office, the Caliente Field Office, and the Southern Nevada District Office. 
 
These generic and selective mitigation measures are discussed in the EA and included in 
Appendix A. They represent the range of measures that could be applied to address impacts 
associated with the three areas of modification or in context with key policy and resource 
changes since the Final SWIP EIS and ROD. Mitigation measures, including the terms and 
conditions of the BO issued by the USFWS on December 20, 2007, are presented in the BO 
which has also been included in Appendix B of the EA and the COM Plan.   
 
Key mitigation measures to address specific resource impacts associated with the Harry Allen 
Extension and the Thirtymile Relocation are described in Section 4 of the EA. Mitigation 
measures to address resource impacts associated with the Coyote Springs Realignment are 
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presented in Section 5.3, and those that apply to key policy and/or resource changes that have 
occurred since the SWIP DEIS/FEIS are presented in Section 6. These measures include those 
identified in the original SWIP as well as additional measures determined to be applicable since 
the issuance of the ROD and subsequent ROW Grants. Additional mitigation measures have 
been proposed by Great Basin or requested or required by the BLM, USFWS and other 
resource agencies, in connection with the preparation of the EA and the BA, BO, and COM 
Plan. All of the mitigation measures from these various sources have been incorporated in the 
COM Plan, and compliance with that plan would be included as an enforceable stipulation in the 
amended ROW Grant, just as it is in the original SWIP ROW Grant as presented in the Decision 
Record for the EA. 
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Enclosed is the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) Final Environmental Impact Statement/Proposed 
Plan Amendment (FEISfPPA) on the proposed Idaho Power Company 500kV Transmission Line, the 
SWlP. This document is in abbreviated format and is to be used in conjunction with the SWIP Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Plan Amendment (DEIS/DPA). The SWIP DEIS/DPA 
was distributed to the public in June 1992. Chapter 1 of the SWIP FEIS/PPA addresses the Proposed 
Plan, Chapter 2 reviews Public Participation, Chapter 3 contains Modifications and Additional 
Studies, Chapter 4 lists errata and corrections to the SWIP DEIS/DPA, and Chapter 5 contains public 
comments and responses. The SWIP FEIS/PPA has been prepared considering comments received on 
the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

Please note that there are two minor changes to the Agency Preferred Route made in this document in 
response to public comments on the SWTP DEIS/DPA. The first was made to mitigate potential 
visual and land use impacts to future land developments in the vicinity of Oasis, Nevada (refer to 
page 3-36 of this document). The Agency Preferred Alternative in the Oasis area was changed to 
Links 221 and 223 (refer to Figure 1-1 in Chapter 1 of this document) . This routing would also 
better utilize a BLM designated utility corridor. The second change was made in the Sacramento Pass 
area to mitigate potential visual impacts to travelers to Great Basin National Park and avoid crossing 
private lands near Baker, Nevada (refer to page 3-39 of this document). The Agency Preferred 
Alternative in the Baker area was changed to Links 464, 466, 468, 471, and 473 (refer to Figure I ~ 1 
in Chapter 1 of this document). 

This document addresses Idaho Power Company's proposed right-of-way application to construct an 
approximately 520-mile SOOkV transmission line from Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho to a 
proposed substation northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada, referred to as the Dry Lake Substation site. 
This segment of the SWIP is referred to as the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment. It also addresses the 
proposed right-of-way to construct an approximately 160-mile 500kV transmission line from a 
proposed substation in the Ely, Nevada area to a substation near Delta, Utah. This segment of the 
SWIP is referred to as the Ely to Delta segment. The proposed right-of-way would also include a 
series compensation station near Wells, Nevada, a series compensation station in the Delamar Valley 
in southeastern Nevada, and 13 new microwave communication facilities on the Midpoint to Dry Lake 
segment. 

This document contains the Bureau of Land Management's (ELM) proposal to select a preferred 
alternative for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment and an alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 
The Agency Preferred Alternative for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment is a combination of Routes 
A and G which would cross approximately 406 miles of the BLM lands , 0 .5 miles of lands 
administered by the Bureau of Reclamation, 83.1 miles of private lands, and 5.2 miles of state lands. 
The Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment is the 230kV Corridor Route wbich 



would cross 197.4 miles of the BLM lands and 9.0 miles of lands administered by the Humboldt 
Nat ional Forest. 

The National Park Service does not agree with the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta 
segment because of visual impacts to Great Basin National Park and to visitors driving to the park. 
None of the alternatives cross National.Park Service lands, and the 230kV Corridor Route is 
approximately two miles from the northern boundary of the park and approximately six miles from 
Wheeler Peak. The 230kV Corridor Route was also moved another mile north (Le., away from the 
park) in the Sacramento Pass area as referred to above. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative is to allow equipment additions to the Midpoint Substation, one 
proposed substation near Ely, Nevada , a proposed substation in the Dry Lake Valley in southern 
Nevada, and a proposed substation near Delta , Utah. The specific substation site in the Dry Lake 
area will depend on the routing decision for the Marketplace·AlIen Transmission Project (MAT) 
proposed by the Nevada Power Company (refer to page 2-52 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). Series 
co mpensation stations wou ld also be needed about halfway between the two northern substation sites 
northeast of Wells, Nevada and in the Delamar Valley in southern Nevada to increase the electrical 
performance of the transmiss ion system. The series compensation station near Wells, Nevada may be 
expanded in the future to accommodate switching equipment (i.e., substation). 

The Agency Preferred Alternative also proposes to construct microwave communication facilities sites 
at Hansen Butte, Cottonwood (i n Idaho), and Ellen D, Six Mile, Rocky Point , Spruce Mountain , 
Long Valley, Copper, Cave Mountain, Mount Wil son, Highland Peak, Beaver Dam Mountain, and 
Glendale (in Nevada). 

The decision to implement the selected alternative will be made on National Forest lands by the 
Reg ional Forester, by the Bureau of Reclamation on Bureau of Reclamation lands, and on the BLM 
land by the Idaho, Nevada, and Utah State Directors. This preferred alternative was selected by the 
BLM, Forest Service, and Bureau of Reclamation as a result of public comments and concerns on the 
SWIP DEISIDPA released Jul y 1992. 

The SWIP decision document would serve as a plan amendment to Resource Management Plans 
(RMP) and Management Framework Plans (MFP) where the Agency Preferred Alternative would be 
outside a designated utility corridor in three of the BLM Districts crossed (refer to Figure 1·2 in 
Chapter I of this document). The Humboldt National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan 
and Great Basin National Park General Management Plan would not be amended. The Bureau of 
Reclamation does not have a land use plan to be amended. The BLM RMPs and MFPs, now in 
effect, that may be amended are as follows: 

Utllh 
• House Range Management Plan (Richfield District) • no plan amendment proposed 

• Warm Springs Management Plan (Fillmore District) . no plan amendment proposed 

Idaho 

• Twin Falls Management Framework Plan (Burley District) - no plan amendment proposed 

• Monument Resource Management Plan (Shoshone District) - no plan amendment 
proposed 



• 

Nevada 

• Wells Resource Management Plan (Elko District) - plan amendment proposed 

• Schel l Management Framework Plan (Ely District) - plan amendment proposed 

• Egan Resource Management Plan (Ely District) - plan amendment proposed 

• Cal iente Management Framework Plan (Las Vegas District) - plan amendment proposed 

• Stateline Management Framework Plan (Las Vegas District) - plan amendment proposed 

The portion of the proposed plan amendment affecting the BLM administered lands may be protested 
in accordance with 4-3 CFR 161 0.5-2. Protests must be postmarked no later than August 17th , 1993. 
The protests must be in writing, and sent to: 

Director. ELM (760) 
Department of Interior 
1848 C Street NW 
Washington. DC 20240 

Protests must contain: (1) name, mailing address, telephone number and interest of the person filing 
the protest, (2) a statement of the issue(s) being protested, (3) a statement of the part(s) of the plan 
being protested, (4) a copy of all documents addressing the issue(s) that were submitted during the 
planni ng process by the protesting party, or an indication of the date the issue or issues were 
discussed for the record, (5) a concise statement exp laining why the proposed plan is believed to be 
wrong. 

At the end of the protest period, the BLM portion of the proposed plan, exclud ing any portion under 
protest, shall become final. Approval shall be withheld on any portion of the plan until final action 
has been completed on such protest. The BLM approval process and the final plan for the BLM is 
expected to be published with the Record of Decision in the late summer or fall 1993. 

The Bureau of Reclamation will issue a separate decision document. The 30 day review period ends 
August 17th 1993. Written comments may be submitted to: 

John Keys, Regional Director 
Bureau of Reclamation, Pacific Northwest Regional Office 
1150 N. Curtis Road 
Boise, TD 83706 

The Forest Service decision on the National Forest portion of the proposed plan is subject to 
ad ministrative rev iew (appeal) in accordance with the provisions of the Forest Service Appeal 
Regulations set forth in 36 CFR 217. Any appeal of the Forest Service decision must include the 
information requ ired by 36 CFR 217.9 (content of a notice of appeal), including the reasons for the 
appeal. Two (2) copies of the Notice of Appeal must be made in writing and submitted within 45 
days of the date of publication of the decision to the Regional Forester: 

Gray F. Reynolds, Regional Forester 
Intermountain Region (R-4), USDA Forest Serv ice 
Federal Building, 324 25th Street 
Ogden. Utah 84401 



A BLM protest, or Forest Service or Bureau of Reclamation appeal must be filed separately if the 
reviewer wishes to direct concerns on lands administered by the BLM, Forest Service, or Bureau of 
Reclamation. Those people not wishing to protest or appeal but wishing to comment may send 
comments to Bureau of Land Management, Burley District Office at the address below. All 
comments received will be considered in the preparation of the BLM Record of Decision. 

A copy of the SWIP FEIS/PPA will be sent to all persons, organizations, or agencies who received 
the SWIP DEIS/DPA, or to anyone requesting a copy. Please address requests for copies of the 
SWIP FEISIPPA to: 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 833 18 

Sincerely, 

~~~~ 
Gerald L. Quinn 
District Manager 
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The Southwest intertie Project (SWIP) is a proposed 500kV electri cal transm iSSion line system 
between the Midpo int Substati on near Shoshone, Idaho and a proposed substati on in Dry Lake 
Valley, northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada (referred to as the Midpoint to D,y Lake segment), and 
between a proposed substat ion in the Ely, Nevada area and a proposed substat ion near Delta, Utah 
(referred to as the Ely to Delta segment). Idaho Power Com pany proposes to construct, operate, and 
maintain a 500kV transmission line on the req uested right-of-way grant for the Midpoi nt to Dry 
Lake segment and requests that the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) ass ign the right-of-way for 
the Ely to Delta segment to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LA DWP). The 
LADWP proposes to construct, operate, and mainta in a 500kV transmission line on the Ely to Delta 
segment on beha lf of the participants of the Utah-Nevada Transmiss ion Project (UNTP). 

Equipment additions are proposed to the existing Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho. New 
substations are proposed near Ely and Las Vegas in Nevada, and ncar Delta in Utah. Series 
com pensati on stations are proposed midway between Midpoint Substation in Idaho and th e proposed 
substation near Ely. Nevada, and in the Delamar Valley between the Ely area and the Dry Lake 
Valley. New microwave communicat ion fac ilities are also proposed on the Midpoint to Dry Lake 
segment. 



The Midpoint to Dry Lake segment of the SWIP would increase the ability to conduct northwest· 
southwest power exchanges, would increase the capacity and rel iability of the interconnected 
electrical grid in the western U.S., and would enhance competition and economic efficiency of the 
regional power market. Th"is segment of the SWIP would establish an "open marketplace" for 
power transfers in the Las Vegas area. Beca use of the increased capacity to share regional 
resources, an additional benefit would be deferring new generation Facilities and diversifying fuel 
resources. The Ely to Delta segment of the SWIP would increase the reliability between the 
existing transmission systems in the Delta area and the planned north·south SWIP system and create 
a bi-direct ional transfer path between the Pacific Nort hwest and intennountain regions and between 
the intennountain region and southern Nevada. 

Alternatives cons idered for the SWIP include the No-Action, energy conservation, alternative 
generating sources, alternative transmission systems, alternative transmission technologies, and the 
proposed action which includes nine routing alternatives on the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment, plus 
the agency and utility preferred routes, which have slight variations, and four (4) routing alternatives 
on th e Ely to De lta segment: 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment Routing Alternatives 

• 
• 
• 

Route A 
Route B 
Route C 
Route D 
Route E 
Route F 
Route G 

345kV*-Thousand Springs-Goshute Va lley-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Route 
345kV*-Trout Creek-Wendover-Steptoe-Antone Pass-Dry Lake Route 
345kV*-Trout Creek-Gosh ute Valley-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Route 
345kY*-Wells-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Route 
345kY*·Thousand Springs-Wendover·Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Route 
Hagcnnan-Troul Creek-Goshute Valley-Egan Range-Dry Lake Route 
345kY*-Cottonwood Creek-Thousand Springs-Goshute Va lley-Steptoe-Egan 
Range-Dry Lake Route 

Util ity Prererred Route 
• Agency Prererred Route 

(* - 34SkY refers to the routing alternative being parallel to the Midpoint to Valmy 345kV 
transmiss ion line) 

Ely to Delta Segment Routing Alternatives 

Direct Route 
Cutoff Route 
230kY Corridor Route (Agency and Utility Preferred) 
Southern Route 

This SWIP Final Env ironmenta l Impact Statement/Proposed Plan Amendment (FEIS/PPA) assesses 
the envi ronmental consequences of the federal approval for the project. Impacts of the proposed 
actio n wou ld resu lt from the access roads, tower sites, and staging areas requi red to construct the 
transmission line and related facilities. Impacts are expected to soils, vegetation, wi ldlife, cu ltural 
resources, scen ic resources, and land uses. Electric and magnctic ficld effects have also been 
studied for thi s project. 

Because this document is in an abbrev iated fomlat , please refer to the SWI P Draft Environ mental 
Impact Statement/Draft Plan Amendment (DEIS/DPA) as a reference for this SWIP FEIS!PPA. 

I , 

, 
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Corrections to the SWIP DEISIDPA are made in Chapter 4 of this document. Additional studies are 
found in Chapter 3. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment is identified in this 
document as a combination of Route A and G (as described in the SWLP DEIS/DPA). The Agency 
Preferred Alternative for the Ely to De lta segment is the 230kV Corridor Route (as described in the 
SW[]' DEISIDPA), 

The Agency Preferred Alternative is to all ow equipment additions to the Midpoint Substation, one 
proposed substation near Ely, Nevada, a proposed substati on in the Dry Lake Valley in southern 
Nevada, and a proposed substat ion near Delta, Utah. The specific substation site in the Dry Lake 
area will depend on the routing decision for the Marketplace~Allen Transmission Project (MAT) 
proposed by the Nevada Power Company (refer to page 2·52 of the SWIP DEISIDPA). Series 
compensation stations would also be needed about halfway between the two northern substation sites 
northeast of Wells, Nevada and in the Delamar Valley in southern Nevada to increase the electrical 
perfonnance of the transmission system . The series compensation station near Wells, Nevada may 
be expanded in the future to accommodate switch in g equ ipment (i .e. , substation). 

The Agency Preferred Alternative wou ld also construct microwave communication facilities at 
Hansen Butte, Cottonwood (in Idaho), and Ellen D, Six Mile, Rocky Point, Spruce Mountain , Long 
VaHey, Copper, Cave Mountain, Mount Wilson, Highland Peak, Beaver Dam Mountain, and 
Glendale (in Nevada). 

" 

" , , 
Idaho State Director Date 
Bureau of Land Management 
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SUMMARY 

Southwest Inter tie Project 

The Southwest int'ertie Project (SWLP) is a proposed inter-regional transmiss ion system consisting or 
fWO s ingle-ci rcuit 500 ki lovo lt (kV) alternating current (AC) transmission line segments (nearly 700 
miles in total length), associated proposed substation fac ilities, intermediate series compensation 
stations, and microwave communication facil ities. The transmission line segments are rererred to as 
the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment and the Ely to Delta segment. TIle Ely to Delta segment was 
also referred to as the Crosst ie in the SWlP Draft Environmental Impact StatementIDraft Plan 
Amendment (DEISIDPA). 

The Idaho Power Company (I PCa) proposes to construct, operate, and maintain the approximately 
520 mile Midpoint to Dry Lake segment from the existing Midpo int Substation near Shoshone, 
Idaho interconnecting to a proposed substation in the Ely, Nevada area, and continuing south to a 
proposed substat ion s ite in the Dry Lake Valley northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada. The est imated 
capac ity rating of this segment is 1200 Megawatts (MW). From the Ely, Nevada area the nearly 
160 mi le Ely to Delta segment is proposed to connect from a proposed substation in the Ely area 
east to a proposed substation near Delta, Utah. The estimated capacity rati ng of this segment is 
1100 MW. 

In 1988 the IPCo applied for a right-of-way grant to construct and operate a transmission 
intercon nection from th eir 500kV Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho to a proposed 
substation site in the Delta, Utah area. In the De lta area, the IPCo was proposing to interconnect 
with and obtain transmission capacity on the Utah-Nevada Transmission Project (UNTP), a proposed 
500kV transmission line from Delta to a proposed substation site located approximately 13 mi les 
southwest of Boulder City, Nevada. The UNTP proposal a lso included the line segment between 
Ely and Delta. which was proposed to be developed as a second Phase. The UNTP participants 
include utilities in Utah, Nevada, and California. 

In early 1990, the IPCo detenn ined that the UNTP would be ful ly subscribed and would not be able 
to provide the transmission capacity fo r the SWIP to the proposed substation near Boulder City, 
Nevada. The IPCo decided that the SWIP wou ld have to be extended south from the Ely area in 
order to meet the purpose and need for the SWIP project to interconnect in the Las Vegas area. In 
June 1990 the SWIP studies were expanded to include routes from the Ely, Nevada area to a 
proposed substation si te northeast of Las Vegas in the Dry Lake Vallcy. 

TIle SWTP Ely to Delta segment was originally a joint SWIP and UNTP Phase II transmission line 
segment. When the SW1P right-of-way application to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) was 
amended in June 1990, the IPCo 's need for the Ely to Delta segmcnt changed. However, the Ely to 
Delta segment rema ins an important part of the UNTP and the need fo r it remains unchanged. 

The lead federal agency for the SWIP, the BLM, recommended that thi s transmission segment be 
retained in the SWI.P EIS/PA process. This nearly 160-mile transmission line segment would extend 
cast from the vicinity of Ely, Nevada to near Delta, Utah. The right-of-way for this segmen t would 
be granted to the IPCo, who wou ld request that the BLM assign it to the Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power (LADWP). The LADWP would, on behalf of the UNTP participants, 



co nstruct, operate, and maintain this portion of the line and the proposed substation near the 
Intermountain Generating Station near Delta, Utah . 

The SWIP Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would be constructed using the following tower types: 

• V·guyed (or other guyed) steel lattice or self·supporting steel lattice 
• steel pole H·frame in agricultural areas 
• self·supporting steel lattice at specific intervals for lateral support 

The towers for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment could range from 90·160 feet in height, but 
would average 120-130 feet. This segment of the project would require a proposed substation near 
Ely, Nevada, a proposed substation in Dry Lake Valley in southern Nevada, and equipment 
additions to the existing Midpoint Substation. Series compensation stations would also be needed 
about halfu-ay between the two northern substat ion sites northeast of Wells, Nevada, and in the 
Delamar Valley in southem Nevada to increase the electrical perfonnance of the transmission 
system. The series compensation station near Wells, Nevada may be expanded In the future to 
accommodate switching equ ipment (i.e., substation). A proposed microwave communication 
system to operate the system would also be required between Midpoint Substation and the proposed 
substation at Dry Lake. In addition, a fiber optic ground wire may be installed instead of 
convent ional ground wires to serve the needs of commercial communications companies . If 
installed, access to the fiber opti c system would only be allowed upon completion of all 
environmental pennitting activities (e.g., the National Environmental Policy Act) and right-of-way 
acquisition. 

The towers for the Ely to Delta segment cou ld range from 90-160 feet in height, but wou ld average 
120-130 feet. The Ely to Delta segment would requ ire a new substation near Delta, Utah. Tower 
types between Ely to Delta would be constructed using: 

self-support ing stee l lattice structures 
steel pole H·Frame for visual mitigation and agricultural areas 

An ex isting microwave commu nication system between Ely, Nevada, and Delta, Utah would be used 
with on ly minor upgrades. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative is to grant the IPCo a 200-foot right-of-way across approximately 
700 miles of lands ad ministered by the BLM, the Fore~t Service (FS), and the Bureau of 
Recl am ation. Idaho Power would obtain easements for the portion of the route crossing private 
lands. This route is a combination of Routes A and G, for the M idpoint to Dry Lake segment of the 
SWfP and the 230kV Corridor Route for the Ely to Delta segment of the SW[P (refer to Figure \·1 
for a map of the Proposed Plan an d to the Alternat ive Routes map in the Map Volume 
accompanying the SWIP DEIS/DPA). The Agency Preferred Alternative also includes five 
proposed substation or series compensation sites and the 13 sites for microwave communication 
facilities. The Proposed Plan Amendment is to designate a uti lity corridor along the Agency 
Preferred Alternative to accommodate the SWIP 500kY transmission line where this route deviates 
from agency designated and planning corridors. 

2 



Purpose and Need 

Electrical utilities have a responsibility to provide adequate supp li es of reliable and economical 
electric ity to all classes of customers. State and federa l regulatory agencies review the proposed 
actions of uti li ties to ass ure electrical customers the lowest possible costs. Utiliti es focus on least 
cost plann ing, which considers conservation equally with new generation options, to provide reliable 
electrica l service at the lowest reasonab le infrastructure cost. 

TIle purpose of the SWIP is to meet the goals of least cost planning, to increase transmiss ion 
capacity and reliab ility, and to al low for the sharing of the e lectrical suppl ies between the regions of 
the West. The increase in transmission capacity and reliab ility wou ld benefit e lectrical consumers 
by keeping thei r cost's as low as possible in a future electrical market with high demands fo r 
conservation, env i~onmental awareness, and cost consciousness. 

The need for increased power exchanges in the western United States is particularly ev ident between 
the Northwest and the Southwest. Two main avenues of transmission now being used are the 
Pacific Interties in the West and various smaller lines around the east side of the Great Salt Lake. 
These major paths are presently unable to accommodate the full need fo r electric power transfers 
between the northern and southern portions of the western transmiss ion system. ElectricaJ demand 
and consumption in the Desert Southwest are greatest in the summer, as opposed to the Pac ific 
Northwest, where they are greatest in the winter. Thi s seasonal diversity betw"een these western 
regions has been identified to be approx imately 3000 MW. This seasonal di versity can be captured 
by increas in g the transmission capacity between the regions of the West. 

The proposed addition of the SWIP to the regional power grid is being considered to allow the 
Northwest, the Southwest, and the lntennountai n regions of the country to take advantage of the 
various load pallem diversities, including vari ations in electrical demand and supply within the 
region. It would create an additional bi-direct ional transfer path between the Pacific Northwest and 
the lnternlOuntain regions of the West. Currently, these areas are intercon nected only by lower 
vo ltage transmission lines with limited electri c load-carrying capability. It would also create an 
additional bi-directional transfer path betw"een the Intennountain area and the Southwest including 
southern Nevada, an area that is rapidly growing and is in need of additional energy and capacity 
reso urces to serve its native load. 

The proposed addition of the SWIP wou ld provide reg ional economic benefits by capturing current 
and future efficiencies within the electric power system of the western United States. It wou ld 
enable the regions' uti li t ies to real ize these efficiencies by interconnect ing the systems of the 
Northwest and South west with finn transmission access via the SWIP's proposed "open 
marketp lace" concept. Open access across tht: SWIP wuuld facilitate creative energy transactions 
whi ch, driven by the forces of the open market, wou ld take economic advantage of the load and 
resource divers ities between the regions. Transactions on the SWIP wou ld allow interconnected 
utilities to better use existing internal !ransmission capacity. 1l1ese transactions would benefit the 
whee ling utility by creating revenues that can be applied against its internal system costs, incl udin g 
seasonal exchanges, resource coordination, non finn sales and purchases, fi nn sales and purchases, 
and reserve sharin g. The SWIP wou ld also provide other benefits includ ing improved system 
re liabil ity and env ironmental en hancements. 
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The SWIP would allow utilities in the Northwest and the Southwest to add capacity and reliability 
to the western e lectrical system at an economical price. Specifically, the SWIP would fulfill the 
major needs as ou tlined below: 

Seasonal Exchanges 

Seasonal exchanges provide benefits by taking advantage of the load pattern diversities between 
regions. By directly interconnecting and exchanging power between the winter peaking Northwest 
and thc summer peaking Southwest, both regions wou ld benefit from increased operating 
efficiencies of exist ing resources. Seasonal exchange transactions could reduce operating expenses 
through fuel diversity, as well as reduce cap ital cost expenditu res by deferring cost ly new generati ng 
resources. 

The SWIP would allow the Northwest, the Southwest, and the Intermountain areas to take advantage 
of the various load pattern diversities incl udin g variations in electrical demand and supply within the 
region. The Ely to Delta segment would create an additional bi-directional transfer path between 
the Northwest and the Intennou ntain regions of the West. Currently, these areas are interconnected 
on ly by lower voltage transmission lines with limited electric load-carrying capability. It wou ld a lso 
create an additiona l bi-directional transfer path between the Intermountain area and the Southwest 
including southern Nevada. This is an area that is rapidly growing and is in need of additional 
energy and capac ity resources to serve its native load. 

Resource Coordination 

The SWIP would enable regional resources with diverse generating characteristics to operate jointly 
in a manner that increases overall operating efficiencies. For example, the Northwest could use the 
surplus peaking capac ity and storage capabi lity of its hydro system in conjuncti on with the base 
loaded thermal resources of the Southwest, thus increasing load-carrying capabili ty as well as 
reducing production costs. Resource coord ination agreements, like seasonal exchanges, benefit the 
utilities by both reducing operating expenses and potentially deferring new generating resources. 

Nonfirm Sales and Purchases 

Nonfirm sales and purchases provide benefits by lowering the total power production expenses of 
the parties involved. Nonfirm or economy transactions accomplish this by tak ing advantage of the 
diversity in incremental production costs between generati ng resources, such as displacing oil 
resources with coa l resources or displacing coal with hydro. The purchasing party benefits from 
lower production expenses than it would have otherwise incurred, while the selling party benefits 
from th e revenues rece ived that are in excess of its incremental production costs. Nonfirm 
transactions are generally short-tenn in nature, ranging from the next hour to several months, since 
incremental costs are very sensitive to the uncertainty of future load requirements, generating unit 
availability, and fue l costs or availability, such as spot gas prices or winter snow pack. 
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Firm Sales and Purchases 

Finn agreements tcnd to be longer in term and place a higher level of obligation on both parties. 
As such, they are included in the utility 's long-term planning process . The economic benefit s 
derived from firm sales and purchases are therefore somewhat broader than those of the nonfirm 
market. Firm transactions benefit the purchaser by deferring large capita l outlays associated with 
the acquisition of a new generating resource. They benefit the se ller by sharing the output and the 
fixed costs of an existing resource until such time as the seller can fully utili ze the resource. 

Reserve Sharing 

Reserve margin is generating capacity thaI must be available to respond to emergency conditions. 
Additional transmiss ion capacity between the Northwest and Southwest would enhance the utilities ' 
abilities to meet these reserve margin requirements by using the load and resource diversities that 
exist between regions. Thus, reserve sharing wou ld benefit the utilities by optimizing the existing 
and future regional resources in meeting reserve margins. 

Refer to Chapter 3 of th is document for an expanded Purpose and Need statement and to the 
Purpose and Need in Chapter I of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

Scoping and Project-Related Studies 

Scoping Process 

As required by the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969, the BLM, the FS, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, the Bureau of Indian Affairs, and the National Park Serv ice completed 
numerous scoping act1 v1ttes Scoping is an inform ation-gathering process open to the public early in 
a project, to identify the range or scope of issues to address, in the ensuin g environmental studies. 
Scoping served to identify significant issues to be an alyzed, determine the scope with which they 
were to be treated in the DEISIDPA, and eliminate issues and alternatives from deta il ed study where 
appropriate. Information from the agencies and the public received during scoping provided the 
bas is for identify ing alternative routes and developing the work plan for environmental baseline, 
impact assessment, and mitigation plann ing for the project. 

Scoping activities included: 

revi ewing prev ious studies of transmission projects in the area 

• completing a regional siting study, including resource sensitivity analyses, agency 
contacts, and publ ic scoping meetings 

• identifying project issues 

identi fy ing alternative transmission line routes 
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A Notice of Intent to prepare a DEIS/DPA for a transmission li ne project between Midpoint 
Substation , Ely, Nevada, and Delta, Utah, was published in the Federal Regi ster on March 3, 1989 
(Vol. 54, No. 41) . Public scoping meetings were held during March 1989 in the fo ll owing 
locat ions: 

Twin Falls, Idaho 
Wells, Nevada 
Ely, Nevada 
Delta, Utah 

In April 1990, the project was expanded to include a route from the Ely, Nevada area to the Dry 
Lake Valley area in southern Nevada. A Notice of Intent to expand the scope of the SWIP 
DEiS/DPA and to tier from the White Pine Power Project EIS was publi shed in the Federal Register 
on June 4, 1990. Three additional public scoping meetings were held in Las Vegas, Ely, and 
Cal iente, Nevada during June 1990. A public information meeting was held in Moapa, Nevada 
during December 1990 to discuss the ongoing studies in southern Nevada. 

Corridor Studies 

Alternative transm IssIon line routes were identified based on previous studies, the regional siting 
study, and public and agency input. Subsequently the environ ment was inventoried and the data 
were compil ed along all fina l alternative routes. This baseline was then used in assess ing projecl~ 
related impacts. 

Six public workshops were held in January and April 1991 in the same locations as the scoping 
meet ings to report the results of the environmental studies, present the preliminary alternatives, and 
gain publ ic input regarding the acceptability of those alternatives. 

Alternatives Including The Agency Preferred Alternative 

Six general alternatives were evaluated by the IPCo to meet its system needs: 

• energy conservation and load management 
new generation sources 
a lternative transmiss ion systems 
alternative transmiss iun te!,.;hnolugies 
proposed action 
no action 

The first four of these alternatives were eliminated from further consideration because they did not 
meet the system requirements or the stated purpose and need (refer to Chapter 2 of the DEISIDPA). 

The IPCo has developed and implemented numerous energy conservation and load management 
programs. Conservation, although effective in reducing energy use, cannot be considered an 
altemative action that wou ld meet the stated need for the project. 
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The IPCo evaluated many alternative generation sou rces, including hydroelectric, thennal, solar, 
wind, cogenerat ion, solid waste, combust ion turbine, fluidized bed, and nuclear fusion. Because 
these alternatives would not meet the goal of deferring new generat ion, providing for seasonal 
exchanges, diversifying fuel resources, and the other stated purposes of the project, this act ion was 
eliminated as an alternative. 

The IPCo evaluated the feasibility of increasing power purchases from other utilities and wheeling 
power over the existing transmission system. This alternative is not considered viable because the 
present system is operated at capacity. 

Alternative transmission technologies (e.g ., voltages other than the proposed 500kV, direct current 
[Dq instead of alternating current [AC}, underground construction, microwave, laser, super 
conductors, etc.) were evaluated. However, these technologies were not considered to be viab le 
alternatives due to'their substantiall y higher costs, increased environment.al impacts, andlor 
technological infeasibility. 

Advantages of the No-Action alternative would include preclusion of environmental impacts with in 
the project study area and elimination of financial costs assoc iated with construction and operation 
of a 500kV transmission line. The disadvantages wou ld include environmental, socioeconomic, and 
electrical service impacts that wou ld result due to other mitigating actions taken to ensure adequate 
and affordable energy supplies within the western electrical system. 

Agency Preferred Alternative 

The Agency Preferred Alternative is to a llow the [peo to construct, operate, and maintain a single
circuit, overhead 500kV transmission line between the existing Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, 
Idaho and a proposed su bstation site in the Dry Lake Valley northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada. A 
second transmission line segment, the Ely to Delta segment, wou ld also connect about midway 
along the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment, near Ely, Nevada east to a proposed substation near Delta, 
Utah. Tower types on the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would be constructed using V-guyed and 
se lf-support ing steel lattice structures, and steel po le H-Frame towers in agricu ltural areas. Tower 
types on the Ely to Delta segment would be constructed using self-supporting steel lattice stnlctures 
and steel pole H-Frame for visual mitigation and in agricu ltural areas. The average span between 
towers wou ld be approximately 1500 feet. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative is to allow equipment additions to the Midpoint Substation, one 
proposed substation near Ely, Nevada, a proposed substation in the Dry Lake Valley in southern 
Nevada, and a proposed substation near Delta, Utah. Series compensation stations would also be 
needed about halfway between the two northern substation si les northeast of Wells, Nevada and in 
the Delamar Valley in southern Nevada to increase the electrical performance of the transmission 
system. The series compensation station near Wel ls, Nevada may be expanded in the future to 
accommodate switching equ ipment (i.e. , substation). 

A new microwave commun ication system to operate the system wou ld also be required on the 
Midpoint to Dry Lake segment. Of the 13 microwave communication sites only two are currently 
undeveloped. These undeveloped sites wou ld be developed withom constructing new roads or 
power facilities. Helicopters would be used to constnJct and maintain th em . Solar panels would 
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power the five si tes wi th no existing power facilities. The foll owing microwave communication 
sites are identified on Figure I-I: 

Hansen Butte 
• Cottonwood 
• Ellen 0 

Six Mi le 
• Rocky Point 
• Spruce Mo untain 
• Long Vall ey 
• Copper 
• Cave Mountain 
• Mou nt Wilson 
• Highland Peak 
• Beaver Dam Mountain 
• Glendale 

developed site, power supply exists 
undeveloped site, install solar power system 
developed site, in stall so lar power system 
]/2 mile from developed site, install so lar power system 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, install so lar power system 
undeveloped site, install solar power system 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power suppl y exists 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power supply exists 

An ex istin g microwave communication system would be used on the transm ission line system 
between Ely, Nevada, and Delta, Utah. 

The Midpoint to Dry Lake segment is schedul ed to begin construction in 1995 and placed into 
commercial operation by late 1997. The Ely to Delta segment is sched ul ed to begin construction in 
1996 and placed in to operat ion by late 1998. 

The proposed substati on in the Dry Lake area wou ld be the southern terminus of the SWlP. In 
1990 the BLM asked the IPCo to help coordinate the transmission needs of utility companies with 
new transmission faci lities planned in southern Nevada, particularly those needing transmission 
access to the McCu llough Substat ion area located south of Boulder City, Nevada. The regiona l 
utilities developed a corridor concept which would maximize the capacity of the corridor while 
minimizing environmental im pacts. Subsequent discussions with the Nevada Power Company 
(NPC) and other utilities resulted in the Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project (MAT), wh ich is 
planned to be proposed to the Nevada Public Utility Commission in July 1993 by NPC. This 
approximately 53 mile project would connect the proposed SWIP substation in the Dry Lake area to 
a proposed marketplace substation in the McC ullough Substation area. Two hi gh capacity SOOkV 
transmission lines wou ld connect the two substations of the "open marketplace" . The combined 
capacity of over 3000 megawatt s would all ow utilities to interconnect at either substation and 
conduct transactions. 

Although th e MAT wou ld be operated by NPC, several other regional utilities wou ld li kely be 
participants in the project. The MAT wou ld provide a major electrical transmission path through 
the constricted Las Vegas area. This project would also provide capacity for NPC's internal system 
needs. The combined capacity rating of over 3000 MW would be possible because of the relatively 
short distance between the two proposed marketplace substations. The hi gh capacity of this system 
would a llow th e planned transm ission lines to connect on either end , while minimizing the number 
of lines through thi s sens itive area. The MAT is proposed to be in service in 1997. 
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Routing Alternatives 

Final routing alternat ives for the proposed line were dctcnnined through a process of documentation 
and el iminat ion of alternatives with serious constraints. Alternative routes were elim inated for a 
number of reasons, including environmental conflicts, public and agency opposition, and system 
planninglperfonnancc criteria. 

For routing options remaining, detailed environmental studies were conducted to ronn the basis for 
comparing those alternatives. Approximately 2000 miles of alternat ives routes were studied in 
detail. To se lect routing preferences, the environmenta l consequences of each route were 
su mmarized based on impact assessment results, environmental resource preferences, and agency 
and public comments. A network of routes was organ ized into two major routing alternatives: 

• the north-south system from Midpoint Substation south to the Dry Lake Valley (the 
Midpoint to Dry Lake segment) 
the east-west system from Ely, Nevada to Delta, Utah (the Ely to Delta segment) 

Each of these contained several routing options. The final routing alternatives are as follows: 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

Route A - 34SkV*-Thousand Springs-Goshute Valley-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake 
Alternative 

• Route B - 34SkV*-Trout Creek-Wendover-Steptoe-Antone Pass-Dry Lake Alternative 

• Route C - 34SkV*-Trout Creek-Gosh ute Valley-Steploe-Egan Range-Dry Lake 
Alternative 

Route D - 34SkV*-We ll s-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

Route E - 34SkV*-Thousand Springs-Wendover-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake 
Alternative 

Route F - Hagernlan-Trout Creek-Goshute Valley-Egan Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

Route G - 34SkV*-Cottollwood Creek-Thousand Springs-Goshute Valley-Steptoe-Egan 
Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

Utility - 345kV*-Cottonwood Creek-Thousand Springs-Gosh ute Valley-Steploe-Egan 
Preferred Range-Dry Lake Alternative 
Alternative 

Agency - 345kV*-Cottonwood Creek-Thousand Springs-Goshule Valley-Steptoe-Egan 
Preferred Range-Dry Lake Alternative 
Alternative 

(* - 345kV refers to the SWIP alternative being parallel to the Midpoint 10 Valmy 345kV 
transmission line) 
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Ely to Delta Segment 

• Delta Direct Route 
• Cutoff Route 
• 230kV Corridor Route (Agency Preferred Alternative and Utility Preferred 

alternative) 
• Southern Route 

Affected Environment 

The climate of eastern Nevada, southern Idaho, and western Utah is influenced largely by locat ion, 
regional weather systems, and topographic orientation. The climate throughout much of this area is 
characterized by hot, dry summers followed by cold, dry winters . Surface winds are channeled 
through va lleys between generally north-south trending mountain ranges. Winds flow predominately 
in northeasterly or southwesterly directions. Annual precipitation depends largely on elevation. 
Precipitation occurs primarily in the fonn of snow at higher elevations during the winter months. 
The snows maintain high water tables and provide groundwater recharge. Some additional 
precipitation occurs from thunderstorms produced by da)1ime heating of air masses in valleys. 

Northern segments of the SWIP, within southern Idaho and northeastern Nevada, are in the Snake 
River Plain section of the Columbia Plateau physiographic province. This section is a vast, 
relatively flat plain and young lava plateau, which is deeply dissected by the canyons of the Snake 
River and Salmon Falls Creek, the dominant landscape features within this area. lITigated 
agricultural lands, this area's main land use, are found clustered north and south along the Snake 
River. 

To the south, on the Snake River Plain, agricultural areas extend to bordering foothills and 
mountains in a transitional landscape between the Basin and Range and Columbia Plateau province. 
This transitional landscape includes foothills , plateaus, mesas, and buttes fanned of eroded lava and 
sedimentary rock layers. 

The majority of northeastern and southern Nevada and western Utah, falls within the Basin and 
Range physiographic provinces. Topographically, this landscape is distinguished by iso lated, 
roughly parallel mountain ranges separated by closed (undrained) desert basins or playas. The 
mountain ranges often run 50 to 75 miles in length and are generally north-south trending. 
Surrounding the base of the mountains and extending into the basins. there are often distinctive 
alluvial areas. 

Port ions of western Utah also include a transition zone of the Basin and Range province into what is 
locally rererred to as the "West Desert" landscape. This landscape includes portions of the Sevier 
Desert and Sevier Lake. The topography within this area is extremely nal and includes large playas 
or mud flat areas, that exhibit little landform diversity. Again, these areas are divided by rugged, 
rocky mountain ranges. 

Eart h resource features that have a high sens iti vity are landslide hazard areas, arcas of hi gh 
paleontological sensitivity, so il s with either a high wind erosion or high water erosion hazard, areas 
of active mining, perennial streams and lakes, springs, and wetland areas. Sign ificant 
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pa leonto logical resources are found at the Hagemlan Foss il Beds National Monument near 
Hagennan, Idaho. 

Twelve vegetative communiti es have been ident ified in the SWIP study corridors, includ ing 
shadsca le, greasewood, sam ph ire-iodine bush, Great Basin sagebrush, Mojavc desertscrub, grass land, 
wetlands, riparian areas, piiion·juniper, alpine tundra, limber/bri st lecone pine, and quaking aspen. 
These vegetation types support a large variety of mammals, birds. amphibians, and repti les . 

Approximate ly 560 species of vertebrates are likely to occur, over the course of a year in hab itats 
traversed by the alternative routes. 

Seventy species of fi sh are known to occur with in aquatic habitats within the study corridors. 
Native and introduced game fish are present in wann and co ld water lakes, ponds, and reservoirs, 
and in perennial streams and rivers. Others in habit hot and co ld springs and marshes. 
Approximately 3 1 percent of the fish fauna occupying waters with in the study corridors are 
introduced. 

Fifteen species of amphibians are expected to occur in aquatic, riparian , and wet land habitats in the 
study corridors. Sixty-two species of repti les potentially occur in terrestrial hab itats wi thin study 
corridors. 

A total of III species of mammals are expected to occur within habitats traversed by alternative 
routes. Small mam mals including rodents, lagomorphs (rabbits and hares), bats, and sh rews are the 
most numerous, although not read ily observed. Nearly half of the mammals that may occur with in 
th e study corridors are rodents (5 1 species) . Large mammals include 19 species of carn ivores (e.g., 
lynx, wolverine, etc.) and five species of native ungu lates (e.g ., antelope, mule deer, bighorn sheep). 

Free roaming horses (Equus cabal/us) and burros (E. asinus) occur on public lands in the study 
corridors. These animals are descendants of horses and burros that escaped from man or were 
turned out onto the open range. 

In recent years, dramatic declines in tortoise population numbers have been observed throughout 
much of its range, including southern Nevada. A number of factors have contributed to the 
observed decline, including loss of habitat to development, degradation of hab itat from livestock 
grazing, disease, predat ion on juven il es by ravens attracted to areas where human refuse 
accumulates, illegal co llection, and off-road vehic le use. The Mojave population of the desert 
torto ise was fonna lly li sted as a federally threatened species by the United States Department of 
I.nterior Fish and Wi ldli fe Service in April 1990. Concern has been expressed for the mai ntenance 
of viable popul ations in Clark County, Nevada, and especially the Las Vegas Valley where rapid 
commercial and residential development is occurring. 

Declines in sage grouse numbers are largely associated with destruction of sagebrush habitat. 
Convers ion of sagebrush to agricu ltural lands, and attempts to convert sagebrush areas to grass land 
for livestock grazing are a few of the human developments contributing to the decrease in grouse 
numbers. 

The majori ty of the lands crossed by the alternative routes are used for cattle grazing and are 
classified as rangeland. Other Significant uses within the study corridors include agriculture, mining, 
airports and airstrips, utilities, commercial, governmental and other industrial faci lities. Residences 
near urban areas and in remote locations, both occupied and unoccupied are located within the study 
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corridors. Principal urban areas or resident ial concentrations in or near the study corridors include 
the following: 

• Hagerman, Eden, and Hansen in Idaho 
• Wells, Ely, Currie, Jackpot, Oasis, Baker, and McGill in Nevada 
• Delta, Eskdale, and Hinckley in Utah 

Several alternative routes in Utah and Nevada could potentially affect military aircraft operations at 
Hill Air Force Base in Utah and Nellis Air Force Base in southern Nevada. 

Approximately half of the lands crossed by the study corridors in Idaho fall into the category of 
agriculture. The high-desert lands of the Snake River Valley are fertile· and productive when 
irrigated. Many of the lands crossed in [daho are classified as prime or important farmland by the 
Soil Conservation Service. 

Dispersed recreation occurs throughout these areas in Nevada, Idaho, and Utah. Developed 
camps ites and recreation areas are usually located along perennial streams or reservoirs. Great 
Basin Nationa l Park, ncar Baker, Nevada is passed by several of the alternative Ely to Delta 
segment routes . Severa l wilderness study areas (WSAs) inventoried within the study corridors 
include portions of Salmon Falls Creek WSA in Idaho and 14 WSAs in Nevada in cluding South 
Pequop, Bluebell, Goshute Peak, Goshute Canyon, Marble Canyon, Mount Grafton, Fortification 
Range, Delamar Mountains, Evergreen, Meadow Valley Mountains, Fish and Wildlife 1, 2 & 3, and 
Arrow Canyon. WSAs within Utah include Howell Peak, King Top, Notch Peak, Fish Springs, 
Wah Wah Mountains, and Swasey Mountain . 

Cuilural resources are historic and trad itional cultural properties thai reflect ou r nation's heritage. 
Federal regulalions define such historic properties to include prehistoric and historic sites, bui ldings, 
structures, districts, and objects incl uded in, or el igible for inclusion in the Nationa l Register of 
Hi storic Places, as well as artifacts, records, and remains related 10 such properties. These regions 
of Nevada, Idaho, and Utah have been occupied for thousands of years . This section briefly 
summarizes what is known about this long history of human usc of the region. More details are 
provided in this document and in the technica l reports (Rogge 1991). 

Prehistory - The project area overlaps portions of two cu lture areas, the Great Basin and the 
Colorado Plateau, but the vast majority of the project area is within the "cultura l," if not the 
geographic, Great Basin. The extreme southern portion is along the western margin of the Colorado 
Plateau. Within the study area three prehistoric cu ltural stages, Paleo-Indian, Archaic, and 
Formative are represented and local phases or variations within each stage have been defined. 

Ethnohistory - During the ethnohistoric era, these regions of Nevada, Idaho, and Utah were 
occup ied by the Northern Shoshone, Bannock, Western Shoshone, Pahvant Ute, and Southern 
Paiute. Generally speaking, the Northern Shoshone and Bannock inhabited the study corridors in 
southern Idaho. The Western Shoshone ranged through eastern Nevada and northwestern Utah. The 
central portion of Utah was occupied by the Pahvant Ute while the Southern Paiute inhabited 
southwestern Utah and southern Nevada. 

History - After the arrival of Europeans in the New World, portions of the study corridors were 
cla imed by Spain, Great Britain, Prance, Mexico, and Canada, as well as the United States. The 
earli est European exploration was led by Escalante who skirted the eastern margin of the study area 
in Utah. After the famous Lewis and Clark Exped ition to the Pacific Coast in 1804-1806, fur 
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trappers and mountain men were lured to the Rocky Mountains until the decline of fur trading in 
about 1840. 

Environmental Consequences 

The consequences, or impacts, to the environment caused by implementing the SWIP were assessed 
by considering th e existi ng cond ition of the environment and the effects of the act ivities of the 
SWIP (construction, operation, and maintenance) on the env ironment. The "initial" impacts were 
evaluated to detennine if mitigation measures would be effect ive in lessening the impacts. Those 
impacts remaining after mitigation measures were applied are referred to as "residual" impacts. 
Many of the identified impacts would be considered to be adverse, direct, and long-term. Some 
impacts (e.g., visual, cultural, and biological impacts) would be considered adverse, indirect, and 
long-tenn . 

The principal type of impacts associated with earth resources is the potential for increased erosIOn 
hazards, although some short-tenn soil compaction impacts could occur in agricultural areas and 
some stream sedimentation could also occur at the crossings of perennial streams. 

Typical impacts to biological resources include effects on threatened, endangered, or protected 
species, rare or unique vegetation types, migration corridors for wildlife, areas of low revegetation 
potential, or highly productive wildlife habitat. The impacts would generally be associated with the 
removal of vegetation and habitat cause by construction and operation activities, and from human 
activity from more access into remote areas. The presence of the transmission towers would 
increase the potential for long-tenn predation of sage grouse by go lden eagles on adult and 
immature birds. Adding towers also would provide roost/hunting sites for ravens and magpies, thus 
increasing the long-tenn potential for predation on grouse nests. 

Land use impacts include those that would displace, aiter, or otherwise physically affect any existing 
or planned residential , commercial, or industrial use or activity, any agricultural use, or any 
recreational, preservation, educational, or scientific facility or use. Few land use impacts would 
occur from the constructioll of the SWIP, although the impacts that would occur wou ld be long
tenn. 

Potential socioeconomic effects could include construction-period impacts to area commumtles, 
social and economic impacts along the selected route, and fiscal impacts within local jurisdictions. 
These effects could be both adverse and beneficial. 

Visual impacts would be considered adverse, indirect, and long-tenn. They include effects to the 
quality of any scen ic resource, the view from any residential or other sensi tive land use or travel 
route, or th e view from any recreation, preservation, education, or scientific facility. Potential visual 
impacts to exist ing and proposed sensitive viewpoints for Great Basin Nationa l Park are a concern. 
Other vis ual impacts would be generally associated with residential concentrations or dispersed 
homes, scen ic roads and highways, and recreation viewpoints, including wilderness areas and 
WSAs. 

Direct, adverse physical impacts could occur to cultural resources during construction, while indirect 
impacts could result after construction due to increased erosion or increased public access to sites 

13 



along the transmiss ion line r i ght~of-way. Adverse visual effects may occur to sites with high 
aesthetic or interpret ive values. 

Potcntial electrical, biological, heal th and safety effects from the Agency Preferred Alternat ives were 
assessed. These include corona effects, electric and magnet ic field effects, and public safety. 

The Stateline Resource Area is currently preparing a Resource Managemcnt Plan (RMP) which 
would designate utility corridors. The RMP corridor studies and the SWIP EIS stud ies have been 
coordinated, and the preferred alternatives are similar. The Federal Land Policy and Management 
Act of 1976 mandates to the extent practical that the BLM conso lidate fu ture utility projects within 
the corridor that is estab lished . 

Public Issues and Management Concerns 

Nectl for Project ~ The public and agencies expressed a concern about the need for the project. 

Maximize Use of Public Lands ~ One of the major public comments was utilizing public lands for 
routing the transmiss ion line since the line would offer no direct benefit to pri vate landowners and 
would also interfere with agricu ltural operations. 

Visual Impacts ~ The study area is characterized by relatively open, un interrupted views with 
minimal overstory vegetation cover. Significant concern is expressed over the views from the parks, 
recreation, residence, and preservation areas, views from highways, scenic routes, sensitive cu ltural 
sites, and impacts affecting in herent aesthetic value of the landscape. 

Minimize Impacts to Biological Resources - There is a wide variety of both vegetation and 
wi ldlife in the project area. A tota l of twelve vegetation comm un ities were identified within the 
SWIP study corridors with 73 plant species ident ified as sensitive on the state andlor federal level. 
Wetl ands do occur in the project area, but wou ld be avoided. Within the project area, there are 560 
species of vertebrates, III species of mammals, IS species of am phibians, and 70 species of fish. 
Issues for wildli fe spec ies and important wildlife habitats are related primarily to increased public 
access into remote areas and/or ground disturbance. Ground di sturbance caused by construction of 
the transmiss ion line could result in habitat loss and destruction . Increased public access may result 
in more harassment fo r all wil dlife. There is considerable public concem regardin g the tortoise 
hatchlings falling prey to ravens, and raptors co lliding with transmiss ion lines. 

Cultural Resources ~ The project area has been occupied for thousands of years, and contains a 
long history of human use. Thousands of cultural sites have been recorded, but only a few have 
been formally inven toried. The public and agencies are aware of the archeological sites and are 
concerned that many o f these si tes would be impacted due to construct ion and increased 
access ibili ty. 

Health and Safely - In recent years there has been growing public concern over the possible effects 
that electromagnetic fields (EMF) cou ld have on human health. Some studies have shown a 
statisti ca l association between EMF and certain diseases, while other studies have fai led to show this 
relationship. Ongoing research into EMF has detected no cause·and~effect relationship between 
EM F and di sease. While EMF can produce biological effects, it is unclear whether these effects 
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would be of any consequence to human health. Please refer to Chapter 3 of this document for a 
discussion of recent EMF research results. 

WildernesslWilderness Study Areas (WSAs) - One wilderness area and a number of WSAs are 
found in or near the study corridors for the SWIP. The agencies and the public are concerned about 
the presence of the transmission line on adjacent lands potentially affecting the designation of WSAs 
as wilderness. 

Minimize Land Use Impacts - The primary issues associated with the construction of the 
transmission line would be expected to occur from conflicts with the land uses found throughout the 
project area (i.e. , agricultural lands, irrigation systems, airport clear zones, residences, and planned 
development). 

Use Existing Transmission Line Corridors - Both the public and agencies expressed a desire to 
locate the transmission line along existing transmission corridors, wherever possible, to minimize 
environmental impacts . 

Property Values and Compensation - Private property owners expressed a concern for a decrease 
in the monetary value of their property as a result of the proposed transmission line, and whether or 
not they would receive adequate com pensation for property loss. 

Effects of Alternatives on Agency Land Management Plans - The BLM plans and designates 
corridors for linear utility use. Portions of the Agency Preferred Alternatives (Midpoint to Dry Lake 
segment and Ely to Delta segment), evaluated along with other alternatives in the SWIP DEISIDPA 
and in this document, would not follow designated or planning utility corridors. Several BLM 
resource management plans would be amended by approval of this document (refer to Proposed 
Plan Amendments in Chapter I). 
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Route Comparisons 

The comparative environmental consequences are summarized below for each of the final alternative 
routes. This summary compares only a few of the many resources evaluated. For a complete 
comparison, see Table I-I and 1-2 in this document. 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

Route A: crosses 131.1 miles within Military Operating Areas (MOAs) of Hill 
and Nellis Air Force Bases 
crosses 35.2 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
crosses 15.3 miles of bald eagle habitat 

• crosses 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 
crosses 1.3 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 

• crosses 24.1 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
• crosses 39.0 miles of potential high water erosion soils 
• crosses 58.8 miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
• 370.4 miles in designated or planning corridor 

142.6 miles outside designated or planning corridor 
crosses 18.4 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses 95.2 miles of private land 

Route B: crosses 182.9 miles within MOAs of Hill and Nellis Air Force Bases 
• crosses 36.8 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
• crosses most (32.8) miles of bald eagle habitat 
• crosses 53 .2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 
• crosses 1.4 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 
• crosses least (7 .2) miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 

crosses most (53.1) miles of potential high water erosion soils 
crosses 58.9 miles of potential high wind erosion soil 
363.1 miles in designated or planning corridor 

• 153.0 miles outside designated or planning corridor 
• crosses 19.3 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
• crosses 97.3 miles of private land 

Route C: crosses 131.1 miles within MOAs of Hill and Nellis Air Force Bases 
• crosses 30.7 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
• crosses 16.3 miles of bald eagle habitat 
• crosses 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 

crosses 1.3 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 
crosses 16.2 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 

• crosses 44.4 miles of potential high water erosion soils 
• crosses 58.8 miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
• 337.0 miles in designated or planning corridor 
• 169.9 miles outside designated or planning corridor 
• crosses 17.2 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 

crosses 104.6 miles of private land 
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Route 0: crosses 129.5 miles within MOAs of Nellis Air Force Bases 
• crosses 34.1 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
• crosses least (5.8) miles bald eagle habitat 

crosses 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 
crosses 1.3 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 
crosses 34.9 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
crosses least (35.5) miles of potential high water erosion soils 
crosses 52.1 miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
377.1 miles in designated or planning corridor 
136.4 miles outside designated or planning corridor 
crosses 20.5 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses 98.7 miles of private land 

Route E: • crosses 182.9 miles within MOAs of Hill and Nellis Air Force Bases 
• crosses 36.3 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 

crosses 18.2 miles of bald eagle habitat 
crosses 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 

• crosses 1.3 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 
• crosses 18.6 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
• crosses 48.6 miles of potential high water erosion soils 
• crosses 64.3 miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
• 365.6 miles in designated or planning corridor 
• 158.1 miles outside designated or planning corridor 
• crosses 18.4 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 

crosses 88.5 miles of private land 

Route F: • crosses 131.1 miles within MOAs of Hill and Nellis Air Force Bases 
• crosses 32.8 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
• crosses 16.3 miles of bald eagle habitat 

crosses 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 
• crosses 1.3 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 
• crosses 16.5 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 

crosses 47.8 miles of potential high water erosion soils 
• crosses most (73.3) miles of potential high wind erosion soils 

least (329.1) miles in designated or planning corridor 
most (194.9) miles outside designated or planning corridor 
crosses least (II) miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses most (115.6) miles of private land 
visual impacts to Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument 
impacts airstrip used by agricultural spraying operations 

• 
Route G: crosses 131.1 miles within MOAs of Hill and Nellis Air Force Bases 

crosses 40.6 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
crosses 19.6 miles of bald eagle habitat 
crosses 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 

• crosses 1.4 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 
crosses 39.7 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 

• crosses 36.4 miles of potential high water erosion soils 
• crosses 46.7 miles of potential high wind erosion soils 

most (379.4) miles in designated or planning corridor 
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• least (125.3) miles outside designated or planning corridor 
• crosses most (20.6) miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 

crosses 85 .3 miles of private land 
• reduces visual impacts to U.S. Highway 93 

Utility: crosses 131.1 miles within MOAs of Hill and Nellis Air Force Bases 

Agency 
Preferred 
Alternative: 

• crosses most (42.2) miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
• crosses 19.6 miles of bald eagle habitat 
• crosses 53 .2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 

crosses 1.4 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 
crosses 39.7 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
crosses 36.4 miles of potential high water erosion soils 

• crosses least (44.1) miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
• 376.3 miles in designated or planning corridor 
• least (125.3) miles outside designated or planning corridor 

cro~ses 20.5 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses 87.0 miles of private land 
reduces visual impacts to U.S. Highway 93 

• crosses 146.6 miles within MOAs of Nellis Air Force Bases 
crosses 37.2 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
crosses 6.0 miles of bald eagle habitat 
crosses 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat 
crosses 1.3 miles near ferruginous hawk nests 

• crosses most (43.2) miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
• crosses 37.3 miles of potential high water erosion soils 
• crosses least (49 .5) miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
• 370.4 miles in designated or planning corridor 

132.7 miles outside designated or planning corridor 
crosses 18.4 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses least (83 .1) miles of private land 
reduces visual impacts to U.S. Highway 93 

Ely to Delta Segment 

Direct Route: crosses 55.1 miles within R-6405 Restricted Area 
• crosses 130 miles within restricted air space and MOAs of Utah 

Testing and Training Range (UTTR) 
crosses 7.9 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
crosses 7.0 miles of bald eagle habitat 
does not cross ferruginous hawk nesting areas 

• crosses least (56.5) miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
crosses least (6 .8) miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
least (14.3) miles in designated or planning corridor 
115.8 miles outside designated or planning corridor 

• crosses least (0.8) miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses least (0.0) miles of private land 
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Cutoff Route: 

230kY Corridor 
Route: 
(Agency Preferred 
Alternative) 

Southern Route: 

shortest route and crosses least public and private land 
avoids visual impacts to Great Basin National Park 

• crosses wetlands known as the Leland-Harris Spring Complex 

• crosses 104.2 miles within MOAs of UTTR 
• crosses 6.8 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 

crosses 8.4 miles of bald eagle habitat 
does not cross ferruginous hawk nesting areas 
'crosses 70.1 miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
crosses 12.7 miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
75 .5 miles in designated or planning corridor 
78.4 miles outside designated or planning corridor 
crosses least (0 .8) miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses least (0 .0) miles of private land 
insignificant visual impacts to viewpoints within Great Basin National 
Park 

crosses 102.5 miles within MOAs of UTTR 
• crosses 7.1 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
• crosses most miles (17.8) of bald eagle habitat 

crosses 4.5 miles of ferruginous hawk nests 
• crosses 71.5 mi les of crucial pronghorn habitat 
• crosses 19.2 miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
• most (145.9) miles in designated or planning corridor 
• least (14.9) miles outside designated or planning corridor 
• crosses most (8.0) miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
• crosses (I0.2) miles of private land 

utilizes existing 230kY corridor 
• crosses most private and national forest lands 
• insignificant visual impacts to viewpoints within Great Basin National 

Park 

crosses least amount of MOAs of UTTR 
crosses 11.8 miles of sage grouse leks and wintering range 
does not cross bald eagle habitat 
crosses the most (10.1) miles of ferruginous hawk nests 
crosses most (85.7) miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 
crosses most miles (40.0) miles of potential high wind erosion soils 
49.5 miles in designated or planning corridor 
most (161.5) miles outside designated or planning corridor 
crosses 6.0 miles of predicted high sensitivity cultural zones 
crosses (1.6) miles of private land 
highest overall environmental impacts 
longest route 
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Preferred Alternative Selection 

Based upon review of potential impact characterizations, significant, unavoidable adverse effects, 
agency and public comments, and cumulative environmental consequences of the alternative routes, 
the preferred routes were identified (refer to Identification of Preferred Alternatives in Chapter 2 in 
the DEIS/DPA and page 1-9 of this document). 

Route A is the Environmentally Preferred Route for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment. The least 
impact route on the Ely to Delta segment is the Cutoff Route, however the 230kV Corridor Route 
would cause similar environmental impacts and would be environmentally acceptable. Because of 
the utilities future need to interconnect with the 230kV system in the Ely area, the potential 
cumulative environmental effects /Tom the Cutoff Route would be more significant than the 
cumulative effects from the 230kV Corridqr Route (refer to the Cumulative Effects section in 
Chapter 3 of this document). Therefore, because the 230kV Corridor Route would likely cause 
fewer future cumulative effects in the Ely area, this route is environmentally preferred. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment is a combination of Route 
A and Route G. The Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment is the 230kV 
Corridor Route. The Agency Preferred Alternative substation sites include: Site #4 of the 
Thousand Springs siting area, Site #10 of the Robinson Summit siting area, Site #14 of the 
Intermountain siting area and in the Dry Lake siting area, all of the potential substation sites are 
environmentally acceptable and will be determined through the analysis of the Marketplace-Allen 
Transmission Project. The Agency Preferred Alternative proposes to construct microwave 
communication facilities at Hansen Butte, Cottonwood, Ellen D, Six Mile, Rocky Point, Spruce 
Mountain, Long Valley, Copper, Cave Mountain, Mount Wilson, Highland Peak, Beaver Dam 
Mountain, and Glendale. 

11,e IPCo prefers the Agency Preferred Alternative route for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment 
with two important modifications: 

• prefer Link 102 over Links 715 and 713 near Contact, Nevada 

• prefer Link 280 over Link 291 north of the Robinson Summit Substation site 

The Utility Preferred Route on the Ely to Delta segment is the 230kV Corridor Route. 

The significant, unavoidable adverse effects of the Agency Preferred Alternative involve biological, 
visual, and cultural resources only, as summarized below: 

Resource Category 

Biological Resources 

Significant Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

On the routes between Midpoint Substation and Dry Lake, Route 
A would potentially cross 3.2 miles of riparian habitat (although 
none is actually expected to be disturbed), 52.1 miles of sensitive 
desert tortoise habitat, and 35.2 miles of sage grouse leks and 
wintering range. Route G would potentially disturb 4.8 miles of 
riparian habitat, a similar disturbance to desert tortoise, and 40.6 
mile. of sage grouse leks and wintering range. 
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Resource Category 

Visual Resources 

Cultural Resources 

• 

Significaut Unavoidable 
Adverse Impacts 

On the Ely and Delta segment, the Cutoff Route would potentially 
cross 1.2 miles of riparian habitat (although none is actually 
expected fo be disturbed) and 6.8 miles of sage grouse leks and 
wintering range. The 230kV Corridor Route would potentially 
disturb 0.9 miles of riparian habitat and 7.1 miles of sage grouse 
leks and wintering range. 

Although riparian areas and desert tortoise are significant issues, 
the impacts would be largely mitigated. Impacts to sage grouse 
habitat would be significant where there are no existing 
transmission lines. 

On the Midpoint Substation and Dry Lake segment, Route A 
would potentially result in 13.5 miles of significant impacts to the 
area' s visual resources. Significant impacts are predicted to 
approximately 83 residences within one mile of the route, and to 
one scenic highway. The route would cross 7.3 miles of the BLM 
and the FS lands managed to retain visual quality (VRM Class II 
and VQO Retention, respectively). Route G would potentially 
result in 14.7 miles of high impacts to the area's visual resources. 
Impacts are predicted to approximately 93 residences within one 
mile of the route, and to one scenic highway crossed. 

On the Ely and Delta segment, the Cutoff Route would potentially 
result in 1.2 miles of significant impacts to the area's visual 
resources. Significant impacts are predicted to 2 residences within 
one mile of the route. The 230kV Corridor Route would 
potentially result in 7.3 miles of high impacts to the area's visual 
resources. Impacts are predicted to approximately 26 residences 
within one mile of the route. 

On the routes between Midpoint Substation and Dry Lake, Route 
A would potentially result in 6.8 miles of significant impacts to 
cultural resources. Among the 454 sites identified within one 
mile, 53 are historic, 13 are ethnohistoric, and 388 are prehistoric. 
Route G would potentially result in 7.3 miles of significant 
impacts to cultural resources. Among the 474 sites identified 
within one mile, 61 are historic, 14 are ethnohistoric, and 399 are 
prehistoric . 

On the Ely to Delta segment, the Cutoff Route would potentially 
result in 4.6 miles of significant impacts to cultural resources. 
Among the 39 sites identified within one mile, 5 are historic, 8 are 
ethnohistoric, and 26 are prehistoric. The 230kV Corridor Route 
would potentially result in 5.5 miles of significant impacts to 
cultural resources. Among the 100 sites identified within one 
mile, 12 are historic, 8 are ethnohistoric, and 80 are prehistoric. 
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INTRODUCTION 

CHAPTER 1 
PROPOSED PLAN 

The Idaho Power Company (IPCo) proposes to construct, operate, and maintain the Southwest 
Intertie Project (SWIP), a single-circuit, overhead SOOkV transmission line between the existing 
Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho, and a proposed substation site in the Dry Lake Valley 
northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada. The line would be supported by V-guyed and self-supporting 
steel-lattice, and steel-pole H-frame structures placed an average of 1500 feet apart. 

The IPCo is also proposing the construction, operation, and maintenance of a single-circuit, 
overhead SOOkV transmission line to connect from a point near Ely, Nevada, east to a proposed 
substation near Delta, Utah . This segment of the SWIP is referred to in the Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement/Draft Plan Amendment (DEIS/DPA) as the Crosstie (hereafter referred to as the 
Ely to Delta segment). The line would be supported by self-supporting steel-lattice and steel-pole 
H-frame structures placed an average of 1500 feet apart. Land rights for the Ely to Delta segment 
would be obtained in the name of the IPCo. The !PCo has entered into an agreement with Los 
Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) to convey this segment of the right-of-way 
grant with the approval of the BLM to the LADWP on behalf of the Utah-Nevada Transmission 
Project (UNTP). This is referred to as the "Delta Grant" in the agreement. The agreement further 
states that the IPCo would conduct the necessary environmental permitting for the Delta Grant and 
then request that the BLM assign it to the LADWP for construction, operation, and maintenance. 
The UNTP participants include utilities in Utah, Nevada, and California. 

In 1988, the IPCo applied for a right-of-way grant to construct and operate a transmission 
interconnection from their SOOkV Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho to a proposed 
substation site in the Delta, Utah area. In the Delta area, the IPCo was proposing to interconnect 
with and obtain transmission capacity on the UNTP, a proposed SOOkV transmission line from Delta 
to a proposed substation site located approximately 13 miles southwest of Boulder City, Nevada. 
The proposal also included the line segment between Ely and Delta, which was proposed to be 
developed as a second phase of the UNTP. 

In early 1990, the IPCo determined that the UNTP would be fully subscribed and would not be able 
to provide the transmission capacity for the SWIP to reach the proposed substation near Boulder 
City, Nevada. The IPCo decided that the SWIP would have to be extended south from the Ely area 
in order to meet the purpose and need for the SWIP project to interconnect in the Las Vegas area. 
In June 1990, the SWIP studies were expanded to include routes from the Ely, Nevada area to a 
proposed substation site northeast of Las Vegas in the Dry Lake valley. 

The SWIP Ely to Delta segment was originally a joint SWIP and UNTP transmission line segment. 
When the SWIP right-of-way application to the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) was amended 
in June 1990, the IPCo's need for the Ely to Delta segment changed. However, the Ely to Delta 
segment remains an important part of the UNTP and the need for it remains unchanged. 

The lead federal agency for the SWIP, the BLM, recommended that this transmission segment be 
retained in the SWIP Environmental Impact Statement/Plan Amendment (EISIPA) process . This 
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nearly 160-mile transmission line segment would extend east from the vicinity of Ely, Nevada, to 
near Delta, Utah. The right-of-way for this segment would be granted to the [PCo, who would 
request that the BLM assign it to the LADWP. The LADWP would, on behalf of the UNTP 
participants, construct, operate, and maintain this portion of the line and a proposed substation near 
the Intermountain Generating Station near Delta, Utah. 

The IPCo proposes to assign the Ely to Delta portion of the right-of-way grant, if approved, to the 
LADWP. The LADWP has been involved in all aspects of the EIS process. The BLM Ely 
(Nevada) and Richfield (Utah) District have also participated in every step of the EIS process, and 
will be involved in the decision process with the rest of the potentially affected BLM districts. If a 
right-of-way grant is assigned for the SWIP Ely to Delta segment, the BLM would coordinate 
directly with the UNTP participants during development of the Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance Plans, as well as the actual construction, operation, and maintenance of the project. 
Also refer to the expanded discussion of Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this document. 

THE PROPOSED PLAN 

The Agency Preferred Alternative is to grant the [PCo a 200-foot right-of-way across nearly 700 
miles of lands administered by the BLM, Forest Service (FS), Bureau of Reclamation, and private 
owners. This route is a combination of Routes A and G, for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment of 
the SWIP and the 230kV Corridor Route for the Ely to Delta segment of the SWIP (refer to Figure 
I-I for a map of the Proposed Plan and to the Alternative Routes map in the Map Volume 
accompanying the SWTP DEIS/DPA). The Agency Preferred Alternative also includes four 
proposed substations or series compensation sites, expansion of the Midpoint Substation in southern 
Idaho, a series compensation station in the Delamar Valley in southeastern Nevada (exact site not 
yet selected and subject to additional environmental permitting) and the 13 sites for microwave 
communication facilities. The Proposed Plan Amendment is to designated a utility corridor along 
the Agency Preferred Alternative to accommodate the SWIP SOOkV transmission line where this 
route deviates from agency designated and planning corridors. 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

The SWIP Midpoint to Dry Lake segment is proposed as a SOO,OOO-volt (SOOkV) alternating current 
(AC) transmission line with an estimated capacity rating of 1200 megawatt (MW). The over 500-
mile long line would extend from the existing Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho to a 
proposed substation near the Dry Lake Valley northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada. 

The towers for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would range from 90-160 feet in height, but 
would average 120-130 feet. Towers would be spaced approximately 1200-1500 feet apart 
depending upon terrain and other construction factors . The SWTP Midpoint to Dry Lake segment 
would be constructed generally using the following tower types: 

• V -guyed (or other guyed) steel lattice or self-supporting steel lattice 
• steel-pole H-frame in agricultural areas 
• self-supporting steel lattice at specific intervals for lateral support 
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The Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would involve crossing several districts of the BLM in Idaho 
and Nevada. The section of this chapter - Proposed Plan Amendments lists the BLM Districts and 
Resource Area land use plans that would be affected by the Plan Amendment. Figure I-I illustrates 
the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment in relation to the 
alternatives compared in the SWIP DEIS/DPA (a combination of Routes A and G) that would utilize 
Links 10,20,41,40,50,70,711 ,7 14, 101,715,713,110,1 30, 150, lSI, 152,200,221, 223 ,212, 
230, 241, 242, 244, 270, 291, 293, 310, 340, 362, 363, 669, 670, 672, 673, 675, 690, 700, and 720 
(also refer to Figure I-I in this document or the Alternative Routes map in the Map Volume 
accompanying the SWIP DEIS/DPA Map Volume). 

The Agency Preferred Alternative would require equipment additions to the Midpoint Substation, 
one proposed substation near Ely, Nevada, and a proposed substation in the Dry Lake Valley in 
southern Nevada. A Series compensation station would be needed to increase the electrical 
performance of the system northeast of Wells, Nevada, which is about halfway between the two 
northern substation sites . This series compensation station near Wells may be expanded to 
accommodate switching equipment (substation) in the future. Another series compensation station 
would be required in the Delamar Valley in southern Nevada. 

The proposed substation and series compensation sites for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment 
include: 

Site 4 at the Thousand Springs Series Compensation Siting Area northeast of Wells, Nevada 

• Site 10 at the Robinson Summit Substation Siting Area near Ely, Nevada 

Delamar Valley Series Compensation Siting Area (If this facility is required the specific location 
would be determined later with a separate Environmental Assessment prior to construction.) 

• One of the three proposed substation sites (Site 17, 18, or 20) at the Dry Lake Substation Siting 
Area (Site selection would depend on the final routing decision for the Marketplace-Allen 
Transmission (MAT) Project. If the MAT is routed south through the Apex Industrial Area the 
Agency Preferred Alternative site would be either Site 17 or 18. If the MAT is routed south 
and east of the Dry Lake Range the Agency Preferred Alternative site would either be Site 18 or 
20). 

A new microwave communication system to operate the system would also be required between 
Midpoint Substation and the proposed substation at Dry Lake. The 13 proposed microwave 
communication sites for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment include: 

• Hansen Butte 
• Cottonwood 
• Ellen D 
• Six Mile 

Rocky Point 
• Spruce Mountain 

Long Valley 
• Copper 
• Cave Mountain 

developed site, power supply exists 
undeveloped site, install solar power system 
developed site, install solar power system 
112 mile from developed site, install solar power system 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, install solar power system 
undeveloped site, install so lar power system 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power supply exists 
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Mount Wilson 
Highland Peak 
Beaver Dam Mountain 
Glendale 

developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power supply exists 
developed site, power supply exists 

The microwave communication sites would be located on developed sites to the extent possible. No 
ground disturbing activities would occur at three of these sites: Hansen Butte, Beaver Dam 
Mountain, and Glendale. At these sites, changes would consist of the addition of some equipment 
and a dish at the existing microwave communication facilities. 

Ground wire having fiber optic capability may be installed rather than traditional ground wire to 
serve the needs of commercial communication companies . [f this is done the fiber optic network 
could also be used to facilitate project communication needs. If installed, access to the fiber optic 
ground wire by a commercial communications company would only be allowed upon completion of 
all environmental permitting activities (e.g., National Environmental Policy Act) and obtaining the 
right-of-way. Regeneration stations would be needed at 20-40 mile intervals along the transmission 
line right-of-way and are typically small concrete buildings approximately 10 feet by 10 feet. They 
would likely be placed on or immediately adjacent to the SW[P right-of-way (a[so refer to Potential 
Fiber Optic Ground Wire in the Cumulative Effects section of Chapter 3 of this document and 
Right-of-Way Acquisition and Communication Facilities in the SWIP DE[S/DPA). 

Where the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would parallel the UNTP, the rights-of-way of the SWIP 
and the UNTP would need sufficient separation to meet reliability and outage criteria of the Western 
States Coordinating Council (WSCC) (also refer to page 1-2 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA and the 
section on Right-of-Way in Chapter 3 of this document). The UNTP and the Midpoint to Dry Lake 
segment of the SWIP would converge near Robber's Roost Hills (Link 675 - milepost 12), and 
would travel parallel for approximately 88.5 miles (Links 690, 700, and 720 - milepost 15) into 
Coyote Spring Valley in southern Nevada, where the UNTP would continue south and the Midpoint 
to Dry Lake segment of the SWIP would cross through the southern end of the Arrow Canyon 
Range into the Dry Lake Valley. The involved regional utilities would coordinate with the Las 
Vegas District of the BLM on the final configuration of this corridor (i.e., tower spacing, separation, 
crossings, etc.) 

The Midpoint to Dry Lake segment, with its proposed southern connection to the Dry Lake 
substation, would require interconnection with the Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project (MAT). 
The Notice to Proceed for construction of the SWIP, from Ely to Dry Lake, would be contingent on 
approval of the MAT or a similar transmission facility which would interconnect the proposed Dry 
Lake Substation to the proposed marketplace substation (also refer to the Cumulative Effects section 
in Chapter 3). 

The Midpoint to Dry Lake segment of the SWIP is scheduled to begin commercial operation by late 
1997. Construction would begin in 1995. Refer to Table I-I of this document for a comparison of 
environmental impacts between routes. 

Ely to Delta Segment 

The SWIP Ely to Delta segment is proposed as a 500kV AC transmission line with an estimated 
capacity rating of 1100 MW. The nearly 160-mile long line would extend from a proposed 
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substation near the Intermountain Power Facilities near Delta, Utah, to a proposed substation located 
in the vicinity of Ely, Nevada (same substation near Ely as for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment). 

The Ely to Delta segment is a joint effort between the UNTP participants and the SWlP participants. 
Idaho Power Company, on behalf of the SWIP, is responsible for the licensing and permitting. The 
LADWP on behalf of the UNTP, would construct and operate the SWIP Ely to Delta segment. 

The towers for the Ely to Delta segment would range from 90-160 feet in height, but would average 
120-130 feet. Towers would be spaced approximately 1200 to 1500 feet apart, depending upon 
terrain and other construction factors. The Ely to Delta segment would be constructed usmg: 

se lf-supporting steel lattice structures 
steel pole H-Frame structures for visual mitigation and agricultural areas 

The Ely to Delta segment would cross three different BLM Districts in Utah and Nevada and a 
portion of the Humboldt National Forest in Nevada. The section on Proposed Plan Amendments 
later in this chapter lists the BLM Districts and Resource Areas that would be affected by the 
proposed Plan Amendment. F igure I-I illustrates the 230kV Corridor Route as the Agency 
Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment, which includes Links 350, 351, 352, 370, 380, 
460, 461,462, 464,466,468, 470, 471 , 473,540,571,572,580,581, and 582 (also refer to the 
Alternative Routes map in the Map Volume accompanying the SWlP DEIS/DPA). 

The Agency Preferred Alternative would require a proposed substation near Ely, Nevada, and a 
proposed substation near Delta, Utah. The proposed substation sites for the Ely to Delta segment 
include: 

Site 14 at the Intermountain Substation Siting Area near Delta, Utah 

Site 10 at the Robinson Summit Substation Siting Area near Ely, Nevada (same as above for the 
Midpoint to Dry Lake segment) 

With some minor modifications the Agency Preferred Alternative route from the proposed substation 
in the Ely area to the proposed substation near Delta is the same as the 230kV Corridor Route 
described and analyzed on pages 2-56 through 2-58 in the SWIP DEISIDPA. A localized 
modification was made to the 230kY Corridor Route in response to public comment received on the 
SWlP DEISIDPA (refer to Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute in Chapter 3 of this document). 

The Agency Preferred Alternative would utilize utility corridors in accordance with the direction 111 

the BLM's House Range Resource Management Plan (RMP), the Warm Springs RMP, and the 
Schell Management Framework Plan (MFP). Because the 230kY Corridor Route and the Cutoff 
Route have similar environmental impacts (refer to environmentally preferred route discussion in 
Chapter 2 of the SWlP DEIS/DPA, and Table 1-2 and the Cumulative Effects section in Chapter 3 
of this document) and this route best fulfills Federal Land Policy and Management Act's (FLPMA) 
mandate to consolidate corridors where possible, the BLM favors the 230kY Corridor Route as the 
agencies' preferred routing alternative. In addition, the 230kY Corridor Route is preferred 
environmentally because this route and substation would best minimize environmental impacts from 
the reasonably foreseeable future construction of the White Pine Power Project and from the 
interconnections with the 230kV transmission system in the Ely area. Refer to the Cumulative 
Effects section in Chapter 3 of this document for the discussion of "buildout" scenarios for the Ely 
area. 
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An existing microwave communication system may be used on the transmission line system 
between Ely, Nevada, and Delta, Utah. 

The Ely to Delta segment is scheduled to begin commercial operation In 1998. Construction would 
begin in 1996. 

Selecting the Proposed Plan 

The Proposed Plan was selected by the BLM as the lead agency and the Forest Service, the National 
Park Service (NPS), the Bureau of Indian Affairs (BlA), and the Bureau of Reclamation as 
cooperating agencies. After reviewing the recommendations of the various District Managers, the 
Idaho State Director approved the Proposed Plan with consideration of several criteria: 

the issues and concerns identified during scoping and throughout the planning process 

• oral comments received during formal public meetings and written comments received during 
the public review of the SWIP DEIS/DPA 

• formal consultation and coordination with other agencies 

the results of the impact analysis of the Agency Preferred Alternative and other alternatives 
compared in the SWIP DEIS/DPA 

• the decision criteria developed and considered by management, including I) provide capacity for 
future utilities, 2) minimize new access roads needed for construction and operation, 3) public 
preferences expressed during the process, 4) avoid agricultural lands to the degree possible, 5) 
use existing utility and planning corridors, 6) minimize visual impacts, 7) minimize impacts to 
environmentai resources (e.g., wildlife, cultural, and historical resources), 8) minimize conflicts 
with military airspace, and 9) allow for good transmission system reliability 

The National Park Service does not agree with the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta 
segment. Because of visual impacts to Great Basin National Park and to visitors driving to the park, 
the National Park Service recommends rejection of the 230kV Corridor Route. 

Process for Selecting the Environmentally Preferred 
Alternative 

From the beginning of the environmental studies for the SWIP, a geographic information system 
(GIS) was used to help compile, organize, evaluate, and summarize environmental data. 
Opportunity and constraints analysis conducted using GIS during the regional environmental studies 
helped planners identify the alternative transmission line corridors in Phase I of the SWIP EIS 
process (refer to the SWIP Regional Environmental Report, April 1989). 

In Phase II, a set of "assumed centerlines" for alternative routes were identified within the regional 
study corridors. These assumed centerlines were sited to avoid sensitive resource features and 
values identified during the regional environmental study and to respond to public concerns 
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identified during scoping. Interdisciplinary resource data were collected and input into GIS for a 
corridor from 1/2 to 3 miles (depending on the resource) on either side of these assumed centerlines 
for the detailed analysis reported in the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

Project planners used the GIS to perform impact assessment models developed to evaluate the 
following: 

• the effects of ground disturbance during construction, operation, and maintenance 

potentially increased public accessibility into remote areas 

visual contrast of the project with the existing environment 

These impact assessment models formed the basis for quantifying the potential effects of the 
construction and operation of the proposed 500kY transmission line. A total of 21 impact 
assessment models were developed to identify and document potential resource impacts. 

The GIS was also used to assist planners in summarizing the environmental data during inventory 
and impact assessment/mitigation planning process. Data summaries and maps assisted resource 
specialists and project reviewers in identifying specific resources issues and potential impacts, as 
well as providing decision makers with the information for comparing routing alternatives. 

Identifying Alternative Transmission Line Routes A network of over 140 individual routing 
segments or "links" were identified and studied in detail for the SWIP DEISIDPA. The National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 requires that "reasonable and feasible" alternatives be 
compared in EIS/Pas. The number of possible routing alternatives that could be assembled from the 
numerous links would easily number in the hundreds, and would not be easy to compare in an EIS . 
Subsequently, it was necessary to determine environmental preferences for localized routing 
alternatives by what is termed the subroute evaluation process. 

Each subroute is composed of individual links or combinations of several links that begin and end at 
common junction points in localized areas. A total of 25 subroute sets were evaluated (refer to 
Appendix D of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). The potential impacts of each subroute within a set were 
summarized from the detailed impact data of the five major resource disciplines: biological 
resources, earth resources, visual resources, land uses, and cultural resources. Project planners and 
resource speciali sts analyzed and compared the impact data and then ranked each subroute for 
environmental preference. 

The links selected as the environmentally preferred subroutes narrowed down the number of 
possible link combinations, or routes, to a reasonable number to compare in an EIS. Links in areas 
where no other localized alternatives occurred, are termed "connectors" . Connectors combined with 
the preferred link combinations of selected subroutes were used to assemble the alternative routes. 

The environmentally preferred subroutes and their connectors were further evaluated in a GIS 
process that determined the path of least impact for each resource discipline (e.g., visual, biology, 
etc.). The GIS searched the environmental database containing the results of the impact assessment 
for a particular resource and tabulated the miles of impacts along the possible route segments 
searching for the route with the least significant impacts to that resource. 
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The identification of resource preferred routes for visual resources, biological resources, land use, 
earth resources, and cultural resources and the subroute evaluation process assisted project planners 
to assemble seven alternative routes on the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment and four altemative 
routes on the Ely to Delta segment for comparison in the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

Substation and Series Compensation Stations Substations, series compensation stations, and 
microwave communication facility sites were evaluated as part of the environmental studies for the 
alternative routes. Siting areas for substation and series compensation station facilities were 
inventoried by the same methods and for the same resource categories as the routing alternatives 
(study corridors). 

Alternative sites were selected for substations and series compensation stations using environmental 
and engineering criteria and the GIS to generate opportunities and constraints mapping. Composite 
constraints and opportunity maps were analyzed to identify potential locations for facility sites 
where the potential for impacts would be minimized. Impacts were then assessed and mitigation 
planned for each alternative site (also refer to Appendix E of the SWIP DEISIDPA). 

A total of twenty (20) sites were compared for the construction and operation of the five proposed 
substations and series compensation stations. Selection of the environmentally preferred route was 
also considered during the final selection of the substation and series compensation station sites. 

Microwave Communication Facilities Alternative microwave communication facility sites were 
identified through a review of existing developed microwave communication sites provided by the 
district offices of the BLM, and a review of other potential sites that met some or all of the 
following engineering and operational criteria: line of sight between sites (with a specified 
clearance), good access, available power source, 35 to 40 miles between sites, and a 1/4 acre of 
relatively flat ground. A total of 17 sites were identified. 

Similar to the substation and series compensation station analysis, impacts for each of the alternative 
microwave communication facilities sites was assessed. A string of microwave communication 
facilities sites were then assembled into two (2) alternative microwave communication paths to 
facilitate the remote operation of the proposed substation and series compensation station sites (also 
refer to Appendix F of the SWIP DEISIDPA). Selecting individual microwave communication 
facility sites included consideration of the engineering criteria described above (e.g., line-of-sight), 
as well as the potential environmental effects. The selection of the preferred microwave 
communications path depended on the final substation and series compensation station sites selected 
with the environmentally preferred route. 

Selecting an Environmentally Preferred Route The seven alternative routes for the Midpoint to 
Dry Lake segment and the four alternative routes on the Ely to Delta segment were compared and 
the environmental, agency, and utility preferred route(s) for each segment were identified in the 
SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

The environmentally preferred route was selected based on a comparison of the miles of potential 
impacts to resource features and values, and their significance nationally, regionally, and locally. 
Each alternative route was evaluated based on the following criteria to determine the 
environmentally preferred route: 

• minimizes potential impacts to environmental resources (e.g., biological resources, visual 
resources, land use, earth resources, cultural resources) 
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• minimizes ground disturbance and an increased level of public access (e.g. , miles of new access 
roads needed) 
ability to meet the purpose and need 
responds to public issues and concerns 
compliance with agency management plans (e.g., uses existing utility and planning corridors) 

Considering these criteria, the environmentally preferred route was selected by evaluating and 
comparing each alternative route by: I) the environmental resource data and miles of potential 
residual impacts (summarized in Tables I-I and 1-2 at the end of this chapter), and 2) evaluating 
cumulative effects associated with each alternative route. 

Differences Between the Agency Preferred Alternative 
and the Environmentally Preferred Alternative 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

The Agency Preferred Alternative and the Environmentally Preferred Route (as described in the 
SWIP DEIS/DPA) for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment of the SWIP are the same, with a few 
minor variations, and both are environmentally sound. Differences occur where the Agency 
Preferred Alternative considers the BLM's specific knowledge of localized situations. Difference 
occurs in the area of Jackpot, Nevada where Link 72 is environmentally preferred because it 
parallels the Midpoint-Valmy 345kV transmission line across Salmon Falls Creek, minimizing visual 
impacts to recreational users on the creek. The Agency Preferred Alternative would use Links 711 
and 714 to reduce visual impacts by crossing Salmon Falls Creek at a narrower portion of the 
canyon roughly parallel and to the west of the existing 138kV transmission line. These links would 
also cross a smaller portion of the Salmon Falls Creek Special Recreation Management Area. 

A second difference occurs in the vicinity of Contact, Nevada where Link 102 is environmentally 
preferred because it would parallel the Midpoint-Valmy 345kV transmission line reducing visual 
impacts associated with structure contrast and minimize visual impacts to residences in the Contact 
area. The Agency Preferred Alternative in this area utilizes Links 715 and 713 because the crossing 
of u.S. Highway 93 would better screen towers adjacent to the highway from the views of highway 
travelers. However, one tower on Link 713 would cause high visual impacts to views from a 
nearby residence. 

A third difference occurs in the vicinity of the Winecup Ranch northeast of Wells, Nevada. Links 
160, 161 , 162, and 1612 are environmentally preferred because they would parallel the existing 
Upper Salmon to Wells 138kV transmission line (except Link 1612) which would reduce visual 
contrasts along U.S. Highway 93 and minimize potential predation impacts to sage grouse. The 
Agency Preferred Alternative would utilize Links 150 and 151 because they would minimize visual 
impacts to highway travelers (greater distance from the highway). Further, it would cross the 
California National Historic Trail near the Winecup Ranch minimizing visual impacts to the trail 
(due to existing visual contrasts of the ranch operations). 

During the formal public meetings for the SWIP DEIS/DPA in Wells, Nevada on August 4, 1992, 
residents of Oasis opposed the preferred alternatives in the SWfP DEISIDPA that would pass west 
of Oasis along the base of the Pequop Mountains (Link 211). Their opposition was based on 
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proposed development plans by Northern Holdings, Inc. and CSY Investments. Previously, Link 
211 was preferred because it would be a less visually intrusive crossing of Interstate 80, a low 
visibility corridor designated by the Elko District of the BLM and managed under VRM Class II 
(refer to Visual Resources section in Chapter 3 and 4 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). With the dark 
colors of the Pequop Mountains as a backdrop, Link 21 1 would result in weaker visual contrast to 
travelers on Interstate 80. Links 22 1 and 223 would better utilize the BLM utility planning corridor 
wh ich follows the railroad corridor through the center of Goshute Valley. 

In response to the public comments and the planned developments of CSY Development and 
Northern Holdings, Inc. , the Agency Preferred Alternative through this area was revised to use 
Links 221 and 223 along the railroad corridor through the center of Goshute Valley. These links 
would completely avoid future potential contlicts with the planned developments for Northern 
Holdings properties and would minimize impacts to significant portions of the planned developments 
of CSY Investments. Cumulative effects have been identified for these foreseeable future actions 
(refer to the Cumulative Effects section in Chapter 3 of this document). 

The last difference occurs at the Elko-White Pine county line. In this area, Links 250, 259, and 260 
are environmentally preferred because they would avoid a known cultural site and cause fewer mile 
of moderate impacts to pronghorn antelope, long-billed curlew, and sandhill crane habitat. The 
Agency Preferred Alternative would use Links 241 , 243, and 245 because they are within the BLM 
designated utility corridor in accordance with the Wells Resource Management Plan. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative and the Environmentally Preferred Route are the same for the 
remainder of the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment of the SWIP. 

Ely to Delta Segment 

The Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment of the SWIP is the 230kV Corridor 
Route and the least impact route is the Cutoff Route (as described in the DEIS/DPA). Links 350, 
351,352,370,380,460, and 461 of the 230kV Corridor Route and Links 262, 263 , 265, 266, 267, 
and 268 of the Cutoff Route have similar environmental impacts (refer to Environmentally Preferred 
Alternative in the SWIP DEISIDPA and Table 1-2 at the end of this chapter - formerly Table 2-5 in 
the SWIP DEIS/DPA). The remainder of these routes (Links 462, 470, 540, 571 , 572, 580, 58 1, 
and 582) in Utah are the same. 

Because of the utilities future need to interconnect with the 230kV system in the Ely area, the 
potential cumulative environmental effects from the Cutoff Route would be more significant than 
the cumulative effects from the 230kV Corridor Route (refer to the Cumulative Effects section in 
Chapter 3 of this document). Therefore, because the 230kV Corridor Route would likely cause 
fewer future cumulative effects in the Ely area, this route is environmentally preferred (refer to 
Cumulative Effects in Chapter 3 of this document). 

The Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment of the SWIP is the 230kV Corridor 
Route (described in the SWIP DEIS/DPA) because the 230kV Corridor Route wou ld parallel two 
existing 230kV transmission lines for its entire length. This route would best meet the mandate of 
Section 503 of FLPMA to utilize existing utility corridors where possible, and would utilize utility 
corridors in accordance with the BLM's House Range Resource Management Plan (RMP), the 
Warm Springs RMP, and the Schell Management Framework Plan (MFP). 
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Environmental concerns expressed by the public about the Cutoff Route include potential impacts to 
biological , cu ltural, land uses, and visual resources. Concerns about the 230kY Corridor Route 
include proximity to homes, health effects, land use conflicts, effects on property values, and visual 
impacts to views from Great Basin National Park. Although the Cutoff Route was found to have 
slightly fewer significant environmental effects, when cumulative effects are considered the 230kY 
Corridor Route would be environmentally preferred (refer to the Cumulative Effects section on page 
3-12 in Chapter 3 of this document). 

Comments received at the public meetings and comment letters on the SWIP DEISfDPA generally 
expressed favor for the placement of new li nes in existing utility corridors to min imize adverse 
impacts and to maintain open space values in previously undeveloped areas. The Cutoff Route was 
favored by some of the public because it would be located in more remote areas and would not be 
seen by touri sts and visitors to Great Basin National Park. 

Several letters were received on the SWIP DEISfDPA expressing concerns about the crossing of 
private lands and crossing of the U.S. Highway 6/50 in the Sacramento Pass area by the 230kY 
Corridor Route. These comments led to identifYing and studying several reroute alternatives to 
mitigate the potential impacts to agricultural uses and private lands, and to evaluate alternative 
crossings of the highway leading to Great Basin National Park (U.S. 6/50). Further, the Ely District 
of the BLM is developing a campground and recreation area in this area. Resource inventory data 
were collected for the three mitigation reroute alternatives during February 1993 . These data were 
incorporated into the GIS database and impacts were assessed . The affected environment and 
environmental consequences of these mitigation reroute alternatives are described (including maps, 
tables, and photo simulations) under the Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute section in Chapter 3 of 
thi s document. Because Subroute 3 (Links 464, 466, 468, 471 , and 473) would avoid crossing 
private lands and minimize visual impacts to views from U.S. Highway 6/50, it is the 
environmentally preferred mitigation reroute through the Sacramento Pass. The Agency Preferred 
Alternative is also the subroute using Links 464, 466, 468, 471, and 473. The remainder of the 
Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment is same as the Environmentally Preferred 
Route described in the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

Consistency With Other Plans 

There are no known inconsistencies or conflicts between the Proposed Plan and officially approved 
and adopted resource-related policies and programs of the BLM, the FS, the NPS, the BIA, the 
Bureau of Reclamation, other federal agencies, state and local governments, and Indian tribes. 
However, the NPS has stated its preference for the No-Action, the Cutoff Route, or the Direct Route 
on the Ely to Delta segment instead of the Agency Preferred Alternative (230kY Corridor Route) 
selected by the BLM and the other cooperating agencies. The NPS favors an action that would 
minimize or eli minate visual impacts to the Great Basin National Park. 

Comparative Analysis 

The No-Action alternative and approximately 2,000 miles of alternative corridors were studied in 
detail. To select environmental preferences, the environmental consequences of each alternative 
were summarized and compared, and agency and public comments were considered. The network 
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of routes was organized into the north-south alternatives from Midpoint to Dry Lake segment and 
the east-west alternatives from Ely to Delta segment. Nine routing options were compared for the 
Midpoint to Dry Lake segment, and four alternatives were evaluated on the Ely to Delta segment. 
The final alternatives are illustrated in the Map Vo lume accompanying the SWTP DEIS/DPA, m 
Figure I-I of this document, and are described as follows: 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

• Route A - 345kV*-Thousand Springs-Goshute Valley-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

• Route B - 345kV*-Trout Creek-Wendover-Steptoe-Antone Pass-Dry Lake Alternative 

Route C - 345kV*-Trout Creek-Gosh ute Valley-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

Route D - 345kV*-Wells-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

Route E - 345kV*-Thousand Springs-Wendover-Steptoe-Egan Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

Route F - Hagerman-Trout Creek-Goshute Valley-Egan Range-Dry Lake Alternative 

Route G - 345kV*-Cottonwood Creek-Thousand Springs-Goshute Valley-Steptoe-Egan Range
Dry Lake Alternative 

Utility Preferred Route 

• Agency Preferred Alternative 

(* - 345kV refers to the SWIP alternative being parallel to the Midpoint to Valmy 345kV 
transmission line) 

In addition, sixteen alternative substation sites in seven substation siting areas were evaluated and 
compared for the four proposed substations and series compensation stations the Midpoint to Dry 
Lake segment (including five sites in the Ely area that were also evaluated for the Ely to Delta 
segment), and two microwave communication paths (17 sites) were evaluated and compared. 

Ely to Delta Segment 

Delta Direct Route 

Cutoff Route 

230kV Corridor Route 

• Southern Route 
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In addition, nine alternative substation sites in six substation siting areas were evaluated and 
compared for the two proposed substations for the Ely to Delta segment (including five sites in the 
Ely area that were also evaluated for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment). 

Public Issues and Management Concerns 

To aid the federal agencies' decision-making process, and to help evaluate the significance of 
changes in the various RMPs and MFPs for the BLM Districts and Resource Areas and the Forest 
Land and Resource Management Plan for the HumQoldt National Forest, the following public issues 
and management concerns identified during the public scoping process and in the public meetings 
and workshops have been analyzed in the following section. 

Issue 1 - Need for Project 

The IPCo has proposed to construct, operate, and maintain a SOOkV transmission facility from the 
existing Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho to a proposed substation near Dry Lake 
(northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada) and from Ely, Nevada to Delta, Utah to: 

provide seasonal exchanges between the Northwest and the Southwest 

increase the reliability and capacity of the transmission system in the western U.S. 

increase competition and economic efficiency by increasing transmission access 

allow for mutually beneficial transactions to northwest and southwest utilities at an open 
marketplace 

increase wheeling capacity for other utilities 

• furnish access to the economy energy market 

• provide access to long-term purchases and sales 

• diversifY fuel resources used to generate electrical power 

• contribute to the reliability of the UNTP Phase I (the Delta to Marketplace line) 

allow for the bidirectional transfer of bulk power bought, sold, and/or exchanged in the 
marketplace between utilities in Utah, southern Nevada, and Idaho 

create a bidirectional transfer path between the Pacific Northwest and the intermountain regions 
of the West 

create a bidirectional transfer path between the intermountain region and southern Nevada 
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The public has expressed concern about the need for the SWTP. The public questioned the rationale 
for new construction, the demand for additional generating facilities, and the long-term demand and 
need. There was significant concern for utilities to consider utilizing alternative generating 
resources such as geothermal and solar. An expanded purpose and need for the SWTP is found in 
Chapter 3 of this document. 

Issue 2 - Maximize Use of Public Lands 

One of the major public comments was utilizing public lands for routing the transmission line since 
the line would offer no direct benefit to private landowners and would also interfere with 
agricultural operations. Within the project study area (i.e., study corridors) the land ownership is 
split between federal (ELM 79 percent and FS II percent), state (2 percent), and private (8 percent), 
approximately. In response to this issue the route selection process attempted to locate the line on 
public lands to the degree possible within environmental and engineering constraints. Where there 
was a choice of crossing public or private land, the private land was avoided. 

Issue 3 - Minimize Visual Impacts 

The scenic resources of the southern Idaho, eastern Nevada, and west central Utah are unique in 
many respects, largely because of the predominance of the north-south trending mountain ridges and 
large undeveloped valley expanses . The study area is characterized by relatively open, uninterrupted 
views with minimal overstory vegetation cover. Land ownership is predominantly BLM with the 
remaining lands divided between private, state, and national forest. The federal agencies have 
management policies to protect their lands from unnecessary degradation of scenic resources. State 
and private lands have no specific policies regarding visual resources protection. Significant 
concern has been expressed by the agencies and the public over the views from the parks, recreation 
ares, residences, preservation areas, highways, scenic routes, and sensitive cultural sites, and impacts 
affecting the scenic value of the landscape. 

The NPS is concerned about potential visual impacts from the Great Basin National Park' s (GBNP) 
key viewpoints (e.g., scenic overlook points, the visitor center, etc.), visual impacts to highway 
travelers approaching the park's entrance, and to the interpretive facilities proposed in GBNP's Final 
General Management Plan/Development Concept PlansfEIS to be located in the basins outside of the 
park's boundaries. Also the NPS is concerned about the visual integrity of the basins surrounding 
the park. 

Issue 4 - Minimize Impacts to Biological Resources 

A total of eleven vegetation communities were identified within the SWIP study corridors with 73 
plant species identified as sensitive on the state and/or federal level. Also within the project area, 
there are 560 species of vertebrates, III species of mammals, 15 species of amphibians, and 70 
species of fish. 
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The region contains excellent habitat for big game, including mule deer, elk, and pronghorn. A 
number of sensitive raptors occur near or within the study area, including ferruginous hawk, bald 
eagle, and peregrine falcon . Numerous other raptors also nest in the region . 

Throughout northeastern Nevada sage grouse are an important upland game species. There is 
concern that raptors perching in transmission towers would prey on the sage grouse during their 
spring breeding period. 

The desert tortoise in southern Nevada was recently listed as a threatened species by the United 
States Department of Interior-Fish & Wildlife Service (FWS). The concern for constructing a 
transmission line through sensitive habitats is that ground disturbing activities (e.g., road bui lding) 
during construction cou ld destroy habitat. Also, there is a concern that any roads kept open through 
these areas could lead to tortoise being destroyed by off-highway vehicles. 

Some riparian habitats occur within the region and are highly sensitive because of their very limited 
occurrence and very high value as wildlife and rare plant habitat. 

Wetlands and aquatic habitats, like riparian habitats, are generally associated with the springs and 
mountain drainages in the region. These aquatic and wetland habitats are important because of their 
position in a notably arid portion of the United States, and because of the habitat they provide to 
numerous animal and plant species, some of which are listed among the threatened, endangered, or 
otherwise sensitive biota of the United States and the states of Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. 

The planning process, described in the SWIP DEISfDPA, responded to the issue by avoiding the 
most sensitive areas to the degree possible on all routing alternatives. Surveys would be conducted 
during preparation of the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan to help minimize adverse 
impacts. 

Issue 5 - Minimize Impacts to Cultural Resources 

The project area has been occupied for thousands of years, and contains a long history of human 
use. Thousands of cultural sites have been recorded, but only a few have been formally inventoried. 
Many of these sites are low to moderate sensitivity resources. With the exception of the agricultural 
areas along the Snake River plain, the project area remains largely rural. All major known cultural 
resources were avoided, where possible, during alternative route selection as described in the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA. Compliance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act would be done 
to mitigate adverse effects to cu ltural resources. 

Issue 6 - Health and Safety 

Concerns have been expressed about the potential health impacts that electromagnetic fields (EMFs), 
as well as shock hazards. 

In recent years there has been growing public concern over the possible effects that EMFs could 
have on human health. Because EMF research is inconclusive and sometimes contradictory, 
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definitive answers are still years away. The IPCo attempts to site facilities in areas that avoid or 
minimize human exposure to EMF. This policy tends to minimize visual impacts as well. 

The !PCo would also provide grounding to reduce the potential of shock hazard. The National 
Electric Safety Code requires grounding " ... as one of the means of safeguarding employees and the 
public from injury that may be caused by electric potential." 

Issue 7 - Wilderness Areas/Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) 

A wilderness area and many WSAs are found in or near the study corridors for the SWIP. The 
agencies and the public are concerned about the presence of the transmission line on lands adjacent 
to WSAs potentially affecting the designation of the area as wilderness. 

Issue 8 - Minimize Land Use Impacts 

A transmission line which directly impedes an area's current or planned use constitutes a land use 
impact. Land uses found throughout the study area include ranch headquarters, agricultural 
operations, and planned development. The study corridors for the alternatives crossing through 
southern Idaho pass through large areas of irrigated agricultural lands. There was also concern by 
both Hill Air Force Base (AFB) and Nellis AFB for their military operating areas (MOAs), low
flight areas where the Air Force does training and testing. The Direct Route on the Ely to Delta 
segment also crosses through the R-640S Restricted Air Space area on the Utah Training and 
Testing Range (UTTR) for Hill AFB. 

Many recreational areas (e.g. , trails, scenic byways, special recreation management areas, parks, 
etc.) are also located in or adjacent to the study corridors for the various alternatives. Great Basin 
National Park is one of the nation ' s newest national parks, and is Nevada's only national park. 

Issue 9 - Use Existing Transmission Line Corridors 

Both the public and the agencies expressed a desire to locate the transmission line along existing 
transmission corridors, wherever possible, to minimize environmental impacts. One way is to 
maximize the miles that the transmission line would parallel existing transmission lines or other 
linear utilities. Several of the alternative routes paralleled existing transmission facilities to the 
extent possible. 

The public and the agencies were also concerned about minimizing the miles of transmission line 
outside of designated or planning corridors wherever possible. The alternative routes were sited to 
the degree possible using these corridor designations from agency management plans. 
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Issue 10 - Property Values and Compensation 

Private property owners expressed a concern for a decrease in the monetary value of their property 
as a result of the proposed transmission line and whether or not they would receive adequate 
compensation for property loss. Transmission lines potentially affect existing or future property 
values, through there is no conclusive evidence to suggest this. Landowners would be compensated, 
based on fair market value of the land, for an easement or purchase of their land. There are some 
differences, although none considered substantial, between the effects to private property owners for 
the various alternative routes. 

Issue 11 - Effects on Agency Land Management Plans 

The BLM plans and designates corridors for linear utility use. However, it 90es not presently 
recognize a corridor for much of the Agency Preferred Alternative that has been evaluated, along 
with the other alternatives, in the SWIP DEIS/DPA and this document. Included in the 
Environmental lmpact Statement and plan amendment process is a determination of what public 
lands, if any, should be designated as a utility corridor. The end results would be amended agency 
plan(s) to allow for a utility corridor and the right-of-way for the SWlP. This issue developed when 
the IPCo filed an application for a right-of-way grant. As part of this plan amendment process, the 
BLM, the FS, and the other cooperating agencies involved the public, other federal agencies, and 
state and local governments. 

Affected Environment 

Three primary environmental systems were examined: 

the natural environment - air, soils, geology, mineral resources, wildlife, and botanical resources 

the human environment - land uses, visual resources, socioeconomics, electrical effects 

the cultural environment - archaeological, historic, and Native American resources 

The inventory results established the baseline for the No-Action alternative. Following identification 
of the preliminary corridor locations, a study area (study corridors) was then defined for the various 
resource investigations. 

The climate of eastern Nevada, southern Idaho, and western Utah is influenced largely by location, 
regional weather systems, and topographic orientation. The climate throughout much of this area is 
characterized by hot, dry summers followed by cold, dry winters . Surface winds are channeled 
through valleys between generally north-south trending mountain ranges. Winds flow predominately 
in northeasterly or southwesterly directions. Annual precipitation depends largely on elevation. 
Precipitation occurs primarily in the form of snow at higher elevations during the winter months. 
The snows maintain nigh water tables and provide groundwater recharge. Some additional 
precipitation occurs from thunderstorms produced by daytime heating of air masses in valleys. 
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Northern segments of the SWlP, within southern Idaho and northeastern Nevada, are in the Snake 
River Plain section of the Columbia Plateau physiographic province. This section is a vast, 
relatively flat plain and young lava plateau, which is deeply dissected by the canyons of the Snake 
River and Salmon Falls Creek, the dominant landscape features within this area. Irrigated 
agricultural lands, this area's main land use, are found clustered north and south along the Snake 
River. 

To the south, on the Snake River Plain, agricultural areas extend to bordering foothills and 
mountains in a transitional landscape between the Basin and Range and Columbia Plateau provinces. 
This transitional landscape includes foothills, plateaus, mesas, and buttes fonned of eroded lava and 
sedimentary rock layers. 

The majority of northeastern and southern Nevada and western Utah, falls within the Basin and 
Range physiographic provinces. Topographically, this landscape is distinguished by isolated, 
roughly parallel mountain ranges separated by closed (undrained) desert basins or playas. The 
mountain ranges often run 50 to 75 miles in length and are generally north-south trending. 
Surrounding the base of ihe mountains and extending into the basins, there are often distinctive 
alluvial areas. 

Portions of western Utah also include a transition zone of the Basin and Range province into what is 
locally referred to as the "West Desert" landscape. This landscape includes portions of the Sevier 
Desert and Sevier Lake. The topography within this area is extremely flat and includes large playas 
or mud flat areas, that exhibit little landform diversity. Again, these areas are divided by rugged, 
rocky mountain ranges . 

Earth resource features that have a high sensitivity are landslide hazard areas, areas of high 
paleontological sensitivity, soils with either a high wind erosion or high water erosion hazard, areas 
of active mining, perennial streams and lakes, springs, and wetland areas. Significant 
paleontological resources are found at the Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument near 
Hagerman, Idaho. 

Eleven vegetative communities have been identified in the SWlP study corridors, including 
shadscale, greasewood, samphire-iodine bush, Great Basin sagebrush, Mojave desert scrub, 
grassland, wetlands, riparian areas, pinon-juniper, alpine tundra, limberfbristiecone pine, and quaking 
aspen. These vegetation types support a large variety of mammals, birds, amphibians, and reptiles. 

Approximately 560 species of vertebrates are likely to occur, over the course of a year in habitats 
traversed by the alternative routes. 

Seventy species of fish are known to occur within aquatic habitats within the study corridors. 
Native and introduced game fish are present in warm and cold water lakes, ponds, and reservoirs, 
and in perennial streams and rivers. Others inhabit hot and cold springs and marshes . 
Approximately 31 percent of the fish fauna occupying waters within the study corridors are 
introduced. 

Fifteen species of amphibians are expected to occur in aquatic, riparian, and wetland habitats in the 
study corridors. Sixty-two species of reptiles potentially occur in terrestrial habitats within study 
corridors. 
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A total of III species of mammals are expected to occur within habitats traversed by alternative 
routes. Small mammals including rodents, lagomorphs (rabbits and hares), bats, and shrews are the 
most numerous, although not readily observed. Over one half of the mammals that may occur 
within the study corridors are rodents (51 species). Large mammals include 19 species of 
carnivores (e.g., lynx, wolverine, etc.) and five species of native ungulates (e.g., antelope, mule deer, 
bighorn sheep). 

Free roaming horses (Equus caballus) and burros (E. asinus) occur on public lands in the study 
corridors. These animals are descendants of horses and burros that escaped from man or were 
turned out onto the open range. 

In recent years, dramatic declines in desert tortoise population numbers have been observed 
throughout much of its range, including southern Nevada. A number of factors have contributed to 
the observed decline, including loss of habitat to development, degradation of habitat from livestock 
grazing, disease, predation on juveniles by ravens attracted to areas where human refuse 
accumulates, illegal collection, and off-road vehicle (ORV) use. The Mojave population of the 
desert tortoise was formally listed as a federally threatened species by the FWS in April 1990. 
Concern has been expressed for the maintenance of viable populations in Clark County, Nevada, 
and especially the Las Vegas Valley where rapid commercial and residential development is 
occumng. 

Declines in sage grouse numbers are largely associated with destruction of sagebrush habitat. 
Conversion of sagebrush to agricultural lands, and attempts to convert sagebrush areas to grassland 
for livestock grazing are a few of the human developments contributing to the decrease in grouse 
numbers. 

The majority of the lands crossed by the alternative routes are used for cattle grazing and are 
classified as rangeland. Other significant uses within the study corridors include agriculture, mining, 
airports and airstrips, utilities, commercial, governmental and other industrial facilities. Residences 
near urban areas and in remote locations, both occupied and unoccupied are located within the study 
corridors. Principal urban areas or residential concentrations in or near the study corridors include: 

Hagernlan, Eden, and Hansen in Idaho 
Wells, Ely, Curry, Jackpot, Oasis, Baker, and McGill in Nevada 
Delta, Eskdale, and Hinckley in Utah 

Several of the alternative routes in Utah and Nevada could potentially affect military aircraft 
operations at Hill Air Force Base in Utah and Nellis Air Force Base in southern Nevada. 

Approximately half of the lands crossed by the study corridors in Idaho fall into the category of 
agriculture. The high-desert lands of the Snake River Valley are fertile and productive when 
irrigated. Many of the lands crossed in Idaho are classified as prime or important farmland by the 
Soil Conservation Service (SCS). 

Dispersed recreation occurs throughout these areas in Nevada, Idaho, and Utah. Developed 
campsites and recreation areas are usually located along perennial streams or reservoirs. Great 
Basin National Park, near Baker, Nevada, is passed by several of the alternative Ely to Delta 
segment routes. Several WSAs inventoried within the study corridors include portions of Salmon 
Falls Creek WSA in Idaho and fourteen WSAs in Nevada including South Pequop, Bluebell, 
Goshute Peak, Goshute Canyon, Marble Canyon, Mount Grafton, Fortification Range, Delamar 
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Mountains, Evergreen, Meadow Valley Mountains, Fish and Wildlife I, 2 & 3, and Arrow Canyon. 
WSAs within Utah include Howell Peak, King Top, Notch Peak, Fish Springs, Wah Wah 
Mountains, and Swasey Mountain. The boundary of the Mt. Moriah Wilderness area is also within 
the study corridors of one of the Ely to Delta segment alternative routes. 

Cu ltural resources are historic and traditional cultural properties that reflect our nation's heritage. 
Federal regulations define such historic properties to include prehistoric and historic sites, buildings, 
structures, districts, and objects included in, or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of 
Historic Places (NRHP), as well as artifacts, records, and remains related to such properties. These 
regions of Nevada, Idaho, and Utah have been occupied for thousands of years. This section briefly 
summarizes what is known about this long history of human use of the region. More details are 
provided in the SWTP DEIS/DPA, in this document, and in the technical reports (Rogge 1991). 

Prehistory - The project area overlaps portions of two culture areas, the Great Basin and the 
Colorado Plateau, but the vast majority of the project area is within the "cultural," if not the 
geograph ic, Great Basin. The extreme southern portion is along the western margin of the Colorado 
Plateau. Within the study area three prehistoric cultural stages, Paleo-Indian, Archaic, and 
Formative are represented and local phases or variations within each stage have been defined. 

Ethnohistory - During the ethnohistoric era, these regions of Nevada, Idaho, and Utah were 
occupied by the Northern Shoshone, Bannock, Western Shoshone, Pahvant Ute, and Southern 
Paiute. Genera lly speaking, the Northern Shoshone and Bannock inhabited the study corridors in 
southern Idaho. The Western Shoshone ranged through eastern Nevada and northwestern Utah. The 
central portion of Utah was occupied by the Pahvant Ute while the Southern Paiute inhabited 
southwestern Utah and southern Nevada. 

History - After the arrival of Europeans in the New World, portions of the study corridors were 
claimed by Spain, Great Britain, France, Mexico, and Canada, as well as the United States. The 
earliest European exploration was led by Escalante who skirted the eastern margin of the study area 
in Utah. After the famous Lewis and Clark Expedition to the Pacific Coast in 1804-1806, fur 
trappers and mountain men were lured to the Rocky Mountains until the decline of fur trading in 
about 1840. 

Environmental Consequences 

Environmental consequences from the Agency Preferred Alternative would be the residual impacts 
remaining after mitigating measures have been applied to initial (unmitigated) impacts. The process 
involved assessing impacts based on a comparison of the proposed project with the pre-project 
environment, determining mitigation that would reduce or eliminate impacts, and identifying residual 
impacts. 

Additions and changes made to Tables 2-4 and 2-5 summarizing and comparing impacts in the 
SWIP DEIS/OPA was updated and reprinted in this document (refer to Tables I-I and 1-2). The 
majority of the changes to these tables occur in the Military Operating Areas, the Wildlife Section, 
and Visual Resources. 

The consequences, or impacts, to the environment caused by implementing the proposed project 
were assessed by considering the existing condition of the environment and the effects of the 
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activities of the proposed project (construction, operation, and maintenance) on the environment. 
The "initial" impacts were evaluated to determine if mitigation measures would be effective in 
lessening the impacts. Those impacts remaining after mitigation measures were applied are referred 
to as "residual" impacts. Many of the identified impacts are considered to be adverse, direct, and 
long-term. Some impacts (e.g., visual, some cultural and biological impacts) are considered adverse, 
indirect, and long-term. 

The principal type of impacts associated with earth resources is the potential for increased erosion 
hazards. Some short-term soil compaction impacts could occur in agricultural areas. Some stream 
sedimentation could also occur at the crossings of perennial streams. 

Typical impacts to biological resources include effects on threatened, endangered, or protected 
species, rare or unique vegetation types, migration corridors for wildlife, areas of low revegetation 
potential , or highly productive wildlife habitat. The impacts would be generally associated with the 
removal of vegetation and habitat caused by construction and operation activities, and from human 
activity from more access into remote areas. The presence of the transmission towers would 
increase the potential for long-term predation of sage grouse by golden eagles on adult and 
immature birds. Adding towers also would provide roost/hunting sites for ravens and magpies, thus 
increasing the long-term potential for predation on grouse nests. No wetlands or riparian areas 
would be expected to be impacted. 

Land use impacts include those that would displace, alter, or otherwise physically affect any existing 
or planned residential, commercial, or industrial use or activity, any agricultural use, or any 
recreational, preservation, educational, or scientific facility or use. Few land use impacts would 
occur from the construction of the SWIP, although the impacts that would occur would be long
term. 

Potential socioeconomic effects could include construction-period impacts to area commuOltIes, 
social and economic impacts along the selected route, and fiscal impacts on local jurisdictions. 
These effects could be both adverse and beneficial. 

Visual impacts are considered adverse, in-direct, and long-term. They include effects to the quality 
of any scenic resource, the view from any residential or other sensitive land use or travel route, or 
the view from any recreation, preservation, education, or scientific facility. Potential visual impacts 
to existing and proposed sensitive viewpoints for GBNP are a concern. Other visual impacts would 
be generally associated with residential concentrations or dispersed homes, scenic roads and 
highways, and recreation viewpoints, including wilderness areas and WSAs. 

Direct, adverse physical impacts could occur to cultural resources during construction, while indirect 
impacts could result after construction due to increased erosion or increased public access to sites 
along the transmission line right-of-way. Adverse visual effects may occur to sites with high 
aesthetic or interpretive values. 

Potential electrical, biological, and health and safety effects from the Agency Preferred Alternative 
were assessed . These include corona effects, electric and magnetic field effects, and effects on 
cardiac pacemakers, agriculture, and public safety. 

The Stateline Resource Area has released its DEIS/RMP which, when finalized, would designate 
utility corridors. The RMP corridor studies and the SWIP EIS studies have been ccordinated, and 
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the Agency Preferred Alternatives are similar. FLPMA of 1976 mandates to the extent practical that 
the BLM consolidate future utility projects within the corridor that is established. 

Committed mitigation measures for the Agency Preferred Alternative are listed by milepost in 
Appendix D and summarized in Tables 1-3 and 1-4 in this document. Table I-S describes these 
selectively committed mitigation measures. Table 1'-6 describes generically committed mitigation 
measures that will be applied throughout the project. 

Cumulative Effects 

The potential future "buildout" in the Ely area (i .e., interconnection with the 230kV system and the 
White Pine Power Project) are described in the Cumulative Effects section in Chapter 3 of this 
document. 

Throughout sections of the Agency Preferred Alternative several transmission lines would be 
paralleled. From Midpoint Substation to south of Contact, Nevada the Agency Preferred Alternative 
route would parallel the Midpoint to Valmy 34SkV transmission line a point about ten miles south 
of Contact. From a point just north of the Idaho-Nevada state line, the Upper Salmon to Wells 
138kV line would be paralleled by the Agency Preferred Alternative to the same point south of 
Contact. The Agency Preferred Alternative would also parallel the Lincoln County 69kV line and 
the UNTP for 88.S miles ITom the Delamar Valley northwest of Caliente, Nevada to the Hidden 
Valley northeast of Las Vegas, although it would be separated ITom the UNTP by a mile or more 
along U.S. Highway 93 south of Pahranagat Wash. The UNTP would terminate at the proposed 
marketplace substation south of Boulder City, Nevada. 

The SWIP's southern connection to the proposed Dry Lake Substation would require an 
interconnection with the proposed marketplace substation. The Notice to Proceed for the 
construction of the SWlP, from Ely to Dry Lake, would be contingent on the approval of a 
transmission facility between the Dry Lake Substation and the proposed marketplace substation. 
The Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project (MAT) has been proposed by Nevada Power Company 
to meet this and other interconnection needs. 

The SWIP may be built in phases if market or financial conditions warrant. The portion of the 
SWIP from Midpoint Substation to Ely (Midpoint to Dry Lake segment) may be the first phase 
developed. 

Also refer to the Cumulative Effects section in Chapter 3 of this document and Chapter 4 of the 
SWIP DEISfDPA. 

Issue Comparison by Alternative 

Issue 1 - Need for Project 

If successful , the IPCo, along with other participants, intends to construct the SWIP from Midpoint 
to Dry Lake to satisfY its need to meet regional utility responsibilities to provide adequate supplies 
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of reliable and economical electricity to the western system electrical customers. The proposed 
project would allow for power exchanges from the Southwest to the Northwest, increase the 
reliability and capacity of the transmission system in the western U.S. , increase competition and 
economic efficiency by increasing transmission access, create open marketplace substations, and 
other benefits. All routing alternatives would serve the project's purpose and need . The No-Action 
alternative would not satisfy the purpose and need. 

If successful, the IPCo is proposing that BLM transfer the Ely to Delta segment of the SWIP right
of-way grant to the LADWP on behalf of the UNTP participants for construction, operation, and 
maintenance. The Ely to Delta segment would allow the LADWP and their participants to satisfy 
their need to meet regional utility responsibilities to provide adequate supplies of reliable and 
economical electricity to their electrical customers. The proposed project would create a bi
directional transfer path between the Northwest and the intermountain regions of the West, create a 
bi-directional transfer path between the intermountain region and southern Nevada, contribute to 
reliability of the UNTP and the SWIP Midpoint to Dry Lake line, and allow for the bi-directional 
transfer of bulk power bought, sold, and/or exchanged in the marketplace between utilities in Utah, 
Nevada, and Idaho. 

The SWIP would conform to the utilities ' efforts to perform least cost planning: 

consider conservation equally with other resource options to achieve lowest cost to electrical 
consumers 

contribute to adding competition in the generation marketplace 

contribute to efforts to establish values for air emissions from power plants 

The SWIP would allow diversity of supplies and markets to merge together to maximize cost 
economIes: 

diversity of area and use - reducing the amount of generation required 

market diversity - access to the transmission grid to all suppliers of generation and conservation 
should drive down the cost of future resource options 

fuel and supply diversity - enhance environmental mitigation between regions 

Electrical utilities are responsible for providing adequate supplies of reliable, economic electricity to 
their customers. The present load growth in the western U.S., coupled with the expense and 
difficulties of building new generating facilities, reinforces the need to provide for inter-regional 
transfer of energy. 

Issue 2 - Maximize Use of Public Lands 

The following table shows the land ownership/jurisdiction in miles crossed for each routing 
alternative. Alternatives were also ranked from the least miles of private land crossed to the most 
miles of private land crossed: 
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LAND JURISDICTION - MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 
(miles) 

Route Federal State Private 

A 413 .0 5.2 95.2 
B 414.1 5.2 97.3 
C 397.6 5.2 104.6 
D 410.1 5.2 98.7 
E 430.5 5.2 88.5 
F 406.1 2.3 115.6 
G 415.0 5.2 85.3 

Agency 406.5 5.2 83.1 
Preferred 
Alternative 

LAND JURISDICTION - ELY TO DELTA SEGMENT 
(miles) 

Route Federal State Private 

Direct 125.7 7.2 0.0 
Cutoff 143.4 10.5 0.0 
230kY' 13 3.5 10.4 10.2 
Southern 197.4 12.0 1.6 

• The 230kY Corridor Route is the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 

The Midpoint to Dry Lake alternative routes rank as follows: (I) Agency Preferred Alternative (2) 
Route G, (3) Route E, (4) Route A, (5) Route B, (6) Route C, (7) Route D, (8) Route F. The Ely to 
Delta segment alternative routes rank as follows: (I) Direct Route and Cutoff Route, (2) Southern 
Route, (3) 230kY Corridor Route (Agency Preferred Alternative). 

1-24 

• 



, 

Issue 3 - Visual Impacts 

The following table summarizes the Visual Resource Management Class [] landscapes crossed, 
scenic quality class A landscapes crossed, aDd miles of routes visible within one mile of a residence. 

VISUAL RESOURCE SUMMARY - MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 
(miles crossed) 

Miles of Route 
Visible From 
Residences Residences 

Route VRM Class II Scenic Ouality A within 1 Mile within 1 Mile 

A 7.3 0.9 65.7 83 
B 17.8 0.9 52.3 78 
C 5.6 0.9 57.1 80 
0 10.0 0.9 61.9 83 
E 19.5 0.9 64.1 83 
F 7.5 5.0 56.9 94 
G 8.1 0.5 59.9 93 
Agency 6.7 0.5 63.1 96 
Preferred 
Alternative 

VISUAL RESOURCE SUMMARY - ELY TO DELTA SEGMENT 
(miles crossed) 

Miles of Route 
Visible From 
Residences Residences 

Route VRM Class II Scenic Ouality A within 1 Mile within 1 Mile 

Direct 0.0 0.0 3.3 2 
Cutoff 0.0 4.2 5.1 3 
230kV' 0.0 4.2 23.9 26 
Southern 2.0 0.0 4.8 7 

• The 230kV Corridor Route is the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 

Review by the BLM and the FS has found changes to visual management objectives to be 
acceptable as a result of the project. Detailed definitions of the visual management classes, 
locations and extent of management ciass changes, and location and extent of visual impacts to 
viewers and to scenic resources are found in the Technical Report (refer to Appendix H of the 
SWTP DEIS/DPA for locations where this document can be reviewed). 

The ranking of alternatives is relative. All alternatives would have some adverse effect on the 
scenic resource. The Midpoint to Dry Lake segment alternative routes rank as follows: (1) Routes 
A, D, and E, (2) Routes B, C, G, and Agency Preferred Alternative, (3) Route F. The Ely to Delta 
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segment alternatives routes rank as follows: Direct Route, Cutoff Route, Southern Route, 230kY 
Corridor Route (Agency Preferred Alternative). 

Issue 4 - Minimize Impacts to Biological Resources 

The following tab le describes the extent of occurrence of special-status species and riparian crossing 
for each alternative: 

SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL SPECIES - MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 
(miles) 

Desert Bald Peregrine Ferruginous Sage 
Route Tortoise Eagle Falcon Hawk Grouse Riparian 

A 52.1 15.3 0.0 1.3 35.2 3.2 
B 52.1 32.8 23.1 1.4 36.8 3.2 
C 52.1 16.3 0.0 1.3 30.7 3.7 
D 52.1 5.8 0.0 1.3 34.1 5.3 
E 52. 1 18.2 23.0 1.3 36.3 3.3 
F 52.1 16.3 0.0 1.3 32.8 3.8 
G 52. 1 19.6 0.0 1.4 40.6 4.8 

Agency 52. 1 6.0 0.0 1.3 37.2 5.1 
Preferred 
Alternative 

SENSITIVE BIOLOGICAL SPECIES - ELY TO DELTA SEGMENT 
(miles) 

Desert Bald Peregrine Ferruginons Sage 
Route Tortoise Eagle Falcon Hawk Grouse Riparian 

Direct 0.0 7.0 0.0 0.0 7.9 1.6 
Cutoff 0.0 8.4 0.0 0.0 6.8 1-.2 
230kY' 0.0 17.8 0.0 4.5 7.1 0.9 
Southern 0.0 0.0 0.0 10.1 11.8 0. 1 

• The 230kY Corridor Route is the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 

Alternatives when ranked from the least miles of impact to the most miles of impact are as follows: 
The Midpoint to Dry Lake alternative routes rank as follows: (I) Routes A and D, (2) Routes E and 
F, (3) Route C, (4) Agency Preferred Alternative, (5) Route C, (6) Routes Band G. The Ely to 
Delta segment alternatives routes rank as follows: (I) 230kY Corridor Route (Agency Preferred 
Alternative), (2) Cutoff Route and Direct Route, (3) Southern Route. The No-Action would result 
in no impacts to biological resources. 
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Issue 5 - Minimize Impacts to Cultural Resources 

The following table summarizes archaeological, historical, and Native American resources sensitivity 
for each routing alternative. 

CULTURAL RESOURCES - MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 
(occurrences and miles) 

Historic Sites Ethnohistoric Prehistoric Predicted High 
Route w/in 1 mile Sites w/in 1 mile Sites w/in 1 mile Sensitivity Zone 

A 53 13 388 18.4 
B 46 16 413 19.3 
C 50 14 408 17.2 
D 68 12 430 20.5 
E 46 15 386 18.4 
F 54 16 510 11.0 
G 61 14 399 20.6 

Agency 53 14 388 18.4 
Preferred 
Alternative 

CULTURAL RESOURCES - ELY TO DELTA SEGMENT 
(occurrences and miles) 

Historic Sites Ethnohistoric Prehistoric Predicted High 
Route w/in 1 mile Sites w/in 1 mile Sites w/in 1 mile Sensitivity Zone 

Direct 4 8 21 0.8 
Cutoff 5 8 26 0.8 
230kY' 12 8 80 8.0 
Southern 8 10 66 6.0 

• The 230kY Corridor Route is the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 

Alternatives when ranked from the least miles of potential high and moderate impact to the most 
potential miles of high and moderate impacts are as follows for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment: 
(I) Route C, (2) Agency Preferred Alternative, (3) Routes D and A, (4) Routes B, E, and G, (5) 
Route F. The Ely to Delta segment alternatives routes rank as follows: (I) Direct Route, (2) Cutoff 
Route, (3) 230kY Corridor Route (Agency Preferred Alternative), (4) Southern Route. The No
Action would result in no impacts to cultural resources. 

Issue 6 - Health and Safety 

Electromagnetic field (EMF) is an especially difficult issue and conclusive results may not be 
known for years. The many studies that have been conducted on EMF demonstrate that we are all 
affected by everyday life. Electromagnetic fields exist from microwaves, lights, waterbed heaters, 
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hair dryers, etc. The right-of-way width of 200 feet is intended to minimize these effects. Outside 
of the right-of-way the field levels would be expected to be no higher than normally occur in 
household appliances . There is no substantial difference between any of the routing alternatives. 
The No-Action alternative would have no EMF effects. 

Safety would be a primary concern in the design of the SWIP. An alternating current (AC) 
transmission line would be protected with power circuit breakers and related line relay protection 
equipment. If conductor failure occurs, power would be automatically removed from the line. 
Lightning protection would be provided by overhead ground wires along the line. Electrical 
equipment and fencing at the substation would be grounded. All fences, metal gates, pipelines, etc. 
that cross or would be within the transmission line right-of-way would be grounded to prevent 
electrical shock. If applicable, grounding outside of the right-of-way may also occur. There is no 
substantial difference between any of the routing alternatives. The No-Action alternative would 
have no safety concerns. 

Issue 7 - Wilderness Areas/Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs) 

No significant and direct adverse effects were identified to any recreational resource, although 
indirect visual impacts were documented. No wilderness areas or WSAs would be crossed by the 
Agency Preferred Alternative, although there would be visual impacts from dispersed locations 
along the boundaries of several areas. 

WILDERNESS AREASIWILDERNESS STUDY AREAS - MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 
(areas passed and miles) 

Wildernesses WSAs 
Route passed passed <114 mi. 1/4 to I mi. I to 3 mi. 

A 0 5 41.3 26.5 2 1.1 
B 0 6 44.3 28.5 31.2 
C 0 5 41.3 26.5 21.1 
0 0 5 41.3 26.5 21.1 
E 0 6 44.3 28.5 31.2 
F 0 6 45.6 32.3 29.2 
G 0 6 41.3 28.0 26.9 

Agency 0 6 41.3 28.0 32.2 
Preferred 
Alternative 
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WILDERNESS AREASfWILDERNESS STUDY AREAS - ELY TO DELTA SEGMENT 
(areas passed and miles) 

Wildernesses WSAs 
Ronte passed passed <1/4 mi. 114 to I mi. I to 3 mi. 

Direct 0 3 0.0 0.0 0.0 
Cutoff I 4 9.4 4.3 12.0 
230kV* 0 3 9.4 3.9 3.0 
Southern 0 5 7.8 6.5 16.0 

* The 230kY Corridor Route is the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 

Alternatives when·ranked from the least miles of crossing near wilderness areas or WSAs to the 
most potential miles of crossing near wilderness areas or WSAs are as follows for the Midpoint to 
Dry Lake segment: (I) Route A, C, and D (2) Route G and Agency Preferred Alternative, (3) 
Routes Band E, (4) Routes F. The Ely to Delta segment alternatives routes rank as follows: (I) 
Direct Route, (2) 230kY Corridor Route (Agency Preferred Alternative), (3) Cutoff Route, (4) 
Southern Route. The No-Action would result in no impacts to adjacent wilderness areas or WSAs. 

Issue 8 - Minimize Land Use Impacts 

The fOllowing table shows various land uses by alternative route. 

LAND USE - MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 
(miles) 

Hill AFB Hill AFB Nellis AFB Agricultural Range Mining 
Route MOA Restricted MOA Lands Allotments Claims 

A 1.6 0.0 129.0 16.8 491.9 38.0 
B 42.4 II .0 129.0 16.8 493.0 65 .2 
C 1.6 0.0 129.0 16.8 485.8 39.5 
D 0.0 0.0 129.0 16.8 492.4 48.3 
E 42.4 1 1.0 129.0 16.8 502.6 61.0 
F 1.6 0.0 129.0 22.0 507.3 32.5 
G 0.0 0.0 129.0 16.8 473.2 36.8 

Agency 16.3 0.0 129.0 16.8 470.4 37.3 
Preferred 
Alternative 
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LAND USE - ELY TO DELTA SEGMENT 
(miles) 

Hill AFB Hill AFB Agriculture PrimelUnique Range Mining 
Route MOA Restricted Lands Farmlands Allotments Claims 

Direct 44.1 55.1 0.0 0.0 135 .1 7.8 
Cutoff 123 .0 0.0 0.0 0.0 153.9 6.9 
230kY' 79.0 0.0 2.1 1.2 151.9 28.7 
Southern 102.5 0.0 0.1 0.0 211.0 1.9 

• The 230kY Corridor Route is the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 

Alternatives when ranked from the least land use impacts to the most land use impacts are as 
follows for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment: (I) Route A, C, and G, (2) Agency Preferred 
Alternative, (3) Route D, (4) Routes B, E, and F. The Ely to Delta segment alternatives routes rank 
as follows: (I) Cutoff Route, (2) Southern Route, (3) 230kY Corridor Route (Agency Preferred 
Alternative), (4) Direct Route. The No-Action would result in no impacts to land uses. 

Issue 9 - Use Existing Transmission Line Corridors 

Existing transmission lines and designated utility corridors would be paralleled by each of the 
alternatives routes as follows: 

EXISTING CORRIDORS - MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 
(miles) 

Miles Outside 
Parallel to Miles in Designated Designated or 
existing or Planning Planning 

Route transmission lines Utility Corridor Utility Corridor 

A 204.0 370.4 142.6 
B 162.5 362.2 153.9 
C 162.5 337.0 169.9 
D 214.8 377.1 136.4 
E 204.0 364.7 159.0 
F 172.7 329.1 194.9 
G 172.1 379.4 125.3 

Agency 172.1 350.4 162.4 
Preferred 
Alternative 
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EXISTING CORRIDORS - ELY TO DELTA SEGMENT 
(miles) 

Miles Outside 
Parallel to Miles in Designated Designated or 
existing or Planning Planning 

Route transmission lines Utility Corridor Utility Corridor 

Direct 13.2 14.3 115 .8 
Cutoff 74.2 75.5 78.4 
230kY' 153.9 160.8 0.0 
Southern 31.8 49.5 161.5 

• The 230kY Corridor Route is the Agency Preferred Alternative for the Ely to Delta segment. 

Alternatives were ranked from the most miles parallel to the least miles parallel to an existing 
transmission line as follows for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment: (I) Route D, (2) Routes A and 
E, (3) Routes F and G and Agency Preferred Alternative, (4) Routes Band C. The routes rank as 
follows for the Ely to Delta segment: ( I) 230kY Corridor Route (Agency Preferred Alternative), (2) 
Cutoff Route, (3) Southern Route, (4) Direct Route. 

Alternatives were ranked from the least miles inside a designated or planning corridor to the most 
miles outside a designated or planning corridor for the Midpoint to Dry Lake Routes as follows: (I) 
Route G, (2) Route D, (3) Route A, (4) Route B, (5) Route E, (6) Agency Preferred Alternative, (7) 
Route C, (8) Route F. The Ely to Delta segment ranks as follows: (I) 230kY Corridor Route 
(Agency Preferred Alternative), (2) Cutoff Route, (3) Direct Route (4) Southern Route. 

Issue 10 - Property Values and Compensation 

While various studies have been conducted, there is no conclusive evidence to suggest that 
transmission lines would reduce property values. Some studies have found no substantial decrease 
in value attributable to transmission lines, while others have shown the market value of property to 
be reduced. Potential visual impacts cou ld possibly attribute to alterations of property values . 

Landowners would be compensated for an easement on or purchase of their land. Compensation is 
based on the fair market value of the land, as in the case where an easement is acquired based on 
the extent to which the use of the land is limited by the right-of-way. 

Issue 11 - Effects on Agency Land Management Plans 

The BLM - Under FLPMA of 1976, the BLM must manage public lands under the principle of 
multiple use, managing the various resources to best meet the needs of the public and our society. 
The conflict in the BLM's mission is to protect the quality of the land resources, environment, and 
public values while permitting development and use in a cost effective manner, such as a 
transmission line, which wou ld help meet society's needs. The effects of the Management 
Framework Plans/Resource Management Plans (MFP/RMP) are addressed in accordance with the 
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BLM's planning regula.tions (43 CFR 1600 Subpart 1610.5). The MFP/RMPs that would be 
affected are listed in the Plan Amendment section below. 

The Record of Decision would result in amending the plans (listed in the Proposed Plan 
Amendments section below) to allow for the granting of a 200-foot right-of-way for the SWTP. It 
would also allow for granting the substation sites an·d microwave communication facilities . 

Road management planning would dictate access for construction and maintenance. Detailed road 
design would be completed following surveying and staking of the line in the field. Road designs 
would confornl with planning standards of the BLM, FS, or other land managing agencies, as well 
as individual private landowners, prior to issuance of the Notice to Proceed to construct the line. 
The federal agencies would define the limits of construction and rehabilitation based upon 
transportation and road management objectives. In some cases, roads would have locked gates, be 
blocked, or be completely obliterated, depending upon the management policy for an increase of 
road access into a specific area. Access roads are part of the project description and, as such, were 
considered in the impact assessment for each environmental resource. 

Proposed Plan Amendments 

Both the BLM and FS have an inherent stated mission to protect the quality of the lands under their 
jurisdiction, while balancing the need for development when a need is shown. The impacts to goals 
and objectives of the Humboldt National Forest Land and Resource Management Plan, Burley 
District and Shoshone District MFPs, the RMPs of the BLM Resource Areas in the Boise and 
Shoshone District in Idaho, the RMPs of the Elko and Ely Districts in Nevada, and the RMPs for 
the Richfield District in Utah, and the Las Vegas District MFP are not considered significant for the 
following resources : range, recreation, timber, wildlife, wild horses and burrows, riparian/wetlands, 
minerals, and cultural resources. 

Some of the alternative routes would deviate from the BLM designated or planning corridors 
established during the land use planning process. Some of the corridor deviations would be due to 
environmental issues along the established corridors and other deviations would be the result of 
project requirements. The SWTP DEIS/DPA is a Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Plan 
Amendment. This document is termed a FEIS/PPA or Final Environmental Impact 
Statement/Proposed Plan Amendment. The SWIP decision document would serve as a plan 
amendment to RMPs and MFPs where the Agency Preferred Alternative would be outside a 
designated corridor in the three BLM Districts crossed. The plans now in effect that may be 
amended are: 

Utah 

Idaho 

House Range Management Plan (Richfield District) - no plan amendment proposed 
Warm Springs Management Plan (Fillmore District) - no plan amendment proposed 

Twin Falls Management Fr.amework Plan (Burley District) - no plan amendment proposed 
Monument Resource Management Plan (Shoshone District) - no plan amendment proposed 
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Nevada 

Wells Resource Management Plan (Elko District) - plan amendment proposed 
• Schell Management Framework Plan (Ely District) - plan amendment proposed 

Egan Resource Management Plan (Ely District) - plan amendment proposed 
Caliente Management Framework Plan (Las Vegas District) - plan amendment proposed 

• Stateline Management Framework Plan (Las Vegas District) - plan amendment proposed 

Plan Amendment Determinations 

Figure 1-2 illustrates the location of the Agency Preferred Alternative which would also amend 
planning documents (listed above) to designate a uti li ty corridor. The right-of-way for the Agency 
Preferred Alternative would be 200 feet in width. Future utility rights-of-way proposed for these 
same linear locations would be placed as near as practical immediately adjacent to the SWlP right
of-way. The corridor established through this plan amendment would be no wider than corridors 
previously established through the planning document of the affected land management agency. 
Establishing this corridor in this FEIS/PPA complies with designation criteria set forth in Section 
503 of the FLPMA, 43 CRF 2806.2, and the BLM Manual Section 280 I. II. 

Critical resources, termed avoidance areas, would be crossed by various portions of the Agency 
Preferred Alternative. These avoidance areas are identified as high impacts and are identified in the 
Map Volume of the SWIP DEIS/DPA, described in Chapters 3 and 4 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA, and 
in revised maps and narrative sections in Chapter 3 of this document. There are no exclusion areas, 
or those areas set aside and designated for sole protection of a resource (e.g., wilderness area or 
WSA), crossed by the Agency Preferred Alternative. 

All other designated or planning corridors established through a public land planning and EIS 
process would remain intact. All areas not included as a designated or planning corridor, an 
avoidance area, or an exclusion area would remain open to right-of-way use, but not as preferred 
locations. Site-spec ific clearances for cultural resources, threatened or endangered plants or animals, 
along with other required site-specific examinations which precede the right-of-way grant or notice 
to proceed with construction would be done prior to construction. 

The BLM in Nevada designates utility corridors through their Resource Management Plan (RMP) 
process. The BLM in Idaho and Utah recognize existing utility lines as corridors. The Stateline 
Resource Area is currently preparing a RMP which would designate utility corridors. The Stateline 
Resource Area has released its Draft EIS/RMP. The RMP corridor studies and the SWIP EIS 
studies have been coordinated, and the preferred alternatives are similar. FLPMA of 1976 mandates 
to the extent practical, that the BLM consolidate future utility projects within the corridors that are 
establi shed. 

Factors of Analysis 

Existing Facilities - Existing transportation and utility faci lities are illustrated in the Map Volume 
and described on pages 3-33 through 3-50 of the SWlP DEIS/DPA. . 
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Need - The Agency Preferred Alternative and proposed designation of this route as a corridor is not 
known to conflict with any current right-of-way applications, mineral explorations activities, or long 
range corridor studies. 

Compatibility - Although many significant and insignificant impacts would result from construction 
of the SWlP along the Agency Preferred Alternative route, the corridor to be designated IS 

compatible with intent to designate utility corridors. 

Feasibility - The SWIP could be reasonably constructed within the proposed corridor. 

Potential Impacts - The potential impacts of establishing a corridor along the Agency Preferred 
Alternative have been documented in Chapter 4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA, in the SWIP DElS/DPA 
Map Volume, in the Technical Report, and in Chapter 3 of this document. 

Results of Coordination - Coordination with agencies and the public is documented in Chapter 5 of 
the SWIP DETSIDPA, in the planning record, and in Chapter 2 of this document. 

Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan 

The Construction, Operation, and Maintenance (COM) Plan would include developing engineering 
plans and specifications (including centerline survey and tower locations), construction access plans, 
detailed rehabilitation plans, construction materials, environmental monitoring and control measures, 
preconstruction surveys for sensitive plants andlor wildlife species, cultural surveys and clearance 
procedures, and procedures for handling hazardous materials. The COM plan would be developed 
as a condition of the right-of-way grant and prior to any Notice to Proceed with construction. This 
plan would specify stipulations for construction, operation, and maintenance and responsibilities of 
the BLM, utility companies, and contractors. 

The COM Plan would also address specifically how the project would be constructed within the 200 
foot right-of-way. Additional NEPA documentation may be tiered to this ElS to evaluate alternative 
methods of construction that would be based on the specific methods proposed in the COM Plan 
(e.g., helicopter construction vs. conventional ground erection vs. a combination, etc). 

In surveying the centerline of the selected route, the BLM would work closely with the utility to 
assure that the location relative to existing facilities is appropriate to meet electrical codes and to 
minimize impact to sensitive features. The precise centerline can only be determined once the 
engineering design and specific environmental survey activities are developed and coordinated. 
During the EIS process the centerline was a corridor approximately 1/4 mile either side of the 
"assumed centerline" drawn on the project maps for each of the alternative routes. This assumed 
centerline was not an engineered design. Th is centerline corridor width was agreed upon to allow 
the consideration of construction and design factors (e.g., topography) and the specific 
environmental resources that would be located during preconstruction surveys (e.g., cultural surveys, 
rare plant locations, tortoise burrows, etc.) 

The BLM would monitor the constru,:tion, operation and maintenance of the SWIP. The BLM 
would perform periodic compliance checks after the lines would be put in operation to assure 
continued compliance to the terms and conditions of the right-of-way grant and to monitor 
environmental impacts associated with the project. If the selected route crosses lands administered 
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by other agencies (e.g. , Forest Service, Bureau of Reclamation), these agencies would assign their 
personnel to the project 
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TABLES 



Existing access with spur roads 
New access roads in flat (0-8%) terrain 
New access roads in rolling (8-35%) terrain 
New access roads in steep (35-65%) terrain 

211 

152.5 

92.4 

40 .3 

TABLE 1-1 
Route Comparison Table - Midpoint to Dry Lake Routes 

215.1 

130. 1 

109.1 

45.0 

(Formerly Table 2-4 in the SWIP DEIS/DPA) 

208.1 

1510 

91.4 

39.6 

212.6 

155.6 

89.6 

38.9 

16.8 

213.1 

134.2 

111.4 

48 .2 

22.0 

210.7 

157.0 

89.4 

36.9 
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WILDLIFE (miles crossed) 

Desert tortoise habitat 
Bald eagle habitat 
Peregrine falcon 
Ferruginous hawk nest 

53.2 

15.3 

o 
1.3 

53.2 

32.8 

23.1 

1.4 

53.2 

16.3 

o 
1.3 

53.2 

5.8 

o 
1.3 

Sage grouse leks or winter range 35.2 36.8 30.7 34.1 

Crucial Elk habitat 0 0 0 0 

53.2 53.2 

18.2 16.3 

23 0 

1.3 1 3 

36.3 32.8 

0 0 

16.8 16.8 16.8 

207.0 206.8 206.9 

163.2 162.7 163 .8 

85 .1 84.8 82.4 

32.6 30.5 33 .1 

53.2 53 .2 52 .1 

19.6 19.6 6.0 

0 0 0 

1.4 1.4 13 

40 .6 42 .2 37.2 

0 0 0 

Bighorn sheep habitat and movement corridor 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 6.5 

Crucial pronghorn habitat 24.1 7.2 16.2 34.9 18.6 16.5 39.7 39.7 43.2 

Critical Mule deer habitat 22.8 27.4 24.4 25.1 25 .8 24.4 22 .7 22.7 22.7 

1 Wildlife Habitat Disturbed in acres - permanent (temporary) -I 
Desert tortoise habitat 78.5 (54.5) 78.5 (54.5) 78.5 (54.5) 78 .5 (54.5) 78.5 (54.5) 78.5 (54.5) 78.5 (54.5) 78 .5 (54.5) 78 .5 (54.5) 

Bald eagle nesting 14.0 (50.1) 37.1 (80.6) 15 .8 (15.1) 6.3 (16.6) 17.6 (56 .2) 15.8 (5 1.1 ) 25.2 (38.8) 25 .2 (38.8) 7.4 (15.4 ) 

Peregrine falcon 0 (0) 13.2(91.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 13 .2 (91.3) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 

Ferruginous hawk nest 3.5 (1.3) 2. 1 (1.4) 3.5 (1.3) 3.5 (1.3) 3.5 (1.3) 3.5 (1.3) 2.1 (1.4) 2.1 (1.4) 3.5 (1.3) 

Sage grouse leks or winter range 

Crucial Elk habitat 

50.0 (78 .9) 

0(0) 

56.7 (69.7) 

0(0) 

516 (59 .6) 

0(0) 

50 .8 (74.0) 

0(0) 

51 0 (86.6) 

0(0) 

54.3 (64.1) 

0(0) 

52.9 (92.6) 

0(0) 

58.1 (94.2) 

0(0) 

51.3 (95.5) 

0(0) 

Bighorn sheep habitat and movement corridor 9.0 (8 .5) 9.0 (8 .5) 9.0 (8 .5) 9.0 (8 .5) 9.0 (8.5) 9.0 (8 .5) 9.0 (8.5) 9.0 (8.5) 9.0 (8 .5) 

Crucial pronghorn habitat 319 (50.5) 7.7 (19.2) 20.7 (34.6) 57.0 (53.7) 23 .0 (42.6) 20.7 (35.5) 66.8 (62.2) 66.8 (62.2) 70.9 (69.7) 

Critical Mule deer habitat 32.2 (70.0 33.6 (90.8) 30.6 (83.0) 35.7 (72.3) 35.3 (77.8) 30.6 (83.0) 33.4 (64.3) 33.4 (64.3) 33.4 (64.3) 

1 VEGETATION (miles crossed) 
Rare plants 1.3 1.3 13 1.3 1.3 4.2 1.3 1.3 1.3 

Grasslands 109. 1 97.3 96.3 97.3 11 6.3 11 0.2 97.8 98.6 103.5 

Sage scrub 314.3 3312 320.6 

Mojave desert scrub 55.8 55.8 55.8 

Woodland/mountain shrub/grasses 3.6 4.1 3 .7 

Riparian 3.2 3.2 3.7 

* Environmentally Preferred Route 

319.8 

55.8 

3.6 

5.3 

1 of3 

55.8 

3.6 

3.3 

317.4 

55.8 

1 9 

3.8 

312.4 308.8 304.6 

55.8 
4.1 

4.8 

55.8 
4.1 

4.5 

55.8 

3.7 

5.1 



Table I-I , Route Compari son Table - Midpoint to Dry Lake Routes (Continued) 

(Formerly Table 2-4 in the SWIP DEISIDPA) 

High water erosion potential soils 
High wind erosion potential so ils 
Flood hazard areas 
Landslide hazard areas 
High paleontological sensitivity areas 
Number of springs within 1/2 mile of route 
Number of 

Forest Service 
State 

21A 

39.0 

58.8 

6.2 

o 
23.8 

42 

41 2.5 

o 
5.2 

21.2 

53. 1 

58.9 

1.2 

o 
38.6 

20 

41 3.6 

o 
5.2 

21.2 

44A 

58.8 

2.1 

o 
35.3 

20 

397.1 

o 
5.2 

21A 

35.5 

52. 1 

3.1 

o 
21.9 

409 .6 

o 
5.2 

21A 

48.6 

64. 3 

4 .1 

o 
25.5 

17 

430 .0 

o 
5.2 

32 

47 .8 

73.3 

1.8 

1.8 

37A 

17 

406 .1 

o 
2.3 

36A 

46.7 

3.1 

o 
30.6 

45 

414.5 

o 
5.2 

36 A 

44.1 

3.1 

o 
19A 

45 

409A 

o 
5.2 

21.1 

37.3 

49.5 

3. 1 

o 
20.5 

45.0 

406.0 

o 
5.2 

Private 95.2 97.3 104 .6 98.7 88.5 11 5.6 85.3 87. 0 83. 1 

Bureau of Reclamation 0.5 0.5 05 0.5 0.5 0 0.5 0.5 0.5 

ILAND USE (miles crossed, except as noted) 
Miles within I mile of wilderness study areas 32.8 50.6 32.6 47.3 50 .6 42.3 32.8 32.8 32.8 

Approximate number of residences within I mile 83 78 80 83 83 94 93 92 96 

Miles parallel to H-frame 69kV transmission line 55 .9 55 .9 55 .9 55.9 55.9 55.9 55 .9 55.9 55.9 

Miles parallel to H-frame 138kV transmission line 
Miles parallel to H-frame 230kV transmission line 
Miles parallel to 345k V transmission line 
Miles parallel to 500k V transmission line (incl. UNTP) 
Total miles parallel to transmission lines 
Miles in designated or planning utility corridor 
Miles outside designated or planning utility corridor 
Miles in Military Operating Areas of Hill AFB 
Miles in R-6405 Restricted Area of Hill AFB 

52 .0 

13.7 

97.2 

88 .5 

204.0 

370A 

142.6 

1.6 

o 

10.5 

13.7 

74 .0 

88.5 

162.5 

362.2 

153 .9 

42A 

11 0 

10.5 

13.7 

74.0 

88 .5 

162 .5 

337.0 

169.9 

1.6 

o 

62.8 

13 .7 

97.2 

88.5 

2 14.8 

377.1 

136A 

o 
o 

52.0 

13.7 

97.2 

88.5 

204 .0 

364 .7 

159.0 

42A 

11.0 

10.5 

28.2 

10.5 

11 6.0 

172.7 

329.1 

194.9 

1.6 

o 

26.0 

13 .7 

78.9 

88.5 

172. 1 

379 A 

125.3 

o 
o 

26.0 

13.7 

78.9 

88.5 

172.1 

377.6 

132.1 

o 
o 

26.0 

13.7 

78 .9 

88 .5 

172. 1 

350A 

162 A 

16.3 

o 
Miles in Military Operating Areas of Nellis AFB 129.0 129.0 129 .0 129.0 129 .0 129.0 129.0 129.0 129 .0 

Agricultural lands 16.8 16.8 16.8 16.8 16.8 22 .0 16.8 10.8 16.8 

Range allotments 5 15.9 527A 505.5 506.1 520.8 519.6 501.7 491.6 485 .0 

Mining claims 38 .0 65 .2 39.5 48.3 6 1.0 32.5 36.8 36.6 373 

Number of tanks and wells along centerline 11 10 11 12 11 10 10 10 10 

Number of corrals along centerline 0 0 0 0 

[VISUAL RESOURCES (miles crossed, except as noted) 
Cross ings of scemc hIghways and byways 
Miles of route visible from residences within I mile 
Scenic quality Class A landscapes 
VRM Class II landscapes 

* Environmentally Preferred Route 

2 

65 .7 

0.9 

7.3 

52 .3 

0.9 

17.8 

57.1 

0.9 

5.6 

2 of3 

2 

61.9 

0.9 

10.0 

2 

64.1 

0.9 

19.5 

56.9 

5.0 

7.5 

599 

0.5 

8.1 

59 .9 

0.5 

8.1 

63 .1 

0.5 

6.7 



#' 

Table 1-1, Route Comparison Table - Midpoint to Dry Lake Routes (Continued) 

(Formerly Table 2-4 in the SWIP DEISIDPA) 

CULTURAL ENVIRONMENT 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Number of historic sites within I mile of route 

Number of ethnoh istoric sites within 1 mile of route 

Number of prehistoric sites within 1 mile of route 

Number of other sites within 1 mile of route 

Mi les through predicted high sensitivity zones 

Oregon Trai l crossings 

Cali10rnia Imm igrant Trail crossings 

Trail 

.'. 
53 

13 

388 

18.4 

-~~= 

46 

16 

413 

8 

19.3 

i~ 

50 

14 

408 

17.2 

I 

ou e ou 

68 46 

12 15 

430 386 

12 II 

20.5 18.4 

I 

. ...-. 

54 

16 

510 

6 

II 

....-. 

61 

14 

399 

20.6 

15.0 36.5 200.3 I 26.2 24 .2 204.2 I 20.4 25 .6 181.7 I 13.5 48.4 214.6 I 17.8 34.8 221.2 1 17.8 27 .2 177.7 I 24.8 

6.8 104.0 131.6 7.4 11 7.4 142.2 5.9 106.1 138.5 6.6 124.8 140.2 

73.3 88.8 75 .2 129.6 64.1 88.9 73 .3 87.6 

46.7 454.3 50.6 453.5 45 .0 449.9 46.9 452.4 

Route A • RouteD 

~ low impacts to ferruginous hawks - crosses most miles of riparian habitat 

- crosses least miles of riparian habitat - crosses least miles of bald eagle nesting areas 

- crosses most miles of sage grouse habitat - crosses high mileage of sage grouse habitat 

RouteE 

RouteB - crosses most BLM-administered lands 

- crosses least miles of riparian habitat - crosses high mileage of sage grouse habitat 

- crosses most miles of bald eagle nesting areas - high impacts to peregrine falcon 

- most miles of high water erosion potential soils 

-least mileage visible from residences 

RouteF 

- visual impacts to Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument 

RouteC - crosses most agricultural land 

- crosses least miles of sage grouse habitat - crosses most private lands 

- crosses least miles ofBLM-administered lands - most cultural sites within one mile 

- crosses least miles ofVRM Class II landscapes - most miles of high wind erosion potential soils 

7.8 122.2 134.5 

75.5 129.5 

54.6 45 5.3 

8.2 103 .9 143.2 

73 .3 101.2 

45.4 465 .4 

Route G 

7.3 105 .0 

73.3 

40.9 

- reduces visual impacts to u.s. Highway 93 

- crosses least miles of private land 

- crosses high mileage of crucial pronghorn habitat 

Utility Preferred Route 

- crosses least steep terrain 

- reduces visual impacts to U.S. Highway 93 

- crosses most miles of sage grouse leks 

Proposed Action 

- reduces visual impacts to U.S. Highway 93 

- crosses most miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 

- crosses high mileage of sage grouse habitat 

- most number of residents in I mile 

Utility Agency 

Preferred Preferred 

61 

14 

388 

10 

20.5 

53 

14 

388 

18.4 

45.0 206.4 1 22.5 

7.5 102.1 261.9 6.9 109. 1 

63.8 71.0 

23.3 473.7 25.6 471.3 

Estimated cost (x millions) 248 251 245 248 254 253 244 242 243 
Total Route Mileage 513.0 516_1 506_9 513_5 523_7 524.0 504.7 503.1 501.6 

[ENv7i{l:iNME"4/t;~:LL'( PR~F6RREQ:I~OUT6 >' 1 
Ranking 4 2 2 2 5 3 3 3 

* Environmentally Preferred Route 30f3 
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TABLE 1-2 
Route Comparison Table - Ely to Delta Routes 

Agricultural lands 
Existing access with spur roads 
New access roads in flat (0-8%) terrain 
New access roads in rolling (8-35%) terrain 
New access roads in steep (35-65%) terrain 

(Fonnerly Table 2-5 in the SWIP DEISIDPA) 

35 .0 
38.5 
44.8 
17.5 

50.2 
46A 
17A 

59 .1 
49 .1 
34.9 
15.6 

55.7 
73.3 
60.8 
21.2 

l.ltil.If:::.rlllll€a.D..I .... J;::[:j· ......... :[::[.[.::.::.... . ::·.:i.:·:.;.: . ... :: .. ·:"::: ... ::·. :·:·::f:::~::t: :::::::::::::j!:::::::::::j:t;:;:::::::::::::::::::::::;::::::::::::::::1:::::::::::::::::::::::11 

WILDLIFE (miles crossed) 

Desert tortoise habitat 
Bald eagle nesting 
Peregrine falcon 
Ferruginous hawk nest 
Sage grouse leks or winter range 
Crucial Elk habitat 
Bighorn sheep habitat and movement corridor 
Crucial pronghorn habitat 
Critical Mule deer habitat 

Wildlife Habitat Disturbed in acres - permanent (temporary) 

Desert tortoise habitat 
Bald eagle nesting 
Peregrine falcon 
Ferruginous hawk nest 
Sage grouse leks or winter range 
Crucial Elk habitat 
Bighorn sheep habitat and movement corridor 
Crucial pronghorn habitat 
Critical Mule deer habitat 

VEGETATION (miles crossed) 
Rare plants 
Grasslands 
Sage scrub 
W oodlandlmountain shrub/grasses 
Riparian 

* Proposed Action, Environmentally and Agency/Utility Preferred Routes 

0 
7.0 
0 
0 

7.9 
0 
0 

56.5 
12.3 

0(0) 
2.6 (36.8) 

0(0) 
0(0) 

8.5(21.1) 
0(0) 
0(0) 

62.2 (129.9) 

95 \50.1) 

0 
27.3 
83.3 
0.6 
1.6 

1 of 3 

0 
8A 

0 
0 

6.8 
0 
0 

70.1 
11.0 

0(0) 
2.6 (43.8) 

0(0) 
1.1 (1.2) 

7.6 (17.6) 
0(0) 
0(0) 

85.6 (162.7) 

10.3 ~402) 

0 
33.2 
100.9 
0.5 
1.2 

0 0 
17.8 0 

0 0 
4.5 10.1 
7.1 11.8 
5.5 0 
0 0 

71.5 85.7 
14.1 12.5 

0(0) 0(0) 
16.6 (43.1) 0(0) 

0(0) 0(0) 
lOA (16.7) 25A(25.1) 

15.7 (16 .7) 32.9 (11.8) 
1.7 (29.7) 0(0) 

0(0) 0(0) 
83 .9 (160.0) 106.0 (188.7) 
14.8 ~431) 117 (35.9 

0 3.0 
34.0 270 
109.6 155.0 

3.6 7.0 
0.8 0.1 

** Preferred by the National Park Service 
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Table 1-2, Route Comparison Table - Ely to Delta Routes (Continued) 

(Formerly Table 2-5 in the SWIP DEISIDPA) 

Miles of high water erosion hazard soils crossed 
Miles of high wind erosion hazard soils crossed 
Number of springs within 1/2 mile of route 
Number of perennial streams crossed 
Miles of flood hazard areas crossed 
Miles of landslide hazard areas crossed 
Areas of high paleontological sensitivity 

nUBI:I«ltt •• R !!!:!!!::!!!:!:::!::!!:!!!:!:!:!:!:t:!t.:.::::::::::::::::!!:!:!:!:::;:;:;::!:!!:::!:!:!:!:!:!:!!::!::;::.:::::.;:;:;: 
LAND JURISDICTION (miles crossed) 
Bureau of Land Management 
Forest Service 
State 

14.4 
8.6 
2 
o 
o 
o 

55.5 

125.7 
o 

7.2 

22.1 
12.6 

2 
o 
o 
o 

55.6 

143.4 
o 

10.5 

31.3 
19.2 

6 
4 
0 

0.6 
64.9 

133.5 
9.0 
Hl.4 

17.1 
40.1 

12 
3 
0 
0 

84.7 

197.4 
o 

12.0 
Private 0 0 10.2 1.6 

[LALVD USE (miles crossed, except as noted) --I 
Miles of route wilderness/wSA within 1 mile 0 13.8 12.3 14.1 
Number of residences within 1 mile 2 3 26 7 
Miles parallel to H-frame 69kV transmission line 0 
Miles parallel to H-frame 230kV transmission line 13.2 
Miles parallel to 500kV transmission line 13.2 
Total miles parallel to transmission lines 13.2 
Miles in designated or planning utility corridor 14.3 
Miles outside designated or planning utility corridor 115.8 
Miles in Military Operating Area of Hill AFB 44.1 
Miles in R-6405 Restricted Area of Hill AFB 55 .1 
Agricultural lands 
PrimelUnique farmlands 
Range allotments 
Mining claims 
Number of tanks and wells along route 
Number of corrals along route 

VISUAL RESOURCES (miles crossed, except as note 
Crossings of scenic highway or byways 
Miles of route visible from residences within 1 mile 
Scenic quality Class A landscapes crossed 
VRM Class II landscapes crossed 

* Proposed Action, Environmentally and AgencylUtility Preferred Routes 

0 
0 

135.1 
7.8 
1 
0 

0 
3.3 
0 
0 

2 of 3 

0 
74.2 
20.6 
74.2 
75.5 
78.4 
123.0 

0 
0 
0 

153.9 
6.9 
0 
0 

0 
5.1 
4.2 
0 

0.9 
o 

152.8 
25.8 

1 
o 

23 .6 
4.2 
o 

0.1 
o 

211.0 
1.9 
o 
o 

3 
4.8 
o 

2.0 

** Preferred by the National Park Service 
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Table 1-2, Route Comparison Table - Ely to Delta Routes (Continued) 

(Formerly Table 2-5 in the SWIP DEIS/DPA) 

Number of ethnohistoric sites within I mile of route 
Number of prehistoric sites within I mile of route 
Number of other cultural sites within I mile of route 

Miles through predicted high cultural sensitivity zones 
Pony Express Trail crossings 

Direct Route· • 
- shortest route 
- avoids visual impacts to Great Basin National Park 
- crosses Leland-Harris spring complex 
- crosses through R-6405 Restricted Area ofUTTR 
- crosses least agricultural lands 
- crosses least miles of crucial pronghorn habitat 

Cutoff Route·· 
- crosses least agricultural lands 
- avoids visual impacts to Great Basin National Park 
- crosses least mileage of sage grouse habitat 

8 
21 

0.8 

8 8 10 
26 91 66 

1 
0.8 8.0 6.0 

1 0 0 

- best utilizes the existing utility corridor 
- crosses most miles of bald eagle nesting areas 
- crosses high mileage of crucial pronghorn habitat 
- most residences within 1 mile 
- crosses most national forest lands and private lands 

Southenl Route 
- longest route and most miles in steep terrain 
- highest overall environmental impacts 
- crosses most BLM-administered lands 
- least miles in military operating areas ofUTTR 

Direct Cutoff 230kV Corridor Southern 
Route** Route*" Route" Route 

Estimated cost (x million) 66 72 77 100 

Total Route Mileage 132.9 153.9 160.8 211.0 

ISNY(801lMSNl'AUtfYRRSFSRRSDRQut$···( 1 
Ranking 3 1 2 3 

* Proposed Action, Environmentally and Agency/Utility Preferred Routes 30f3 ** Preferred by the National Park Service 
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TABLE 1-3 

SUMMARY OF SELECTIVELY COMMITTED MITIGATION FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

350 

308.4 

300 

250 
= .S 
'" '" ... 
~ 200 
= eo: 
l. 

E-o 
'S 150 
'" Q,I -~ 

100 

50 

1.8 

0 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Mitigation Measure 

Note: Selectively Committed Mitigation Measures are described in Table 1-5 
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TABLE 1-4 

SUMMARY OF SELECTIVELY COMMITTED MITIGATION FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
Ely to Delta Segment 

120.0 
110.6 -100.0 

= 80.0 .::1 ., ., ·s ., 
= ~ 60.0 .. 
~ ... 
0 ., 
~ 

== 
~ 40.0 

20.0 

0.0 
0.0 

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

Mitigation Measure 

Note: Selectively Committed Mitigation Measures are described in Table 1-5 
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TABLE 1-5 

Selectively Committed Mitigation Measures 

Note: These selective mitigation measures apply only to specific impact locations that were identified 
in the EIS or during field investigations. 

I. No widening or upgrading of existing access roads would be undertaken in the area of construction 
and operation, except for repairs necessary to make roads passable, where soils and vegetation are 
very sensitive to disturbance. 

2. There would be no blading of new access roads in the area of construction and operation. Existing 
crossings would be utilized at perennial streams, National Recreational Trails, and irrigation 
channels. Off-road or cross-country access routes would be used for construction and 
maintenance. This would minimize ground disturbance impacts. These access routes must be 
flagged with an easily seen marker and the route must be approved in advance of use by the 
authorized officer. 

3. The alignment of any new access roads or overland route would follow the designated area's 
landform contours where possible, providing that such alignment does not additionally impact 
resource values. This would minimize ground disturbance and/or reduce scarring (visual contrast). 

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 with concurrence of 
the landowner or land manager (e.g., stock piling and replacing topsoil, or rock replacement) . 
This would limit new or improved accessibility into the area. 

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

6. In designated areas, structures would be placed so as to avoid sensitive features such as, but not 
limited to, riparian areas, water courses, and cultural sites, and/or to allow conductors to clearly 
span the features, within limits of standard tower design. This would minimize amount of 
sensiti ve feature disturbed and/or reduce visual contrast. 

7. Standard tower design would be modified to correspond with spacing of existing transmission line 
structures where feasible and within limits of standard tower design. The normal span would be 
modified to correspond with existing towers, but not necessarily at every location. This would 
reduce visual contrast and/or potential operational conflicts. 

8. At highway, canyon, and trail crossings, towers are to be placed at the maximum feasible distance 
from the crossing, to reduce visual impacts. 
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Table 1-5, Selectively Committed Mitigation Measures (Continued) 

9. Nonspecular conductors would be used, where speci fied by the authorized officer, to reduce visual 
impacts. 

10. "Dulled" metal finish towers would be used to reduce visual impacts. 

II. 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. 

12. Helicopter placement of towers would be used to reduce ground di sturbance impacts (e .g., soil 
erosion) . 
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TABLE 1-6 

Generic Mitigation Measures 
Included In The Project Description 

I . All construction vehicle movement outside the right-of-way would normally be restricted to 
predesignated access, contractor acquired access or public roads. 

2. The areal limits of construction activities wou ld normally be predetermined, with activity restricted 
to and confined within those limits. No paint or permanent discoloring agents would be applied to 
rocks or vegetation to indicate surveyor construction activity limits. 

3. In construction areas where recontouring is not required, vegetation would be left in place 
wherever possible and original contour would be maintained to avoid excessive root damage and 
allow for resprouting. 

4. In construction areas (e.g., marshalling yards, tower sites, spur roads from existing access roads) 
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), cross drains in stalled for erosion control, placing water bars in the road, 
and filling ditches. 

5. Watering facilities (e.g. - tanks, natural springs andlor developed springs, water lines, wells, etc.) 
would be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or destroyed by construction activities to their 
predisturbed condition as required by the landowner or land management agency. 

6. Towers andlor ground wire wou ld be marked with high-visibility devices where required by 
governmental agencies (Federa l Aviation Administration). 

7. On agricu ltural land, right-of-way would be aligned, in so far as practical, to reduce the impact to 
farm operations and agricultural production. 

8. Prior to construction, all supervi sory construction personnel would be instructed on the protection 
of cultural and ecological resources. To assist in this effort, the construction contract would 
address: (a) Federal and state laws regarding antiquities and plants and wildlife, including 
collection and removal; (b) the importance of these resources and the purpose and necessity of 
protecting them. 

9. Cultural resources wou ld continue to be considered during post-EIS phases of project 
implementation in accordance with the programmatic agreement that would be developed in 
conjunction with preparation of the EIS. This wou ld involve intensive surveys to inventory and 
eva luate cultural resources within the selected corridor and any appurtenant impact zones beyond 
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Table 1-6, Generic Mitigation Measures Included In the Project Description (Continued) 

the corridor, such as access roads and construction equipment yards. In consultation with 
appropriate land managing agencies and state historic preservation officers, specific mitigation 
measures would be developed and implemented to mitigate any identified adverse impacts. These 
may include project modifications to avoid adverse impacts, monitoring of construction activities, 
and data recovery studies. 

10. The Project Sponsors would respond to complaints of line-generated radio or television 
interference by investigating the complaints and implementing appropriate mitigation measures. 
The transmission line would be patrolled on a regular basis so that damaged insulators or other 
line materials trat could cause interference are repaired or replaced. 

II. The Project Sponsors would apply necessary mitigation to eliminate problems of induced currents 
and voltages onto conductive objects sharing a right-of-way, to the mutual satisfaction of the 
parties involved. 

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. 

13. Roads would be built as near as possible at right angles to the streams and washes. Culverts would 
be installed where necessary. All construction and maintenance activities shall be conducted in a 
manner that would minimize disturbance to vegetation, drainage channels, and intermittent or 
perennial streambanks. In addition, 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 construction of the transmission line. Towers will be sited with a 
minimum distance of 200 feet from streams. 

14. All requirements of those entities having jurisdiction over air quality matters would be adhered to 
and any necessary permits for construction activities would be obtained. Open burning of 
construction trash would not be allowed unless permitted by appropriate authorities. 

15. Fences and gates would be repaired or replaced to their original predisturbed condition as required 
by the landowner or the land management agency if they are damaged or destroyed by 
construction activities. Temporary gates would be installed only with the permission of the 
landowner or the land management agency; and would be restored to its original predisturbed 
condition following construction. 

16. Transmission line materials would be designed and tested to minimize corona. A bundle 
configuration (three conductors per phase except for the Ely to Delta segment would be two 
conductors per phase) and larger diameter conductors would be used to limit the audible noise, 
radio interference (RI), and television interference (TVI) due to corona. Tension would be 
maintained on all insulator assemblies to assure positive contact between insulators, thereby 
avoiding sparking. Caution would be exercised during construction to avoid scratching or nicking 
the conductor surface which may provide points for corona to occur. 
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Table 1-6, Generic Mitigation Measures Included In the Project Description (Continued) 

17. During operation of the transmission line, the right-of-way would be maintained free of non
biodegradable debris. 

18. The primary foclls of paleontological mitigation efforts should be areas of greatest disturbance and ... 
areas likely to have significant fossils. • 

19. Mitigation measures that will be developed during the consultation period under Section 7 of the 
Endangered Species Act (1974) will be adhered to as specified in the Biological Opinion of the 
usor Fish and Wildlife Service. 

20. Hazardous materials shall not be drained onto the ground or into streams or drainage areas. 
Totally enclosed containment shall be provided for all trash. All construction waste including 
trash and litter, garbage, other solid waste, petroleum products, and other potentially hazardous 
materials shall be removed to a disposal facility authorized to accept such materials. 

21. Pre-construction su rveys for plants and wildlife species designated as sensitive or of concern will 
be conducted in areas of known occurrence or habitat as stipulated by the land-administering 
agency during the development of the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan once the 
transmission line centerline, access roads, and tower sites have been located and staked in the 
field . 
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CHAPTER 2 
PUBLIC PARTICIPATION 

INTRODUCTION 

In response to the National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA) and the Council of 
Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (1978) for implementing the NEPA, an extensive 
coordination program was developed for the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) to ensure that all the 
appropriate members of the public and federal, state, and local agencies were contacted, consulted, and 
given an adequate opportunity to be involved in the process. Chapter 5 (Consu ltation and 
Coordination) in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Plan Amendment (DEIS/DPA) 
describes the public and agency scoping process, the public participation program, the issues and 
concerns identified from the public and agency comments, and the environmental planning process. 
This section describes activities of this process that have occurred during the review of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA and the preparation of the Final Environmental Impact StatementJProposed Plan 
Amendment (FEISIPPA). 

PUBLIC INFORMATION 

During the course of the project 12 newsletters, fact sheets, and project updates were published to 
inform the interested parties about the environmental process, the project status, and opportunities to 
participate. Publications were sent to the individuals, organizations, and agencies on the project 
mailing list. The mailing li st included names and addresses from the lead and cooperating agencies 
and Idaho Power Company's (IPCo) existing mailing lists, as well as all potentially affected public and 
federal , state, and local agencies and environmental organizations. The mailing list was expanded to 
over 3,000 interested parties during the process. Copies of the newsletters, fact sheets, and project 
updates sent out prior to the release of the SWIP DEIS/DPA are located in the Volume I - Objectives, 
Procedures, and Results technical report. 

A Project Update was published in May 1992 announcing the release of the SWIP DEISIDPA to the 
public for review and comment. Information regarding the comment period for the SWIP DEIS/DPA 
was also given. The Formal Public Meetings were announced indicating where and when the public 
cou ld comment on the accuracy or adequacy of the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

A Project Update was released in June 1992 notifying the public concerning an error in the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA on Panel 4 in the Map Volume. A map inset was shown to correct the error. Meeting 
times and places for the formal public meetings were also announced again. 

A Project Update was released in June 1993 announcing the release of the SWIP FEISIPPA with 
information regarding the protest and appeal period for affected agencies . A summary of the 
comments received on the SWIP DEIS/DPA was also included. 
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STEERING COMMITTEE 

A Steering Committee was established at the outset of the project to guide Dames & Moore through 
the EIS preparation and to review data and decision criteria. The Steering Committee was comprised 
of representatives of: 

• Bureau of Land Management (BLM) 
Burley District (Idaho) 
Boise District (Idaho) 
Shoshone District (Idaho) 
Elko District (Nevada) 
Ely District (Nevada) 
Las Vegas District (Nevada) 
Richfield District (Utah) 
Utah State Office 
Idaho State Office 
Nevada State Office 

• Forest Service 
Humboldt National Forest (Nevada) 

• National Park Service 
Great Basin National Park (Nevada) 
Western Region (California) 

• Bureau of Indian Affairs 

• Dames & Moore 

• IPCo 

• Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) 

Eleven Steering Committee meetings were held throughout the SWIP to discuss the status and issues 
of the project and to provide review and input: 

• first meeting (February, 1989) - discussion of the coordination between the agencies, the 
progress of the regional study, and the selection of alternative corridors 

• second meeting (May, 1989) - public meetings, responses, and letters from the first fact 
sheet were reviewed, wildlife was the major topic of discussion 

• third meeting (August, 1989) - discussion and review of the BLM actions on the SWIP 
including record requirements, right-of-way applications, and plan amendments 

• fourth meeting (November, 1989) - discussion of a new alternate route from the North 
Steptoe area, Hill Air Force Base conflicts, and the impact assessment/mitigation planning 
process 
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• fifth meeting (April, 1990) - discussion of scope expansion, right-of-way application 
amendments, and draft purpose and need statement; Dames & Moore presented the 
substation site selection, the subroute analysis process, and Geographic Information 
Systems (GIS) processing for resource impacts 

• sixth meeting (June, 1990) - the draft purpose and need statement, results of GIS impact 
assessment modeling, the subroute analysis process and the feasibil ity of expanding the 
SWIP south of Ely were the main points of the meeting; the dates for additional scoping 
meetings were also announced 

• seventh meeting (September, 1990) - opening discussion began with the Clark County 
desert tortoise Conservation Plan and how this plan should be addressed in the SWIP; the 
route selection process, Dry Lake alternative, and mitigation commitments were also 
di scussed 

• eighth meeting (December, 1990) - the SWIP DEIS/DPA outline, purpose and need 
statement, and the effects of the impact assessment results on the routing alternatives were 
discussed; the desert tortoise issue as well as the cumulative effects of the SWIP and the 
visual effects to Great Basin National Park and Interstate 84 were discussed 

• ninth meeting (July, 1991) - a preliminary SWIP DEISIDPA was submitted to the 
Steering Committee for review; the addition of several new routing alternatives were 
discussed as well as the issue of potential visual impacts to Wilderness Study Areas 
(WSA) 

• tenth meeting (March, 1992) - discussion included final review of comments on the 
preliminary SWIP DEISIDPA; the Stateline Resource Area of the BLM's Draft Resource 
Management Plan (RMP) and the on going desert tortoise consultation and Habitat 
Conservation Plan 

eleventh meeting (December, 1992) - discussion included comments and responses on the 
preliminary SWIP FEIS/PPA, content of the Purpose and Need, and the findings of the 
field review of Leland Harris Spring Complex. 

FORMAL PUBLIC MEETINGS 

The purpose of the Formal Public Meetings was to receive views and comments regarding the 
accuracy and adequacy of the SWIP DEIS/DPA. Six Public Meetings were held in August 1992 in 
Idaho, Nevada, and Utah at six locations: 

City 
Twin Falls, Idaho 
Wells, Nevada 
Ely, Nevada 
Delta, Utah 
Caliente, Nevada 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

Location 
Weston Plaza 
Wells High School 
Bristlecone Convention Center 
City Council Chambers 
Soi I Conservation Service Center 
BLM District Office 
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Date 
August 3rd, 1992 
August 4th, 1992 
August 5th, 1992 
August 6th, 1992 
August 19th, 1992 
August 20th , 1992 



The meetings were announced in the May and June 1992 SWIP Update and distributed to the 
approximately 3,000 people on the mailing list. Press releases were sent out in July and August, 1992 
to 17 newspapers serving the communities in the area to announce the meetings: 

Location Paper Insertion dates 
Boise, Idaho Idaho Statesman Wed 7/29 
Caliente, Nevada Lincoln County Record Week 7127 

Week 8/3 
Cedar City, Utah Daily Spectrum Wed 8/5 
St. George, Utah Daily Spectrum Wed 8/5 
Delta, Utah Millard County Chronicle Progress Thurs 7/27 
Elko, Nevada Free Press Wed 7/29 

Fri 7/31 
Ely, Nevada Times Fri 7/31 

Mon 8/3 
Filmore, Utah Millard County Gazette Week of 8/3 
Las Vegas, Nevada Sun Wed 8/5 
Las Vegas, Nevada Review Journal Thurs 8/6 
Nampa, Idaho Press Tribune Wed 7/29 
Reno, Nevada Gazette Journal Wed 7/29 
Richfield, Utah Reaper Week of 7/27 
Salt Lake City, Utah Deseret News Wed 7/29 
Salt Lake City, Utah Tribune Thurs 7/30 
Twin Falls, Idaho Times News Wed 7129 

Fri 7/31 
Wendover, Nevada High Desert Advocate Week of 7127 

Meeting information flyers were also posted in the community at and around public establishments. 

Each meeting began with introductions and a presentation given by a BLM representative with project 
personnel from the BLM, the IPCo, LADWP and Dames & Moore present. The presentation 
addressed the project description, purpose and need, the SWIP DEISIDPA planning process, alternative 
routes identified, and the project schedule. The meeting then opened up for comments from the 
public. 

A total of 75 people attended the six formal public meetings held in August, 1992. All comments and 
questions concerning the SWIP DEISIDPA at the meetings were recorded and have been responded to 
in Chapter 5 of this document. 

Frequently voiced comments included: 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

visual impacts to residences 
health and safety 
minimize land use impacts 
property values 
need for the transmission line 
alternatives to the project 
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CHAPTER 3 
MODIFICATIONS AND ADDITIONAL STUDIES 

PURPOSE AND NEED 

Because of public concern about the purpose and need for the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS/DPA), additional information about the Purpose and Need is 
presented in this chapter. This information is an expansion of the Purpose and Need described in 
Chapter 1 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

Introduction 

Today's electric generation and transmission system playa critical role in the nation's economic and 
social well being. Many utility customers take its operation for granted as they enjoy e lectric services 
relatively free of interruption. There is an increasing need for utilities in the western United States to 
work cooperatively to maintain greater resource and transmission flexibility and enhance service 
reliability through transmission system interconnections. 

Electric utilities are responsible for providing adequate supplies of reliable, economic electricity to 
their customers. The present load growth in the western United States, coupled with the expense and 
difficulties of building new generating resources, reinforces the need to provide for inter-regional 
transfers of energy. 

The principal function of any interconnected transmission system is to provide for the reliable transfer 
of electric energy from one regional electric sysiem to another, including generation from plants at 
various locations within that regional system to various load centers at other locations. The integration 
of large and small generating units in a transmission network permits not only efficient economic 
dispatch of power within regions during normal conditions, but also the transfer of power between 
regions during emergencies. The strategic importance of transmission is much greater than is indicated 
by its relative low cost as compared to tbe overall cost of electricity. Adequate interconnections 
provide the key to generation resource diversity, sharing of reserve generating capacity, and efficient 
utilization of conservation and new or existing generating capacity. In short, interconnection is the 
coordinating medium that makes possible the most efficient use of electrical facilities in any area or 
region. 

Diversity Between Regions of the WSCC 

There is a regional need to take advantage of the seasonal diversity which exists between the loads and 
resources of the Northwest and the Southwest. Purchases and exchanges over the SWIP would help 
the entire Western Systems Coordinating Council (WSCC) region meet load growth by utilizing 
existing resources more efficiently. It is this seasonal diversity, specifically between the Arizona-New 
Mexico Power Area (ANMPA) and the Northwest Power Pool (NWPP) and between the NWPP and 
the California-Southern Nevada Power Area, that the SWIP is needed to serve. There are adequate 
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markets in both the NWPP and the Southwest for over 1200 megawatts (MW) of seasonal diversity 
transmission with a resulting potential for deferring significant generation resource additions. 

Figure 3-1 illustrates the projected WSCC regional peak and average loads, generation capability, 
inter-regional transfer capability, and summer/winter load diversity for the year 2000 (WSCC 1992 IE-
411). The generation capacity numbers reflect all generators at their rated capacity, but are not 
representative of actual available resources at anyone time (does not include reserve margin, effects of 
variable water flows, or the impacts of unplanned outages). For example, in the NWPP region, the 
reserve margin requirements total approximately 8000 MW. Therefore, the planned available capacity 
for the year 2000 is 61,000 MW (total installed capacity = 69,000 MW). The available seasonal 
diversity in this figure is the difference between the peak winter load and the peak summer load of 
that region. The inter-regional transfer capability shown is the rated capability expected for the year 
2000 less the firm inter-regional generation transfers. 

Northwest Power Pool 

The NWPP has about 13,200 MW of seasonal load diversity available during the summer peak period. 
The total summer export capability from the NWPP is about 9200 MW (7900+780+550). During the 
winter, there is about 13,800 MW of seasonal load diversity available in the California and Arizona 
power areas. The total winter import capability to the NWPP is about 8900 MW (6775+ 1560+600). 
About 3000 MW of seasonal load diversity remains untapped and available for seasonal exchange. 

The transfer capability between the NWPP and the California-Southern Nevada Power Area is in two 
major paths. The northwestern path is made up of the Pacific Alternating Current (AC) Intertie (3-500 
kilovolt (kV) transmission lines = 4800 MW north to south and 3675 MW south to north) and the 
Pacific Direct Current (DC) Intertie (+/- 500kV = 3100 MW bi-directional). The southwestern path is 
made up of three subcomponents, the Sierra Pacific Power-Pacific Gas and Electric transmission lines 
(2-120kV lines and 1-60kV transmission line = 160 MW bi-directional), the PacifiCorp-Nevada Power 
transmission line (345kV = 300 MW north to south), and the Intermountain Transmission System 
(ITS) DC transmission line (+/-500kV = 1920 MW north to south and 1400 MW south to north). The 
ITS has a total capability of 1920 MW, however, 1600 MW are reserved for Intermountain Generating 
Station (IGS) . The south to north capability is restricted by two 345k V ITSlPacifiCorp 
interconnections. In order to utilize this 1920 MW ITS capability, the IGS generation would need to 
be displaced which is not likely due to its low power production cost. 

The transfer capability between the NWPP and the ANMPA is made up of one 230kV 
PacifiCorplWestern Area Power Administration (WAPA) interconnection and one 345kV 
PacifiCorp/ Arizona Public Service transmission line. Together these transmission lines are rated at 
550 MW north to south and 600 MW south to north. The 345kV interconnection capability is usually 
restricted by ANMP A system transfers south and west of the Four Corners area. 

Rocky Mountain Power Area 

The transfer capability between the Rocky Mountain Power Area (RMPA) and the NWPP is not 
significant due to internal transmission constraints. The RMPA has little seasonal diversity . 
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Northwest Power Pool 
generation capacity 69,000 MW 
average load 41,500 MW 

Peak Load: Winter 59,700 MW 
- ____ Summer 46,500 MW 

Rocky Mountain 
Power Area 

generation capacity 10,500 MW 
average load 5,300 MW 

r--___ I-,JPeak Load: Winter 7,600 MW 
Summer 7,600 MW 

Available 
Winter Diversi 

11,200 MW 

California - Southern Nevada 
Power Area 

generation capacity 68,700 MW 
average load 34,000 MW 

Peak Load: Winter 43,600 MW 
Summer 54,800 MW 

- New Mexico 
Power Area 

generation capacity 18,400 MW 
average load 9,300 MW 

Peak Load: Winter 12,600 MW 
Summer 15,200 MW 

Note: all values in megawatts (MW), peak load excludes interruptable load 

- SWIP Projects (A & B) 
• •• Other Proposed Projects (C,D,E) 

Map 
Symbol 

Transmission 
Transmission Project Rating (MW) 

----------------~--------
A SWIP (Midpoint to Dry Lake) 1200 
B 
C 

SWIP (Ely to Delta) 1100 
Utah-Nevada (UNTP) 1100 

D Mead-Adelanto 1200 
E Mead-Phoenix 1300 

SOURCE: WSCC 1992 IE-411 Report 

Transmission Capacity is firm capability 
less firm inter-area generation transfers. 

winter summer 

~ 
* Transfer capability not significant due to 

internal transmission or no inter-area 
seasonal diversity. 

WSCC Seasonal Diversity Potential for the Year 2000 

Figure 3-1 
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The transfer capability between the RMPA and the ANMPA is shown as the combination of the 
230kV and 345kV transmission lines between Colorado and Arizona-New Mexico. The transmission 
lines are capable of 550 MW bi-directionally, however, a firm generation integration commitment of 
379 MW north to south exists. 

Arizona-New Mexico Power Area 

The ANMPA has about 2600 MW of seasonal diversity available during the winter peak period. Of 
this 2600 MW, only about 600 MW are currently usable between the ANMPA and the NWPP. 

The transfer capability between ANMPA and the California-Southern Nevada Power Area is about 
7000 MW, with nearly half of this capability committed for firm generation integration commitments. 
Thi s transmission path is generally not significant for seasonal diversity exchanges due to the two 
regions having coincidental peaks. 

Diversity Benefits from Interconnections 

Current forecasts of utility resource requirements portray the fact that the future is uncertain and 
identify steps to reduce the risks resulting from that uncertainty . For the same reasons that investors 
diversify investment portfolios to minimize the risks associated with individual stocks, utilities seek to 
diversify their system resources to minimize the risks associated with individual resource options. To 
reduce the risks associated with uncertainty of load growth, utility planners favor resources (e.g., 
transmission interconnection, new power plants, or other generation facilities) that can be developed in 
the shortest possible length of time, or shortest "lead time". Reducing the lead time needed to acquire 
new resources allows the actual commitment to construct a resource to be made when forecasting 
uncertainty has been reduced as much as possible. Taking advantage of regional diversity through the 
SWIP would increase the number of resource options available to a utility and would serve as a tool 
for reducing the risk of overbuilding or underbuilding generating resources as a result of load and 
resource uncertajnties. 

Transmission lines playa major role in managing the costs of an electric system service. Adequate 
and availab le transmission capacity allows interaction between supplies and markets for the most 
economical exchange of power, with benefits including: 

• Diversity of Area and Use - Over the history of electric system development, diversity was 
first captured in neighborhoods, then cities and regions as transmission systems were 
expanded. The fact that the system is used at different times for different purposes means 
that the broader the area the system encompasses, the fewer generating resources are 
required to serve it, lowering the total amount of required generation. 

• Market Diversity - Competitive forces shou ld drive down the cost of the utilities' future 
resource options as suppliers of generation and conservation gain access to the transmission 
grid. 
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• Fuel and Supply Diversity - Transmission provides a way to enhance plans for 
environmental mitigation between regions. For example, generation may be reduced in one 
region during times when there are air quality concerns or river flows may be increased for 
migrating salmon. Transmission also provides shifting among fuel supplies (e.g., coal 
versus natural gas) for cost savings as prices fluctuate or as air emission requirements 
change. 

Conservation and Demand-Side Management 

Conservation and other demand-side management programs are expected to reduce, but not eliminate, 
the region 's need for new generating resources. Conservation and demand-side management programs 
are an integral part of the resource strategy of every utility considering partnership in the SWIP. 
Regulatory requirements dictate that supply-side and demand-side resource options should be 
considered on an equal basis in a utility 's plan to acquire lowest cost resources. However, 
conservation does not correspondingly reduce the value of regional transmission for minimizing 
resource costs. 

Even with reduced generating requirements, environmental and economic considerations may require 
siting new generation at substantial distances from population and load centers, thus requiring 
transmission such as the SWIP. Regional conservation may be more fully developed given the 
availability of adequate regional transmission. Without such transmission, the cost effectiveness of 
conservation programs must be determined on the basis of the avoidable generating resource costs of 
an individual utility. Utilities having a lower avoided cost may be unable to develop economical 
conservation resources at the same level as those utilities with a higher avoided cost. With 
transmission, conservation throughout the region could be developed to the level of the highest 
avoidable generating costs in the region. 

Transmission facilities like the SWIP would contribute to the region's task of meeting future load 
growth most efficiently with the least amount of new generating capacity. It is important to recognize 
the seasonal load diversity within the region. Transmission would allow existing resources to be used 
to serve seasonal load requirements in one part of the region while also meeting new load growth 
requirements in another part of the region. Therefore, total regional resource requirements (e.g., 
generation) can be reduced by transmission. Transmission, such as the SWIP, should be considered as 
a resources option along with new generating resources. 

Utility Cost Minimization Initiatives 

The goal of electric utilities is to provide reliable electrical service at the lowest reasonable 
infrastructure cost. Both state and federal regulatory agencies establish rules and review the proposed 
actions of utility companies to assure that electrical consumers are provided service at the lowest 
possible costs. Recent industry initiatives to minimize costs have focused on three areas: 

• Integrated Least Cost Planning - Utilities are required by state utility commissions to 
consider both conservation and new generation options equally in developing a resource 
plan that achieves the lowest cost to electrical consumers. 
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• Free Enterprise in the Generation Market - Additional competition in the generation market 
brought about by independent power producers allows the market's competitive forces to 
drive down the cost of new generation. Generation represents the largest cost component 
of the electric power system. 

• Environmental Costs - As part of the Clean Air Act, govemmental and regulatory bodies 
are attempting to establish values for emissions from power plants to quantify and reduce 
"total societal costs" associated with resource options . 

Environmental and Consumer Benefit Tests 

Transmission lines must meet two tests to be shown beneficial to society: environmental impacts and 
consumer benefits. The first test is to determine if the potential impacts of the transmission line would 
be environmentally acceptable, and the second is the consumer benefit test. Until a project has cleared 
environmental hurdles it is not considered prudent to include it in least cost plan alternatives. Utilities 
cannot make plans to meet service requirements without some confidence that a resource option will 
be possible. Further, to do so would presume a favorable decision through the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA) process. 

As the nation continues to reduce dependence on imported oil, renewable energy resources such as 
wind, solar, geothermal, biomass, and hydropower which may be available only at fixed sites need to 
be encouraged through better access to markets. In order to economically develop these resources, as 
well as other independently developed power plants, their developers must have access to transmission 
facilities to move the power to utilities that need additional sources of power. 

The SWIP could facilitate transactions which help protect the environment. For example, transmission 
contracts could be structured which redistribute inter-regional generation in such a way that northwest 
river flows could aid in the salmon recovery process. There are currently many proposals being 
considered regarding the operation of federal dams on the Columbia River. It is unknown how 
Columbia River operations and salmon recovery plans will affect northwest-southwest power 
exchanges at this time. As environmental costs become an important consideration in the resource 
planning process, low environmental cost (green) resources become more important. The ability to 
move these green resources to the load centers would be expanded with the addition of the SWIP. 

The second test is the consumer benefit test. Utilities must demonstrate to their regulators that a 
transmission line would reduce the total costs, thereby benefiting the consumers. Once the project 
(i.e., the SWIP) is permitted, utilities may then hegin including the project in their least cost plans. 
When and if a sufficient number of utilities have demonstrated the cost effectiveness of the project to 
their regulators, those project participants would move the project forward (i.e., implement that part of 
their least cost plan). 

Generation vs. Transmission 

When utilities consider whether to jointly build generation and share it via transmission, or build 
redundant plants in their respective service territories, they must consider: 
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• power plant construction cost 

• transmission I ine construction cost 

• the extent to which generation can be shared because of regional diversity 

• transmission energy losses 

For example, if we assume that a power plant is needed for summer air conditioning in the Southwest, 
and in the winter needed for light and heat-related loads in the Northwest, there is potential for sharing 
a generating station. 

"Despite the progress of the last 10 years, the region enters the 1990s without the capabi lity to 
successfully run conservation programs in all sectors of the economy and without an inventory of 
resources that can be developed quickly. Even with moderate growth, the region will need an 
additional 2000 MW by the tum of the century. Of all the options the region faces, inaction would 
expose the people and the economy to the greatest risk ." (Northwest Power Planning Counci l, 199 1). 

In response to this, northwest utilities are soliciting proposals for new generating stations and 
conservation projects during the I 990s. The Idaho Power Company (IPCo) is sponsoring conservation 
programs and constructing power plant enhancements. California and Nevada utilities are taking 
similar actions. Desert Southwest utilities anticipate similar requirements later in the decade. 

There is wide recognition in the electric utility industry that new transmission would make the best use 
of the scarce capital available for resource development by providing for the sharing of resources. 
There are new transmission projects proposed and being built to provide additional capacity between 
the Northwest and California, and between the Desert Southwest and California. The SWIP would 
increase the capacity between the Northwest and Southwest. That interconnection is important to 
extend the cost savings of transmission to the West. 

Construction Costs 

As part of their least cost planning, utilities routinely examine the average cost of bringing additional 
capacity into their systems. Least cost options are determined, in part, by evaluating the cost per 
kilowatt for various resources: 

• a coal plant costs approximately $1200 per kilowatt 

• a natural gas plant costs approximately $600 per kilowatt 

• conservation may cost approximately $900 per kilowatt (conservation in one region can 
free resources to supply another region in lieu of new generation) 

• transmission costs approximately $300 per kilowatt (assu me 500 miles at 1200 MW 
capacity is approximately $360,000,000) 

Note: These numbers are conceptual order of magnitude estimates and do not reflect any particular project costs. 
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Using these examples: (I) a coal generating station with one fourth (30011200) of its output shared 
between regions would justify transmission, rather than building plants in two locations, (2) a natural 
gas plant with one half (300/600) of its output shared would justify transmission, and (3) the 
transmiss ion would be justified if it would free one third (300/900) of the energy saved from 
conservation for use in another region. 

Losses on a transmission system of this distance are typically 4 percent to 6 percent of the energy 
transmitted. The cost of losses would adjust the above ratios to determine whether the transmission 
was justified. 

Transmission System Reliability 

The WSCC is an organization of utilities throughout the western U.S. that was organized in August 
1967. It establishes reliability criteria and provides the coordination which is essential for operating 
and planning a reliable and adequate electric power system for the western part of the continental U.S., 
Canada, and Mexico. 

Due to the vastness and diverse characteristics of the region, WSCC's members are faced with unique 
and challenging problems both in coordinating the day-to-day interconnected system operation and the 
long-range planning needed to provide reliable and affordable electric service to more than 59 million 
people in WSCC' s service territory. 

It has become apparent to the WSCC and its member utilities that the bulk power system in the 
western U.S. and parts of Canada has evolved into a highly integrated interconnected system. 

The SWIP would significantly improve the reliability of the regional power system. A WSCC study 
indicated the potential for voltage instability in several areas under transmission or generation outage 
conditi ons during peak demand periods. Voltage instability can result in the uncontrolled loss of 
customer load. Steps are being taken to mitigate the problem by installing new transmission equipment 
and interconnecting segregated systems, like the Intermountain area, to more stable regional systems . 
The SWIP would directly reinforce the Intermountain area which would improve system reliability and 
reduce the likelihood of isolating areas from the regional system. It would provide additional 
transmission capacity to help support the electrical integrity of the western system in the event of the 
loss of critical generation or transmiss ion facilities. 

By interconnecting the SWIP and the Utah-Nevada Transmission Project (UNTP), the SWIP Crosstie 
(hereafter referred to as the Ely to Delta segment) would provide an alternative path if either 
transmission line were curtailed due to scheduled or unscheduled outages. This would allow for 
optimal transfer capability ratings for the SWIP and the UNTP systems. The resulting interconnected 
system would have a larger transfer capacity than would be possible if these projects were not 
interconnected. 

The total electrical strength of all ties between the northern and southern portions of the transmission 
system in the West would significantly increase with the construction of the SWIP. This would reduce 
the potential for and the severity of electrical disturbances during operating emergencies. Reliability 
would be increased by providing an additional transmission path between Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. 
The geographical and electrical separation between existing north-south transmission facilities and the 
SWIP would be substantial. This separation would increase system reliability by reducing the portion 
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of all major north-south ties that can be disrupted by a single event, such as an earthquake, storm, or 
vandalism. 

Regional Economic Benefits of the SWIP 

Capturing current and future efficiencies within the electric power system of the western United States 
would provide reg ional economic benefits. Interconnecting the systems of the Northwest and 
Southwest with fi rm transmission access via the SWIP's proposed "open marketplace" concept would 
allow the regions' utilities to realize these efficiencies. Open access to other regions wou ld facilitate 
creative energy transactions which, driven by the forces of the open market, would take economic 
advantage of the load and resource diversities between the regions. Energy transactions between 
interconnected utilities wo~ld better use existing internal transmission capacity. These transactions 
would benefit the wheeling utility by creating revenues that can be applied against its internal system 
costs, including seasonal exchanges, resource coordination, nonfirm sales and purchases, firm sales and 
purchases, and reserve sharing. Interconnections between utilities would also provide other benefits 
including improved system reliability and environmental enhancements. 

The addition of the SWIP would allow utilities in the Northwest and Southwest to add capacity and 
reliability to the western electrical system at an economical price. Specifically, the SWIP wou ld fulfill 
the major needs as outlined below: 

Seasonal Exchanges 

Seasonal exchanges provide benefits by taking advantage of the load pattern diversities between 
regions . By directly interconnecting and exchanging power between the winter peaking Northwest and 
the summer peaking Southwest, both regions would benefit from increased operating efficiencies of 
existing resources . Seasonal exchange transactions could reduce operating expenses through fuel 
diversity, as well as reduce capital cost expenditures by deferring costly new generating resources. 

The SWIP would allow the Northwest, the Southwest, and the Intermountain areas to take advantage 
of the various load pattern di versities including variations in electrical demand and supply within the 
region. The Ely to Delta segment wou ld create an additional bi-directional transfer path between the 
Northwest and the Intermountain regions of the West. Currently, these areas are interconnected only 
by lower voltage transmission lines with limited electric load-carrying capability. It would also create 
an additional bi-d irectional transfer path between the Intermountain area and the Southwest including 
southern Nevada. This is an area that is rapidly growing and is in need of additional energy and 
capacity resources to serve its native load. 

Resource Coordination 

The SWIP would enable regional resources with diverse generating characteristics to operate jointly in 
a manner that increases overall operating efficiencies. For example, the Northwest could use the 
surplus peaking capacity and storage capabi lity of its hydro system in conjunction with the base loaded 
thermal resources of the Southwest, thus increasing load-carrying capability as well as reducing 
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production costs. Resource coordination agreements, like seasonal exchanges, benefit the utilities by 
both reducing operating expenses and potentially deferring new generating resources. 

Nonfirm Sales and Purchases 

Nonfirm sales and purchases provide benefits by lowering the total power production expenses of the 
parties involved. Nonfirm or economy transactions accomplish this by taking advantage of the 
diversity in incremental production costs between generating resources, such as displacing oil resources 
with coal resources or displacing coal with hydro. The purchasing party benefits from lower 
production expenses than it would have otherwise incurred, while the selling party benefits from the 
revenues received that are in excess of its incremental production costs. Nonfirm transactions are 
generally short-term in nature, ranging from the next hour to several months, since incremental costs 
are very sensitive to the uncertainty of future load requirements, generating unit availability, and fuel 
costs or availability, such as spot gas prices or winter snow pack. 

Firm Sales and Purchases 

Firm agreements tend to be longer in term and place a higher level of obligation on both parties. As 
such, they are included in the utility' s long-term planning process. The economic benefits derived 
from firm sales and purchases are therefore somewhat broader than those of the nonfirm market. Firm 
transactions benefit the purchaser by deferring large capital outlays associated with the acquisition of a 
new generating resource. They benefit the seller by sharing the output and the fixed costs of an 
existing resource until such time as the seller can fully utilize the resource. 

Reserve Sharing 

Reserve margin is generating capacity that must be available to respond to emergency conditions. 
Additional transmission capacity between the Northwest and Southwest would enhance the utilities' 
abilities to meet these reserve margin requirements by using the load and resources diversities that 
exist between regions. Thus, reserve sharing would benefit the utilities by optimizing the existing and 
future regional resources in meeting reserve margins. 

Existing and Future Generation 

Utilities attempting to reduce their need for new generation construction look to existing generating 
stations with surplus capacity. Many of these plants, designed for forecasted demands that were not 
realized due to shifts in growth and energy conservation efforts, are oversized for current demand. 
They now provide cost-effective alternatives to new plant construction. Regional transmission access 
to these plants is either non-existent or constrained by systems currently loaded to capacity. The 
economics of pursuing transmission facilities to access regional surpluses to displace more costly 
generation justifies a regional intertie network necessary for cost-effective load management. 
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Bonanza Generating Station (Bonanza) 

The Deseret Generation and Transmission Cooperative (DG&T), a Utah cooperative, has constructed 
and operates Bonanza, a coal-fired generating station consisting of a 400 MW unit, plus possible 
construction of a second 400 MW unit. The Bonanza plant has a dedicated coal mine with a dedicated 
rail system. The Bonanza site is approximately 7 miles northwest of Bonanza, Utah. 

Nevada is uniquely positioned between Rocky Mountain and Northwest energy sources and Californ ia 
and Southwest consumption centers . As such, having open market substations as well as access to 
these stations (e.g., the Ely area) is essential in this keystone state. The Ely to Delta segment would 
provide a critical path for the DG&T to access these marketplace substations in Nevada where energy 
transactions can take place. 

Intermountain Generating Station (IGS) 

The IGS was constructed on behalf of a group of Utah, California, Nevada, Wyoming municipalities, 
rural electric cooperatives, and a privately owned company to supply their respective communities with 
a firm supply of electrical energy. The IGS, as proposed, was to construct and operate four 750 MW, 
coal-fired units, two of which are currently operational. The IGS currently supplies Los Angeles and 
other southern California cities with over 25 percent of their electrical energy needs over the 500kV 
DC transmission line. 

The Ely to Delta segment would create a supplementary transmission link to the IGS which would 
reduce the potential for a serious electrical disturbance to the interconnected Utah electrical system. 
Presently, a lower voltage transmission line interconnects the IGS to the electrical system in Utah. 
However, this transmission line is less robust and requires a complicated remedial action scheme and 
relays designed to protect Utah's electrical system(s) from a DC transmission failure. 

The Ely to Delta segment would also reduce the potential for, and severity of, electrical disturbances 
to the existing and future IGS generation units. 

White Pine Power Project (WPPP) 

The WPPP, although no construction dates have been scheduled, is a major option in future resource 
planning for the City of Los Angeles and other metropolitan areas. 

The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP), as many utilities throughout the country, 
has implemented conservation, load management, and customer energy efficiency programs. The 
LADWP has projected a deferment of 600 MW of supply-side resource requirements by the year 2000 
as a result of implementing demand-side management programs. When these programs are combined 
with the SWIP transmission system, they wou ld provide access to the surplus generation in the 
Northwest and Intermountain regions·of the country. The LADWP could defer the need for major 
new generati ng plants during the next ten years. 
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Due to the financial risk associated with the large capital expenditures required to bu ild new 
generating facilities, utilities are reluctant to commit to large new projects. The cost of the 
transmission system associated with generation projects is a relatively small percentage (10 to 15 
percent) of the total project cost, yet the billions of dollars invested in a power plant can be held 
hostage awaiting transmission system permitting, approval, and construction. One factor that often 
impairs the ability to install new resources in a timely manner is the long lead times required to fulfill 
the permitting process. Therefore, these transmission lines must be assured or be in place before the 
decision to construct future WPPP units can be made. 
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CUMULATIVE EFFECTS 

Anticipated Utility Projects in the Ely Area 

Scenario 1 - Cutoff Route to North SteptoelRobinson Summit 

In this scenario the SWIP Ely to Delta segment would utilize the Cutoff Route. The least-impact 
Cutoff Route could be constructed to the North Steptoe Substation siting area and then southwest to 
the Robinson Summit Substation site (refer to Figure 3-2). This route would not require a substation 
at the North Steptoe site but would allow a potential interconnection of the Ely to Delta segment with 
the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment at Robinson Summit. In this scenario there would be two lines 
from North Steptoe to Robinson Summit. 

If the environmental impacts would be assumed to be similar on the Cutoff and the 230 kilovolt (kY) 
Corridor Routes, as described on page 2-53 of the SWIP Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft 
Plan Amendment (DEISmPA), then the environmental impacts would be incrementally higher between 
North Steptoe and Robinson Summit because of the second line. The 230kY Corridor Route would 
then become the Environmentally Preferred Alternative. 

If the White Pine Power Project (WPPP) is constructed there would be one additional line built from 
the North Steptoe area to Robinson Summit and two additional lines south from there. Neither the 
Midpoint to Dry Lake segment nor the Ely to Delta segment would necessarily interconnect at the 
WPPP, however, all three lines could be interconnected at Robinson Summit. 

Scenario 2 - Cutoff Route to North Steptoe Substation 

In this scenario the Cutoff Route would be constructed for the Ely to Delta segment and the 
marketplace substation wou ld be constructed at North Steptoe. Then a 230kY line would need to be 
constructed from the Gondor Substation to North Steptoe to provide the future the SWIP 
interconnection with the 230kY system (refer to Figure 3-3). This would likely result in a 230kY line 
from Gondor Substation to the Robinson Summit area then paralleling the SWIP line to North Steptoe. 
This scenario would result in impacts similar to the Cutoff Route to Robinson Summit scenario (see 
above). If the 230kY interconnection occurred, again the 230kY Corridor Route would be 
environmentally preferred over the Cutoff Route. 

If the WPPP is constructed, there could be four lines from North Steptoe to the Robinson Summit area 
(3-500kY lines and 1-230kY line), then 3-500kY lines south from Robinson Summit. This scenario 
would result in the most cumulative impacts of all of the scenarios. The only advantage of this 
scenario over the Cutoff Route to North Steptoe/Robinson Summit scenario (above) is that only one 
substation site wou ld be needed. 
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Scenario 3 - 230kV Corridor Route to Robinson Summit 

With this scenario the Ely to Delta segment would utilize the 230kV Corridor Route and the substation 
would be constructed at Robinson Summit where the interconnection with the 230kV system could 
occur (refer to Figure 3-4). If the 230kV interconnection were to occur, this scenario would have the 
least cumulative impacts to this point in the "buildout" . 

If the WPPP is constructed, the SWIP could interconnect at the North Steptoe area (at WPPP), one 
new 500kV line would be constructed from WPPP to Robinson Summit and two new 500kV lines 
would be constructed south of there. If the WPPP were constructed this scenario would cause the 
least cumulative environmental impacts. 

Environmental Comparison of the Scenarios 

The following table illustrates the environmental preferences of the expected future utility development 
in the Ely area. 

Summary of Cumulative Effects 
Environmental Preference in the Ely Area 

Scenario 1 

Scenario 2 

Scenario 3 

SWIP 
(Midpoint to Dry Lake 
and the Crosstie) 

230kV 
Interconnection 

Environmental Preference 

_ Most Preferred 

1>1 Second-Most Preferred 

D Least Preferred 
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The Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project 

The proposed substation in the Dry Lake area would be the southern terminus of the SWIP. In 1990 
the BLM asked the Idaho Power Company (IPCo) to help coordinate the transmission needs of utility 
companies with new transmission facilities planned in southern Nevada, particularly those needing 
transmission access to the McCullough Substation area located south of Boulder City, Nevada. The 
regional utilities developed a corridor concept which would maximize the capacity of the corridor 
while minimizing env ironmental impacts. Subsequent discussions with the Nevada Power Company 
(NPC) and other utilities resulted in the Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project (MAT) project, which 
is planned to be proposed to the Nevada Public Utility Commission in July 1993 by NPC. This 
approximately S3 mile project would connect the proposed SWIP substation in the Dry Lake area to a 
new marketplace substation in the McCullough Substation area. Two high capacity SOOkY 
transmission lines would connect the two substations of the "open marketplace" . The combined 
capacity of over 3000 megawatts (MW) would allow utilities to interconnect at either substation and 
conduct transactions. 

Although the MAT would be operated by NPC, several other regional utilities would likely be 
participants in the project. The purpose and need for the MAT would be to provide a major electrical 
interconnection point for the Inland Southwest, with connection points on its north end (i.e., the 
proposed Dry Lake Substation site) and south end (i .e., the proposed marketplace substation near 
McCullough Substation). This project would also provide capacity for NPC' s internal system needs. 
The combined capacity rating of over 3000 MW would be possible because of the relatively short 
distance between the two proposed marketplace substations. The high capacity of this system would 
allow the planned transmission lines to connect on either end, while minimizing the number of lines 
through this sensitive area. The MAT is proposed to be in service in 1997. 

There are two major potential routing alternatives for this project. The first would run straight south 
through the Apex development parallel to the proposed Utah-Nevada Transmission Project SOOkY line, 
then cutting southeast to the Gypsum Wash area, and then south through the Sunrise Mountain and 
Henderson areas. The second major routing alternative would cross Interstate I S at the north end of 
the Dry Lake range and run straight south paralleling the Intermountain Power Project (IPP)-Adelanto 
SOOkY Direct Current (DC) line and the Navajo-McCullough SOOkY line to the Sunrise Mountain and 
Henderson areas. 

The SWIP's southern connection to the proposed Dry Lake Substation would require an 
interconnection with the proposed marketplace substation. The Notice to Proceed for the construction 
of the SWIP, from Ely to Dry Lake, would be contingent on the approval of a transmission facility 
between the Dry Lake Substation and the proposed marketplace substation. The Marketplace-Allen 
Transmission Project (MAT) has been proposed by Nevada Power Company to meet this and other 
interconnection needs. 

The SWIP may be built in phases if market or financial conditions warrant. The portion of the SWIP 
from Midpoint Substation to Ely (Midpoint to Dry Lake segment) may be the first phase developed. 

Also refer to the Cumulative Effects section in Chapter 4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 
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Potential Fiber Optic Ground Wire 

To protect conductors from direct lightning strikes, two overhead ground wires, 3/8 to 112 inch in 
diameter, would be installed on the top of the towers. Electrical current from lightning strikes would 
be transferred through the ground wires and structures into the ground. There is an opportunity to 
install ground wire with fiber optic capability to serve the needs of commercial communication 
companies rather than traditional ground wire. Further, the fiber optic ground wire could also be used 
to supplement the communication needs of the SWIP. However, the planned microwave 
communication system would be the primary communication system. 

If installed, access to the fiber optic ground wire by a commercial communications company would 
only be allowed upon completion of all environmental permitting activities (e.g., NEPA) and obtaining 
the right-of-way. Regeneration stations, which are typically small concrete buildings approximately 10 
feet by 10 feet, would be needed at 20-40 mile intervals along the transmission line right-of-way. They 
would likely be placed on or immediately adjacent to the SWIP right-of-way. 

Similar to the conductors, ground wire would be strung using powered pulling equipment at one end 
and powered braking or tensioning equipment at the other end of a conductor segment as shown on 
Figure 2-5 in the SWIP OEIS/OPA. Sites for tensioning equipment and pulling equipment would be 
approximately 2 miles apart. If a fiber optic ground wire is installed rather than conventional ground 
wire, the construction methods would be the same. The appearance of a fiber optic ground wire is the 
same as conventional ground wire. The regeneration stations would likely cause insignificant visual 
impacts. 
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ADDITIONAL STUDIES AND INFORMATION 

Analysis of the No-Action Alternative 

Information and analysis about the No-Action Alternati ve is presented here as a supplement to the 
secti on analyzing the No-Action Alternati ve in Chapter 2 of the SWIP DEISIDPA on pages 2- 10 and 
2- 11 . Within thi s section the potential impacts associated with No-Action are assessed. 

Biology 

Selection of the No-Action alternative would have the effect of creating no project related impacts to 
biological resources in the States of Idaho, Nevada, or Utah . Impacts that would not occur under this 
alternati ve are varied and include short and long term losses of habitat to a wide array of wildl ife 
spec ies resulting from construction roads and disturbance at tower sites and ancillary fac ili ties (e .g., 
line pulling and tensioning sites and equipment storage yards). In addi tion to short term impacts to 
wildli fe, some populations of rare plant species would not be affected under this alternative. 

Long term impacts, both direct and indirect, that would be avoided under the No-Action alternative 
include permanent commitment of small amounts of wildlife and plant habitat to transmiss ion line 
tower footings, potentially increased OHV use along transmission line roads (even after closure of 
such roads), a potenti al for limited bird mortality resulting from collisions with conductors and static 
lines, and creation of hunting or nesting sites for predatory bird species. 

In southern Nevada, the federally li sted desert tortoise would suffer no direct impacts from short or 
long term distu rbance of habitat, no permanent loss of habitat to transmission line tower footings, and 
no harassment, injury , or mortality from construction-related acti vity. Potential indirect benefits of this 
alternati ve include no project-associated, unintended, increases in public access to tortoise habitat or 
from acti vities associated with operation and maintenance of the transmission line. Impacts fro m 
increases in public access could include further habitat degradation from unauthorized off-road vehicle 
acti vity, direct mortality from tortoises being crushed by vehicles, increased mortali ty from vandalism 
(e.g., shooting of tortoises), and increased illegal collecting of tortoises for pets. 

In northern Nevada, and to some extent, southern Idaho, the No-Action alternative would prov ide both 
direct and indirect benefits to local populations of sage grouse. Although it is likely that direct 
impacts to crucial sage grouse wintering and strutting areas can be avoided by judicious tower 
placement , there may be some impact to these habitat features . The primary indirect benefit to sage 
grouse from thi s alternati ve would be that transmission line towers would not be present to provide 
hunting perches for golden eagles, or other birds such as ravens, to prey on sage grouse during 
particularly vulnerable segments of their life cycle. 

The No-Acti on altern ati ve may also result in indirect benefit to big game species. In the absence of 
the project, indi vidual pronghorn antelope, mule deer, bighorn sheep, and elk may realize net benefits 
through no increases in the potential for human access to habitat areas used by these species at various 
times of the year. However, the No-Action alternati ve may not result in measurable benefit to regional 
popUlati ons of these spec ies . 
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The No-Action alternative may also result in no net benefit accruing to some species and result in a 
scenario that is reflected by the currently existing environment. The introduction of transmission line 
towers into some areas may provide nesting and hunting sites for some species (e.g., some species of 
hawks) where none currently exist. Conversely, the No-Action alternative may be of benefit to 
individual birds of prey inasmuch as perched birds and nests on transmission line towers are highly 
visible, making them more vulnerable to illegal shooting by humans. 

Some particularly sensitive habitats and the wildlife and plants that occur there (e.g., the Leland Harris 
spring complex in Juab County, Utah) may realize beneficial indirect effects from this alternative. In 
the case of the Leland Harris springs, most notable would be the absence of any project related 
impacts to the springs and wetlands associated with them. Secondary, indirect beneficial impact may 
accrue to this area by virtue of the entire planning process for this project, which has brought 
heightened attention to the degraded nature of the existing environment at this sensitive site. 

Cultural Resources 

The No-Action Alternative would result in continued management of cultural resources in accordance 
with current agency programs. No intensive surveys would be undertaken along an approved 
construction corridor and most of the estimated 200 to 400 cultural resources likely to be present 
probably would not be di scovered and recorded in the near future . None of these resources would be 
affected by the transmission line construction activities, nor would the setting of these resources be 
altered by introduction of a new transmission line. No archaeological or historical studies would be 
undertaken nor would other types of measures be implemented to mitigate the impacts of constructing 
the proposed transmission line. The public accessibility of the region would not be enhanced by 
construction of access roads and therefore cultural resources are unlikely to be threatened by increased 
vandalism or inadvertent damage as a result of more visitation . 

The No-Action Alternative would be similar to the Existing Environment (refer to Chapter 3 of the 
SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

Visual Resources 

The No-Action Alternative would not alter the Visual Resources beyond that already described in the 
existing environment (refer to Chapter 3 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). 

Land Uses 

The No-Action Alternative would not affect present land uses as described in the existing environment 
in Chapter 3 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 
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Soils/Geology !Paleontology 

The No-Action Alternative would not alter the Soils/GeologylPaleontology beyond that already 
described in the existing environment (refer to Chapter 3 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). 

Recreation Resources 

The No-Action Alternative would not create any additional recreation access beyond that already 
described in the existing environment (refer to Chapter 3 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). 

WildernesslWSAs 

The No-Action Alternative would not alter the Wilderness/wSAs beyond that already described in the 
existing environment (refer to Chapter 3 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). 

Electric and Magnetic Field Effects 

The No-Action Alternative would not alter the Electric and Magnetic Field Effects beyond that already 
described in the existing environment. Refer to Table 4-5 and 4-6 in the SWIP DEISIDPA for a 
comparison of Electric and Magnetic Field Effects that currently exist with Electric and Magnetic Field 
Effects that would exist if the SWIP were constructed, also refer to Chapter 3 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

Socioeconomics 

With the No-Action Alternative the cost of power may be increased within the western U.S. over time 
because of the inability for the utilities to implement least-cost planning alternatives (i.e., the SWIP). 
The tax bases of the counties under the No-Action Alternative would be the same as the existing 
environment, refer to Table 4-4 in the SWIP DEIS/DPA and Chapter 4 page 4-14 of the SWIP 
FEISIPPA for a description of estimated county tax revenues that would be foregone by county 
residents if the SWIP is not constructed (refer to Chapter 3 of the SWIP DEISIDPA). 

Grazing 

For grazing lessees the No-Action Alternative would be an adverse impact because of less access for 
rangeland purposes . It would also be a beneficial impact to the lessee because the No-Action 
Alternative would also provide less access onto rangeland by the public, and therefore less disruption 
to grazing operations, less chance of vandalism, and less chance of harassment of domestic livestock. 
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Recent EMF Research Results 

Addi ti ona l information has been pro vided on e lectro magnetic fi e ld (EMF) research which has been 
publi shed since the SWTP Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Plan Amendment (DEIS/DPA). 
For a complete di scuss ion of EMFs, please refer to the Chapters 3 and 4 of th e SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

In September 1992, two Swedish residential and occupationa l EMF studies were re leased . One case
control study investigated cancer in both children and adults li ving near hi gh voltage transmi ssion lines 
in Sweden during a 25-year period. The Swedish researchers found a weak assoc iat ion between 
hi storical EMF ex posure and leukemia in children, but could find no ev idence of an inc reased ri sk for 
adults. The occupationa l study 's results showed a modest associat ion for both leukemi a and brain 
tumors in adults who had occupat ional ex posures to EMFs. The researchers concluded that the results 
of the studi es provide some support for an association between EMF and cance r development. 

In October 1992, the Danish Cancer Regi stry released preliminary results from the ir own EMF stu dies. 
Th ey parall e led the ir Swedish co lleag ues with one childh ood and one occupational study. Their 
findin gs, however, did not support those of the Swedish study . For childhood leuke mia, the Dani sh 
study results do not support a co nclusion o f an e levated ri sk from EMF ex posure. Nor was a leu kemia 
ex posure-response trend ev ident. T he occupat ional study , on the other hand, reports an inc reased ri sk 
of Icuke mia in work ing adults exposed to contin uous ly e levated EMFs . The reaso n for thi s increase is 
not clear. In addition to magneti c f ields, other factors may al so be present in th e work env ironment. 

The Electric Power Researc h Institute (EPRI) has anal yzed the Swedish studies and finds that they 
contain important new information and innovative measurement tech niques that better identify the 
ex posure variables. The Swedis h studi es are al so consistent with other studies tha t have fo und a 
correlation. However, there are weaknesses. In the res idential study, there was a relative ly small 
number or cases that estimated the leukemia ri sk, makin g it difficull to draw stati sticall y significant 
co nclu sions. Add itional ly, the long te rm ex posure tracked over the 25 year period necess itated 
estimati ons that did not take into account poss ible exposures from other sources. The Swedi sh 
occupat iona l s tudy , however, did adju st for ex posures to various othe r environmental facto rs. The 
Ediso n E lectrical Inst itute (EEl) al so notes that although the studi es were c red ibl e and th oroughl y 
researched , they were inco mpl ete and showed no definit e link between EMFs and cancer. 

Right-of-Way 

Right-of-Way Width Requirement and Grounding 

A right-oF-way width of 200 feet is required to accommodate th e conductor blowout ( i.c., swi nging of 
th e conductor midway between towers) due to wind , guy w ires and anchors. and maintenance 
c learances at the tower s ites. All powe r lines produce EMFs. These fie ld s produce static charges on 
conducti ve objects w ithin a cel1nin distance frolll the line. The am ount of charge depends on the 
conducti ve obj ect's size, shape, and orientation to the Iinc. These stati c charges can be eli minated by 
either using nonconducti vc material s or by grounding the conducti ve objects that would be of 
sufficient size to produce a charge. Buildings or structures \vith conducti ve surfaces located outsidl:! or 
the ri ght-of-way, but wit hin 200 feet of the assumed cente rline. wou ld be grounded . Buildi ngs or 
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structures beyond 200 feet would be revi ewed in accordance with the National Elcctric Safety Code 
(NESC) to dete rmin e ground ing requirements. 

Th e NESC requires grou ndin g "as one of the mean s of safeguarding employees and the public fro m 
injury that may be caused by e lectric potential." The groundin g standards of the Idaho Power 
Company ( IPCo) exceed the NESC requirements. IPCo ground s all buildings, fences, and other 
structures with metal surfaces located within 200 feet of the assumed centerline of transmi ssion lines. 
Typically, res idential buildings located 200 fee t outside the assumed centerli ne would not require 
grounding. The IPeo al so grounds all metal irrigation systems that parall el a transmi ss ion lines for 

di stances of 1000 feet or more within 100 feet of the assumed centerline. If grou nding is required 
outside the ri ght-of-way, a temporary use permit or landowner consent would be obtained as necessary . 
Groundin g of fences, buildings and other structures would be fully detailed in the SWIP Construction, 
Operation, and Maintenance (COM) Plan. 

Right-of-Way Separation between the SWIP and -the UNTP 

Where the SWIP would paralle l the proposed Utah-Nevada Transmi ssion Project (UNTP), the rights
o f-way o f the two transmi ss ion systems would need sufficient separation to meet re liability and outage 
c rite ria o f the Western States Coordinatin g Council (WSCC) (also refer to the transmission system 
re liability sect ion in the updated Pu rpose and Need in thi s chapter and to page 1-2 of the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA). Without adequate separation the c riteria considers the simultaneous outage of the SWIP 
and the UNTP to be a credible eve nt or an event that has a significant likelihood of OCCUlTing. The 
simultancous loss of the SWIP and the UNTP under heavy transfer conditions could precipitate a 
major electri cal system disturbance resulting in a cascading failure of the western power system. 

Building and operatin g the system in thi s manner wou ld be inconsistent with the WSCC reliability 
criteria. 

The projects mu st ( I ) redu ce capacit y (w hich has the effect of rendering one project economically 
impracti cal ), (2) prov ide measures to avert system breakup (considered techni call y and econom ically 
impracti cal ), o r (3) construct the proj ects so a simultaneous outage is not c red ible (e.g., use adequate 
c ircu it separa ti on). While the laller course is preferable to the project participants, the specific amount 
or separation required to ac hieve thi s determination has not been defined in the criteria. However, 

based on the terrain and enviro nmental consideration s in the area of parall e l right-of-way, it is believed 
that 2,(JOO feet would be adequate. 

Each rig ht-o f-way eva luati on Or request wit hin the WSCC system should consider the specific line 
co mbinations to determine whether a spec ific separation is required. The issue is the credibi lity of a 
sillluitancous loss o f the c ircuits in volved. The WSCC criteria state: 

"the c rcd ibilit y of loss of a particular set of lines will depend upon the total di stance of 
co illmon corridor shared by the lines and upon the vu lnerability of the circuits over that 
distance to a co mmon mode fa ilure. Considerat ions for thi s vulnerability assessment wi ll 
include line design, length, location, whether forested , agri cultural , mountainous, etc., olltage 

hi sto ry, o perati onal guides , "nd separation. For exampl e, so me utilities use separation by more 
than th e span length as adequate to des ignate the circuits as being in separate corridors." 

Thi s issue is not ncw. Fo r ex ample, the Third Pacific SOOkY AC lntertie requested and received miles 
or separation between it and the ex isting two SOOkY interli es in forested areas. This separation was 
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required to a llow adeq uate response time to adjust the system fo ll ow ing the los s of the ex istin g lines 
and a potential loss of the third 500kV line. Similar to the SWIP and the UNTP, the consequences of 
such an outage would be wide spread outages in the WSCC system. Without thi s separation , that 
project probably would not have been feasible. 

The reason for separatin g the SW IP and the UNTP lines is to meet the WSCC re liabi lit y criteri a fo r 
reg ional tran smi ssion facilities. Placing these lines closer together or on the same double circuit tower 
co uld result in a considerab ly lower capac ity rating that wou ld render the projects economi call y 
infeas ibl e. The capacity rating of the SWIP line would not be permilled if the project deve loper does 
not co mpl y with WSCC separat ion requirements. 

Double circuit towers or a separation of less than 2,000 feet would ex ist in iso lated areas a long the 
route due to te rrain or land use conflic ts (e.g., Pa hranagat Wash). These tran smi ssion towers would 
have to be des igned wi th a safety Factor th at is se veral more times redundant than wou ld be otherwise 
necessary. The pro ject deve loper hopes that the WSCC would be wi lling to all ow the 1200 MW 
rating with these des ign concess ions for a short distance (i.e ., less than I percent of the total line 
length) . 

The SWIP and the UNTP would converge near Robber ' s Roost Hills (Link 675 - milepost 12), and 
would be paralle l for 88.5 mil es (L inks 690, 700, and 720 - milepost 15) into Coyote Spring Va ll ey in 
southern Nevada, where the UNTP would continue south and the SWIP wou ld cross through the 
southern end of the Arrow Canyon Range into the Dry Lake Vall ey. A separation of 2 ,000 feet 
wou ld be needed for this entire di stance except where it is not physicall y poss ibl e to maintain thi s 
separation. 

[n the Pahranagat Wash area, the SWIP and the UNTP lines may need to be c loser than 2,000 feet fo r 
two mil es or more . Because the Delamar Mountains and Evergreen W ilderness Study Areas (WSAs) 
are wi thin about 1/2 mile of each other and other linear features are present (e.g., U.S. Highway 93 
and the Lincoln County Coop 69kV line), the SWIP and the UNTP lines wou ld each be constructed on 
doubl e c ircuit towers, with one circuit left open. The plan is for the two fu ture WPPP lines to be 
placed on the open c ircuits of the SWIP and the UNTP li nes through thi s area. The proposed 
co nfIgu ration of the planned lines through thi s area is shown sc hemat icall y in the cross-sections 
included in the Map Volume accompanying the SWIP DEIS/DPA. To he lp compensate for this lack 
of separation and to meet the WSCC criteria outlined above, the structures within th is area wou ld need 
to be engi neered to a higher standard to better wi th stand potential physica l di sturbances (e.g., 
earthquakes, etc.). Refer to Cumulati ve Effects section in Chapter 4 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

If th e Delamar and Evergreen WSAs are not des ignated as Wilderness by Congress by the time all of 
the lines are constructed, the in vo lved utilities may pursue amending the ri ght-of-way grants to allow 
all of the lines to be placed on separate c ircuits. 

In the 88.5 miles where the SWIP and the UNTP lines would be separated by 2,000 feet , the SWIP 
and the UNTP lines would form the outside edges of the utility corridor th at wou ld include the two 
planned 500kV WPPP transmi ss ion lines . The cross-sections in the Map Volume accompany ing the 
SWIP DEIS/DPA schematica lly show the relation ship of the four planned 500kV transmiss ion 
faci li ties. Refer to the Cum ulative EFfects section in C hapter 4 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA. The 
in vo lved regional utilities wil.1 coordinate with the Las Vegas District of the BLM on the fi nal 
configuration of thi s corridor. 
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Where the SWIP would not parall e l the UNTP line, a minimum se paration of 200 feet from other 
tran smi ss ion faciliti es, ce nterline to centerline. would be required (i.e., for some facilities the rights-of
way could be side by side). With thi s separation, if e ither the SWlP or the lower voltage line failed , 
neither would fall into the other. 

Military Air Space 

In a co mment on the SWfP DEIS/DPA, the National Park Servi ce (NPS) requested additional 
in formati on about the significant potential impacts of the alternati ve routes on military airspace. Thi s 
sec ti on desc ribes Federal Aviation Admini stration (FAA) regulations and agreements, the Air Force's 
co ncerns ror the SWfP alternative routes, and the potential impacts of each alternati ve route on fli ght 
operati ons and military airspace . 

The SWIP would affect two of the largest tlight training arcas in the West: the Utah Testin g and 
Training Ran ge (UTTR ) of Hill Air Force Base (AFB ) and the Desert Military Operating Area of 
Nelli s AFB . Each or these ranges have a series of military operating areas (MOAs) where a large 
variety of low-l evel flights are conducted for combat training maneuvers and exercises. 

Flights in th ese areas are conducted under vi sual flight rules (YFR) to provide low-attitude nav igation 
and radar-simulated co mbat exerc ises (FAA Order 761 OA, Special Military Operation s) . Because of 
th e low- leve l hi gh-s peed nature of the fli ght operation s in MOAs, surface stnlctures (e.g., radio towers, 
tran smi ss ion line towers, etc,) present significant potential danger to pilots and aircraft, particularly 
when altitude ceiling and visibility conditions are impaired. Although fli ght operations can be altered 
to avo id the potential hazards of tran smi ssion line facilities, the low-altitude training operations are a 
pre-ex istin g use of the airspace (FAA Part 77, 7400.2C Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, 
1984). FA A procedures state that when proposed structures that exceed the obstruction standards are 
bein g sited and the military has determined the alternati ve would be detrimental to their tlight 
operati ons, an allempt to persuade the project sponsor to lower or relocate the alternative should be 
identifi ed by the military (7400.2C Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, Chapter 7 - Evaluating 
Aeronauti cal Effec t). 

Military Operating Areas and Restricted Areas - The Military has negotiated agreements with the 
FAA to set aside spec ial airspace areas to contain fli ght acti viti es that, because of their nature, may 
impede other aircraft operations that are not part o f those activities. These airspace areas, called 
MO As and restri cted areas, establi sh pos itive control area to separate certain non-hazardous military 
acti vities from instrument flight rules (IFR) traffic (e.g. , conventional commerc ial a ircraft ) and to 
identify fo r YFR traffi c (e.g ., small a ircraft) where these military acti vities are conducted (7400 .2C 
Procedures for Handling Airspace Matters, May 1, 1984). Military activities can include air intercepts, 
supersonic flight, acrobatic maneuvers, air combat exercises, and other fli ght training. Restricted 
Areas and MOAs contain these activities and pre vent non-participating aircraft from being affected or 
interfered with during military operati ons. 

Military airspace is divided into two categori es : those that in volve rul emaking actions and those that 
involve non-rulemaking action s. Rulemaking action s relate to the ass ignment, review, modification, or 
revocation of airspace by a rul e, regulation, or order as prescribed in the Federal Aviati on Regulation s 
(FA R Part II ) . Restricted Areas fall into thi s category. Becau se an agreement between affected 
military units, FAA representati ves, and juriSdictional owners or admini strators (c.g ., the BLM) is 
required, it is diffi cult to amend and/or chan ge the operation plans in these areas . Non-rule making 
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areas include MOAs, firing areas, and ale l1 areas where the FAA has the authority to make the final 
dec ision but does not render that dec ision by issuin g a rule, regulation , or order (7400.2C Procedures 
for Handlin g Airspace Malte"" May I, 1984) . The SWlP a lternatives would pass through both 
categories of military airspace. 

A lette r of agreement betwee n the controllin g agency, the FAA, and the using agency, Hill AFB, is 
lIsed to establi sh special airspace areas. Thi s agreement regulates and coordinates mi litary activities 

wit h other aircraft and private land owners and pub!ic land admini strators. The controlling agency is 

the agency, organization, or military command whose activit y the spec ial ai rspace was establi shed for 

when first designated. 

The controlling agency wi ll establi sh a MOA or restricted area as a non-jo int li se area, jo int li se area, 
or point source area. Thi s designation allows the special airspace to be lI sed or not lI sed \vhen all or 

pal1 of the airspace is not required for its presc ribed purpose or used for othe r purposes when mi ssions 
are not taking place . To determine the useable limits of each, MOAs and res tricted areas are desc ribed 
in te rms of hori zonta l and (boundari es), verti ca l (altitudes) dimensions, the lime il will be used 
(spec ifi ed times and days of the week), and the types of activities or mi ss ions that wi ll take place. 
Becau se of their small size, geographic location, or high degree of lise, some areas are impracti ca l for 

use all o f the time or at a ll. These areas are usually termed as non-jo int use. Areas that are used 
pe riodi ca ll y may be te rmed joint use and areas that are used rreq uentl y, such as specific va ll eys, may 
be termed point source use . 

L etlers of ag reement <lrc signed as part of the negotiati ons between the controlling agency and th e 

lI sing agency. Agreemen ts are necessary when military acti vit y is to be designated below 1,200 reet 
above-ground- limit (AG L) and when the underlying land be longs to a pri vate owner or is administered 
by a public agency other than the military. The agreements slaLe reasonab le and timely aeri al access 
to such land s and grant the Air Force permi ss ion to tl y mi ss ions over land s they do nOI ad mini ster. In 

order for th e military to designate ac ti vities down to the ground surface, the proponent must either 
own, lease, or by letter of agreement contro l th e underlying surface. 

Affected Environment 

All of the alte rnati ve routes fo r the E ly to De lta scg ment would affec t restricted airspace or MOAs o f 
the UTIR (Hill AFB) and a ll of the a lte rnative routes for th e Midpoint to Dry Lak e segment wo uld 
affect several MOAs operat ed by Ne lli s AFB . 

Agreements - Th e are no sign ed lett ers of agreement bctween the BLM and th e Depa rtment of 
De fense for th e MOAs and rest ricted a reas affected by the SW lP alternati ve roules. There arc ex ist in g 
agreements between the BLM and FA A and the FAA and the Depal1ment of Defense. Th ese 
agreements establ ished the MOAs and restr icted areas for Hill AFB in Utah and Ne lli s AFB in 

Nevada. 

There are no regulations governin g the allowed uses on the BLM-admini stered land s under a rest ricted 
areas or MOA. The BLM has juri sdi cti onal ri ghts and can permit a utilit y line under airspace 
admini ste red by the military. 

Hill Air Force Base Flight Operations - The UTIR o f Hill AFB is located in northwestern Utah and 
eX lend s across the state lin e into northeastern Nevada. Th e portions of MOA s in Nevada are used 
primarily for fli ght maneuvers and air combat training . as \ve ll as approaching and departin g targets 
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located in the adjacent restri cted areas of the UTTR (UTTR, 1988). F li ght levels extend from 100 
feet-AGL to 9,000 feet (6,SOO-feet Mean Sea Level (MSL). All supersoni c flights are conducted under 
VFR durin g th e day li ght hours (U.S. Air Force, Hill AFB, 1985). Altitude fl oors for the Lucin A, 
Luc in B, Gand y, Sev ie r A, and Sevier B MOAs of the UTTR are set throughout at IOO-feet AGL. 

Hill AFB was contacted and notified of the SWIP alternat ive routes during the in ventory . The 
airspace coordinator provided maps for locating Restricted Areas and MOAs and a letter ex pressing 
concerns about a lte rnati ve study con·idors. T he pOI1ion(s) of the UTTR affected are described fo r each 
alternati ve route: 

Delta Direct Route - Thi s route would c ross 19.5 miles in the Gandy MOA, 44.S miles in the 
R-640S Restricted Area, 12.8 miles in the Sevier A MOA, and 13.8 miles in the Sevier B 
MOA. Hill AFB stated that a route across the R-6405 Restricted Area would like ly not be 
feas ibl e. Areas of hi gh concern were al so identified along the portion of the Gandy MOA that 
would be affected by thi s route. 

C utoff Route - Thi s route would cross 33 .8 miles in the Gandy MOA, 62.5 miles in the 
Sevie r A MOA, and 20 miles in Sevier B MOAs. F li ght operati ons in these areas may occur 
down to 100-feet AGL in a jo in t use arena. 

230kV Corridor Route - Thi s route wou ld cross 40.4 miles in the Sev ier A MOA and 20 
mil es in th e Sevier B MOA . Fl ight ope ration s may occur in these areas down to 100-feet 
AGL in a j o in t lise arena . 

Southern ROllte - Thi s route would c ross 1.2 mil es in the Sev ier A MOA and 82 miles in the 
Sev ie r B MOA. Flight operati ons in these area may occur down to 100-feet AGL in a joint 
use arena. 

T he spec ifi c mileage of each alte rnati ve route in MOAs and Restricted Areas is li sted in Table 3- 1. 
Restri cted Areas and MOAs are illu strated in the study corridors in blue and MOAs are illu strated in 
green on th c Land Usc Resources maps in the SWIP DEIS/DPA Map Volume. 

As one of th e la rgest nigh t tra inin g areas in the in the U.S., the UTTR is highly regarded as a valuable 
testing and trainin g ce nter and is conside red very important by the Department of Defense, espec iall y 
in li g ht or th e recent c los ing o f military bases around the country by Congress. 

Nellis Air Force Base Fl ight Operations - Ne lli s AFB operates several MOA s located in southern 
Nevada co llec ti ve ly call ed th e Desert Military Operatin g Area. The FAA has auth ori zed the Nelli s Air 
Tralli e Con trol Faci lit y (NATC F) to govern this a irspace. NATCF controls the entry and ex it of 
military airc raft in th e ir airspace \vhil e the Range Control Center monitors mi ss ion activities w ithin the 
airspace. 

Fli ght o perati ons in the Desert Military Opera ting A rea include high- speed low-l evel fli ght tra ining 
mane uvers and supe rso nic fli ght exe rc ises at or above S,OOG-feet AG L. Operati ons may occur during 
day li ght hours Mo nday -Saturday. The MOA s o perated by Ne lli s AFB admini ster the a irspace from 
the ground level to 55,noo feet. 

Nel li s AFB was contacted an d notified of the SW IP alternati ve routes duri ng the in ventory. Nelli s 
AFB is o pposed to alte rnative routes th rough the White River Valley (Li nk 671 ), Dry Lake Valley 
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(Link 673), and Kane Springs Wash (Link 680) because of low- level fli ght ac tivi ty and air to air 
intercepts exercises that occur in these nrcas. 

In October 1990, Nel li s AFB sent maps recommending specifi c rout e changes and towe r height 
restric tions. Nelli s AFB ex pressed a preference for a route that would turn east at a point south of the 
Way ne Kirch Wildlife Manage ment Area across Cave Vall ey through a pass at the southcrn end of the 
Sc he ll C reek Range (Li nk 672) then turnin g southeast across Muleshoe Valley (L in k 674) toward the 
Bri stol Range and south al ong the east side of Dry Lake Valley . Thi s routing would begin paralle lin g 
the ex istin g Lincoln County 69kV tran smi ssion li ne near Robber's Roost Hill s (Link 675). The 
Cali ente Reso urce Area of the Las Vegas Distric t of the BLM ag reed that the routin g proposed by 
Ne lli s AFB should be studied. Subsequentl y, the described route seg ment s were added (refer to the 
Panel 5 - La nd Use Resources map in the SWIP DEIS/DPA Map Vo lume) . 

The ind ividua l MOAs affected by alternati ve routes include Reve ill e (Links 672, 673), Ca liente West 
(Links 675, 690), Caliente Alpha (Link 690), and Sall y Corrido r (Link 690). Ne lli s AFB then 
identified "areas of hi gh concern " along the aite rnat ive stud y corridors mapped du ring the in ventory. 
These areas of hi gh concern occu r along porti ons of Links 67 1, 672, 673. 674. 675. 680. and 690. 

The speci fi c mileage of each alternative route in MO As and Restri cted Areas are lis ted in Tab le 3- 1. 
Restricted Areas and MOAs are illustrated in the study corridors in blue and MOAs are illustrated in 
green on the Land Use Resources maps in the SWIP DEIS/DPA Map Vo lume. 

Environment Consequences 

T he co nstruc ti on of the SWIP through military airspace in a Restricted Area o r MOA would introdu ce 
a potentiall y hazardous obstruction across hi gh-speed low- level fli ghts routes used by a ircra ft 
approaching or departing targets. The Ai r Force has stated that maintaining their current operations 
with suc h an obstruction in the area would risk pi lots and aircraft un less many low-level fl ight 
maneuvers were curtail ed or otherwise altered. 

The potential impacts of alte rnati ve routes on flight operations in Restri cted Areas and MOAs is 
descri bed below. All moderate res idual impacts are considered significant. 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment - All of the alte rnati ve routes for the Midpoint to Dry Lake seg ment 
would adversel y effect MOAs operated by Ne ll is AFB. Alternative routes would pass th rough 64.7 
mil es of areas of hi gh concern in the Desel1 Military Operating Area. To reduce the potent ial hazard 
of the tran smi ss ion line towers, the AGLs of the affected MOAs would have to be raised to 200 feet. 
Changing the AGLs would require modillcations to fli ght operations (e.g., exercises, flig ht routes, etc.) 
and potentially change the use designat ion (e.g ., non-joint, j oint, or point source use) of affected 
MOAs. CUl1ai led or altered fli ght operations could dimini sh the effecti veness of fli ght training 
exerc ises ava ilable in the Desert Military Operating Area. 

T he use of shorter towers was recommended as mitigation to reduce moderate init ia l impacts to low 
res idual impacts. The potential appl ication of this mitigati on was negotiated with the airspace manager 
of Nelli s AFB. However, there is no agreement with Nellis AFB to accept thi s miti gation. Ne llis 
AFB did not submit co mments on the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

Ely to Delta Routes - The Direct Route would resu lt in 55. 1 miles of moderate resid ual impacts 
where it would pass through the R-6405 Restricted Area operated by Hill AFB. Fo ll ow ing a series of 
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meetin gs and corres po ndence, Hill AFB' s airspace coordinator submitted a letter (May 22, 199 1) 
sta ti ng the pos iti on of Hill AFB and the concern s of the Department of the Air Force regarding the 
four Ely to Delta ro utcs . Hill AFB is opposed to any power line construction above 30 feel in height 
in the Restri cted Area or wou ld prefer the tran smi ss ion line be buried. The letter c ited that safety was 
of hi gh concern above and below th e test and training aircraft. 

The other El y to Delta routes would affect onl y MOAs. Hill AFB is opposed to towers above 105 
feet in areas of high concern and above 154 feet in a ll other areas of the affected MOA s. Shorter 
towers (i.e., [05 reet) were reco lllmended as mitigation within the areas of high concern following 

negotiation s with the Hill AFB airspace coordinator. The location s of shorte r towers are illu strated on 
Fi gure 3-5 . Hill AFB agreed in a letter that shorter towers would be acceptable in the MOAs. 

Effects to Wilderness Areas, Wilderness Study Areas, and 
Instant Study Areas 

No wil derne" areas, Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs), or in stant study areas (ISAs) would be directly 
affected by any o f the a lte rnati ve routes. None o f the alternative routes is expected to adversely affect 
the natural integrity, apparent naturalness, opportunities for so litude, or primiti ve recreat ion 

oppo rtunit ies o f wilde rness or WSAs. The primary iss ue of concern for these areas is the potential 
effects (indirec t) of a tran smi ss ion line on the visual resource of adjacent areas. 

As described under Visual Resources in the SWIP DEIS/DPA, viewpoints were identifi ed and mapped 
within 3 mil es of the ass umed centerline of eac h alternative study corridor (i.e ., link ). No spec ific 
view po ints (e.g., tra il , vista, e tc.) were identified within wilderness, WSAs, or ISAs dur in g the 
in ventory. Because recreation use in wilderness areas, WSAs, and ISAs is generally dispersed, views 
may occ ur from an indefinite number of potential viewpoint s. And since non e of these areas that fall 
wi thin the study corridors have any des ignated viewpoints or management plans, it is not poss ible to 
estimate ~pcc ifi c visual impacts. 

Buffer zones arou nd wilderness areas are specifica lly addressed in Chapter I of the BLM Handbook H-
8560- 1, Management o f Des ignated Wilderness Areas under Section A.l.b. which states, "Wilderness 
must be viewed in context with other public lands, recognizing that no buffer zones will be created . 

Construction of hi gh standard roads, recreation faciliti es or developments adjacent to a wilderness 
should co nsider the effecl they will have on the wilderness. " It further states that non-wilderness 
acti viti es or uses that can be seen or heard from areas within the wilderness shall not, of itself, 
preclude such activit ies or uses up to the boundary of the wi lderness area (BLM, 1983). However, the 
handbook a lso slates that effects of adjacent activities or land uses outside o f wilderness areas should 
be identifi ed. Thi s po li cy also applies to WSAs and ISAs because the BLM mu st manage these areas 
as wi lderness in accordance with the Inte rim Management Policy and Guidelines for Lands Under 
Wilderness Rev iew (BLM document H-8550- 1). If Congress design ates them wilderness, the Interi m 
Manage ment Policy woul d cease to apply. Areas not des ignated as wilderness would be returned to 
multiple use in accordance with ex isting BLM planning documents. Since WSAs and ISAs are being 
managed as potentia l wilderness, impacts to these areas from influences outside of thei r boundaries 
lllll ~ t also be assessed. 

Based on directi on from the BLM Handbook and the BLM 's Nevada State Director, potential effects 
o f the a lte rnati ve routes to di spersed viewpoints in wilderness a reas, WSAs, and ISAs were addressed. 
Because it is not possibl e to assess spec ifi c impacts to di spersed viewpoints that could potenti a ll y 
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occur anywhere within these areas, potential effects considered the general viewing conditions (e.g., 
distance zone, view orientation, existing visual conditions - dominant or subordinate, etc.) and the 
visual contrasts of each alternative route. 

Potential Effects 

The project study area in Nevada and Utah is part of the Basin and Range physiographic province. 
Wilderness areas and WSAs in this physiographic province are generally associated with the mountain 
ranges, with one notable exception, Lower Salmon Falls Creek WSA in southern Idaho. Because of 
this tendency, views from wilderness areas and WSAs typically look out over large basins towards 
distant mountain ranges. Views can easily range beyond 30 miles under clear conditions. 

The SWIP would likely tend to dominate views when seen from less than one-half mile away 
depending on specific viewing conditions (e.g., screening, viewer position and orientation, time of day, 
etc.). Because steel-lattice towers are proposed, it is expected that the transmission line would quickly 
become less visually evident with increasing distance from the viewer. In context with the grand scale 
of Basin and Range landscapes, the SWIP would be subordinate. 

Because most of the landscapes surrounding wilderness areas and WSAs would be viewed from a 
superior position (i.e., looking down or over) in mountainous topography, most dispersed recreation 
users would likely tend to overlook the SWIP as they viewed the landscapes beyond (i.e., vast basins 
and rugged mountains) and the transmission line would be "backdropped" by the landscape. This 
viewing position would tend to make visual intrusions less evident and subordinate in the landscape. 
In a few cases, the SWIP may be viewed from an inferior position (i.e., looking up) which would tend 
to accentuate visibility, especially where it would be viewed against the sky or the horizon (skylined) . 

Under certain lighting conditions, the SWIP may be visible at greater distances because of the light 
reflected from towers and conductors. The use of dulled towers and non-specular conductors would be 
expected to largely mitigate this effect. 

Mitigation The selectively committed mitigation measures (#9 and #10 in Table 1-5) were 
recommended to minimize potential adverse visual impacts of the SWIP. Mitigation was 
recommended based on the distance of the alternative routes from the boundaries of wilderness areas 
and WSAs: 

·0 to I mile dulled towers and non-specular conductor 

• I to 3 miles non-specular conductor 

This section describes the characteristic views and visibility of alternative routes for each wilderness 
area and WSA, and documents the potential effects of each alternative route on visual resources of 
these areas. The locations of wilderness areas and WSAs are illustrated on the Land Use Resources 
maps in the SWIP DEISIDPA Map Volume. Tables 3-2 and 3-3 show, by wilderness area and WSA, 
the mileage of each alternative route that would pass within 0 - 114 mile, 1/4 - 1 mile, and 1 - 3 miles 
of their boundaries. 

3-27 



Idaho 

Lower Salmon Falls Creek WSA - This WSA is the portion of Lower Salmon Falls Creek from 
Salmon Falls Creek Reservoir to Balanced Rock State Park. Because viewers in this WSA would be 
in the canyon, none of the alternative routes would be visible. Route F would parallel the existing 
Upper Salmon to Wells 138kV transmission line along the east boundary of this WSA and would be 
openly visible to viewers on the west rim of the canyon. 

Nevada 

Mt. Moriah Wilderness - This wilderness is situated 30 miles east of Ely near the Nevada-Utah state 
line within the bound~ries of the Humboldt National Forest. Although the Cutoff Route (Link 267) 
would be visible for some distance to views northeast and east from this wilderness, it would be a 
subordinate feature in the vast open landscape of the Snake Valley. The 230kV Corridor Route (Link 
464,469,471) would also be visible to some middleground and background views from this 
wilderness in the Sacramento Pass area (also refer to the Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute section 
in Chapter 3 of this document). 

South Pequop WSA - This WSA is located in southern half of the Pequop Mountains in southeastern 
Elko County. With the exception of the Union Pacific Railroad and a few unpaved roads in 
Independence Valley and Goshute Valley, views from this WSA are of largely undisturbed natural 
landscapes. 

Routes A, C, F, and G would be visible in the middle of Goshute Valley from I to 3 miles where 
these routes would parallel the Nevada Northern Railroad (Links 212, 230). From viewing positions 
in the northeast and east portion of this WSA, most of these routes would be backdropped by the 
Goshute Mountains east across the valley and would be visually subordinate to the landscape. Route 
D would tend to dominate views north where this route would pass within 114 mile of the boundary of 
this WSA at the railroad tunnel (Link 190) in the Pequop Mountains. 

Bluebell WSA - This WSA is located in the northern part of the Goshute Mountain Range 
approximately 10 miles southwest of Wendover, Nevada. The landscape of this WSA is dominated by 
steep, mountainous topography with numerous canyons radiating along a north-south trending 
mountain range. 

Routes Band E would pass north and east of this WSA and would be openly visible in Pilot Creek 
Valley (Link 222). From the northern portion of this WSA, views include Interstate 80 and several 
unpaved roads in the valley with occasional long-distance views of the salt flats beyond Wendover, 
Nevada. Views east, from north of Clifside to as far south as Felt Wash, include U.S. Highway 93 
Alternate and unpaved access roads. 

Routes D and E would dominate views where these routes would pass within 114 mile of the WSA for 
2.4 miles. Routes A, C, F, and G would traverse in the center of Goshute Valley (5-6 miles away) 
parallel to the Nevada Northern Railroad and would be subordinate to views west from this WSA. 

Goshute Peak - This WSA is located in the southern portion of the Goshute Mountain Range. 
Similar to Bluebell WSA, the landscape of this WSA is dominated by steep, mountainous topography 
with numerous canyons radiating from a north-south trending mountain range. 

3-28 

j 



Routes Band E (Links 222, 225, 226) would be openly visible to views east and southeast from this 
WSA, except for a portion that may be screened by Ferguson Mountain. There are also distant views 
to the southwest of U.S. Highway 93. These routes would dominate views where they would be 
visible within one-quarter mile of this WSA (Link 226) for 1.3 miles and visible within 1/4 mile to I 
mile (Link 225, 226) for 3.4 miles. 

Goshute Canyon - This WSA is located in the Cherry Creek Mountains from the ElkolWhite Pine 
county line to approximately 2 miles north of Cherry Creek. Views north are of the wide flat expanse 
of Steptoe Valley toward dark rugged forms of the Cherry Creek Range. The only apparent visual 
intrusions include U.S. Highway 93 on the far side of the valley, several two-track roads, and a series 
of seismic survey lines that cross the valley. 

Routes D and G (Links 241, 242) would be largely subordinate views east from this WSA where they 
would be backdropped by the Shell Creek Range. Routes D and G may dominate some views across 
north Steptoe Valley from visitors to Goshute Cave where these routes would pass within I mile. 

Marble Canyon WSA - This WSA is situated 30 miles northeast of Ely near the Nevada-Utah state 
line adjacent to the Mt. Moriah Wilderness in the Humboldt National Forest. Part of this WSA was 
included with the designation of the Mt. Moriah Wilderness. Although the Cutoff Route (Link 267) 
would be visible for some distance northeast and east from this WSA, it would be a subordinate 
feature in the vast open landscape of the Snake Valley. The Cutoff Route would be most noticeable 
along the lower portion of the alluvial benches that stretch from Marble Wash to Smith Creek Canyon 
within I to 2 nliles of the east boundary of this WSA. Refer to Figure 4-5 in the Errata in Chapter 4 
for the location of this WSA. 

Swamp Cedar ISA - This ISA is located in Spring Valley several miles east of U.S. Highway 6/50. 
The 230k V Corridor Route (Link 380) is approximately one mile to the south of this area parallel to 
two existing 230kV transmission lines. Situated in the open valley, this route would be openly visible 
to middleground views. However, because of weaker structure contrasts associated with the existing 
transmission lines, the 230kV Corridor Route would not cause significant change in this landscape. 

Mount Grafton WSA - This WSA is located on Mount Grafton approximately 30 miles southeast of 
Ely, Nevada, on the White Pine/Lincoln County line. The landscapes seen from the northern portion 
of this WSA are largely undisturbed, except for the Horse and Cattle Camp Backcountry Byway, an 
unpaved scenic route. The Southern Route would dominate views where it would pass adjacent to the 
northern boundary of this WSA. This route would be visible in Steptoe Valley (Link 364) from north 
of Mollys Nipples until it drops out of sight through numerous rock outcrops and scattered peaks north 
of Burnt Knoll Spring. 

Fortification Range WSA - This WSA is located in Lincoln County between Lake Valley and Spring 
Valley just east of U.S. Highway 93. Only a very small portion of this WSA extends into the study 
corridor (Link 440). Only visitors to the northern part of the WSA would be affected by the Southern 
Route (Links 420, 430). Looking from mountain peaks above Indian Springs, viewers would see faint 
views of the SWIP where it would cross Spring Valley east towards Big Springs Wash. Views within 
the WSA to the west, south and far east would not be affected. 

Delamar Mountains WSA - This WSA is located in the southern half of the Delamar Mountain 
Range east of the Pahranagat Wash Wildlife Refuge and Desert National Wildlife Refuge in Lincoln 
County. All of the alternative routes for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would use Link 690 
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which would traverse the base of these mountains along the west side of the WSA. The SWIP would 
be visible in the narrow valley formed by Pahranagat Wash. 

When viewing north from this WSA, the SWIP would be seen for over 20 miles approaching across 
Delamar Valley parallel to the UNTP SOOkV transmission line and the Lincoln County 69kV 
transmission line . All the routes would be visible along Link 690 where they would pass within one
quarter mile of the west boundary of this WSA for approximately 23 miles and would tend to 
dominate views west. However, because the SWIP would be parallel to two existing transmission 
lines, there would be only a slight incremental increase in the effect. 

Evergreen WSA - This WSA is composed of three parcels of land, contiguous to the Desert National 
Wildlife Range (Link 690), located east of U.S. Highway 93 in the flat of Pahranagat Wash. AU of 
the alternative routes for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would pass through the center of 
Pahranagat Wash adjacent to this WSA and parallel to U.S. Highway 93, the UNTP SOOkV 
transmission line, and the Lincoln County 69kV transmission line (Link 690). Although backdropped 
by the Delamar Mountains, views from this relatively flat WSA would be dominated by the 
transmission lines and the highway in Pahranagat Wash. The addition of the SWIP would be a slight 
incremental increase in the visual effect of the existing lines and highway. 

Fish and Wildlife 1, 2, & 3 WSA - Similar to the Evergreen WSA, this WSA is composed of three 
parcels of land contiguous to the Desert National Wildlife Range (Link 700, 720). All of the 
alternative routes for the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment would pass through the center of Coyote 
Spring Valley adjacent to this WSA and parallel to U.S. Highway 93, the UNTP SOOkV transmission 
line, and the Lincoln County 69k V transmission line. Except for some views from points in the 
Elbow Range, the SWIP would be subordinate from this largely flat WSA. Parallel to two existing 
transmission lines and the highway in the middle of Coyote Springs VaUey over one mile away, 
adding another transmission line would be a slight incremental increase in the visual effect. 

Arrow Canyon WSA - This WSA is located in the Arrow Canyon Range, which rises abruptly along 
the east edge of Coyote Spring Valley (Link 720). All of the alternative routes for the Midpoint to 
Dry Lake segment would pass through Coyote Spring Valley below this WSA parallel to U.S. 
Highway 93, the UNTP SOOkV transmission line, and the Lincoln County 69kV transmission line. 
From the southern portion of this WSA, views west would be dominated by transmission lines and the 
highway where the line would be within one-quarter mile of the east boundary for 4.3 miles. 
However, because the SWIP would be parallel to two existing transmission lines and the highway, 
there would be only a slight incremental increase in the visual effect. The SWIP would be subordinate 
in views west from the northern portion of this WSA. 

Utah 

Howell Peak WSA - This WSA is located north of Marjum Canyon in the Middle Range just south 
of the Swasey Mountains. The SWIP along the Cutoff Route or the 230k V Corridor Route (Links 
462, 470) would dominate views south into the highly scenic and narrow Marjum Canyon, where these 
routes would parallel two existing 230kV transmission lines. From high points these routes would be 
visible to views southwest as they would cross Tu le Valley, disappearing momentarily into Marjum 
Canyon and reappearing heading northeast across Whirlwind Valley. 

King Top WSA - This WSA is located in the Confusion Range (Link 4SI). From the southern 
portion of this WSA, the Southern Route would be visible first where it would come around Pyramid 
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Knolls in the west. This route would dominate views along the southern boundary for approximately 
3 miles. Knoll s and hills west of the Confusion Range would screen some of the views of this route. 
Once past Warm Point the route would be screened by the Bam Hills. Views east from the northeast 
portion of this WSA would be of the Southern Route, where the route would parallel U.S. Highway 
6/50 toward Sevier Lake. 

Notch Peak WSA - This WSA is located in the House Range between U.S. Highway 6/50 on the 
south and Marjum Canyon on the north. Looking west viewers would first see the 230kV Corridor 
Route and the Cutoff Route (Link 462) across Tule Valley coming from Payton Canyon in the 
Confusion Range parallel to two existing 230kV transmission lines. From Pines Peak 3 miles north of 
Notch Peak, viewers would see the transmission line corridor continue from Tule Valley to south of 
Marjum Canyon. From the northern boundary, views would likely be dominated where the SWIP 
would pass through the highly scenic Marjum Canyon. Only viewers in the extreme northeast portion 
of the WSA would see these routes exit Marjum Canyon heading northeast across Whirlwind Valley. 

From the southern portion of this WSA, viewers would see the Southern Route (Link 451) where it 
would traverse north across Tule Valley. The Southern Route would begin to dominate views south 
where it would turn northeast to parallel U.S. Highway 6/50 into the Sevier Desert. 

Wah Wah Mountains WSA - This WSA is located in the Wah Wah Mountains north of Utah State 
Highway 21 (Link 45 I). Only a small portion of the northwest boundary of this WSA would view the 
Southern Route. At over 2.5 miles away, the Southern Route would be subordinate in the landscape. 

Fish Springs WSA - This WSA is located in Fish Springs Range between Snake Valley and Fish 
Springs Flat (Link 630). From the southern end of this WSA viewers would see the Direct Route over 
one mile away. In this largely undisturbed landscape, the Direct Route would be noticeable, but 
would not be a dominant feature in the vast expanse of Tule Valley in the distance. 

Swasey Mountain WSA - This WSA is located in the House Range (Link 630) between Tule Valley 
and Whirlwind Valley. Only two small portions of the northern boundary fall into the study corridors. 
Distant views of Direct Route from these areas would likely be screened by isolated hills at the end of 
the Swasey Mountains. The Direct Route would be subordinate to views northeast across Whirlwind 
Valley and Swasey Bottom over 3 miles away. 

The 230kV Corridor Route and Cutoff Route (Link 470) would parallel two existing 230kV 
transmission lines across Whirlwind Valley. These routes would be subordinate to views south from 
this WSA and would be less than 2 miles away. 

Recreation Effects 

Although no developed recreation sites would be directly affected by the alternative routes, the SWIP 
would indirectly affect recreation resources. The presence of transmission line facilities may affect the 
experience available to recreation users. Towers, construction disturbances, and roads may affect 
recreation activities and experiences where they border, pass through, or cross developed and proposed 
recreation sites and areas. All park, recreation, and preservation areas within 3 miles of the assumed 
centerlines of the alternative study corridors were identified, mapped, and described during the 
inventory . 
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In general, all of the alternative routes would have a minor affect on dispersed recreation in the region. 
Off-highway vehicle (OHV) use (i.e., 4-wheel drives, motorcycles, and other al l-terrain vehicles) could 
increase in some remote areas because of roads kept open for transmission line maintenance. This 
would be a potential benefit to public land users with OHVs. There could also be some benefit to 
dispersed hunting opportun ities within remote areas because of potentially increased access. 

The potential effects of the SWIP routes on recreation resources and the specific parks, recreation, and 
preservation areas that occur along each route are described below. 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

Route A - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, several recreational sites occur along the 
route. Route A would pass adjacent to the Minidoka Relocation Center Interpretive Site (Link 20), 
adversely affecting the recreation experience of visitors to this historic site. The route would pass 
through the Snake River Rim Recreation Area, a BLM special management area between Interstate 84 
and the Snake River canyon. That encompasses a large area of rural agricultural lands interspersed 
with the BLM-administered lands. In this largely developed area the adverse effects of Route A 
would be minimal except at a few specific recreation sites or features. In particular, the portion of this 
route that would cross the Murtaugh section of the Snake River, proposed for designation as a Wild 
and Scenic River, would diminish the experience of recreation users (e.g., river floaters) (Link 41). 
Similarl y, the sight of this route crossing the Oregon Trail (Link 41) would briefly diminish the 
experience of users on this national recreation trail. Route A would minimally affect recreation at Nat
Soo-Pah, a private development located approximately I mile away. This route would only slightly 
increase the effects to recreation experiences where it would parallel the Upper Salmon to Wells 
138kV and the Midpoint to Valmy 345kV transmission lines (Links 50, 70) near existing and proposed 
BLM campgrounds and recreation faci lities located in the Salmon Falls Reservoir Special Recreation 
Management Area (SRMA). 

From Jackpot, Nevada to the Robinson Summit Substation site, Route A would cross the California 
National Historic Trail three times (Links 1612,211,212), and the Pony Express Trail (Link 291). 
Construction disturbances and the presence of the SWIP at these crossings would diminish the 
recreation experience of users of these national trails. For dispersed recreation users in the South 
Pequop WSA (Link 212), the presence of Route A, 3 miles away in the Goshute Valley, wou ld go 
largely unnoticed under most viewing conditions. 

From the Robinson Summit Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, Route A would cross a 
portion of U.S. Highway 93, a designated scenic route (Li nk 675), and the proposed Kane Springs 
Backcountry Byway (Links 690, 700). Because viewing scenery is the major activity for users of 
these travel ways, Route A would significantly diminish the experience of recreation travelers where it 
would be visible. Similarl y, a large part of the dispersed recreation users' (e.g., hikers) experience can 
be attributed to viewing undisturbed natural landscapes. The presence of the SWIP would also 
adversely affect this recreation experience where Route A would pass near the Wayne Kirch Wildlife 
Management Area (Link 672), the Pahranagat National Wildlife Refuge, the Evergreen WSA (Link 
690), the Delamar WSA (Li nk 690), the Desert National Wildlife Refuge (Link 690), the Fish and 
Wildlife I , 2, & 3 WSAs (Link 700), and the Arrow Canyon WSA (Links 700, 720) . The effects of 
Route A on primitive recreation opportunities would be significant where the SWIP would dominate 
views from WSAs (refer to Wilderness Effects in this chapter). 

3-32 



Route B - Route B is the same as Route A from Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada. From 
Jackpot, Nevada to the North Steptoe Substation site, Route B would cross the California National 
Historic Trail and California Trail Back Country Byway (Link 140), where viewing scenery is the 
major activity. Route B would introduce transmission line towers into the largely undisturbed 
landscape of Toano Draw, and the recreation experience of users would be significantly affected at 
each of the trail and byway crossings. This route would also pass within one-half mile of the Bluebell 
WSA (Link 222) and the Goshute Peak WSA (Links 222, 224, 226). The effects of Route B on 
primitive recreation opportunities would be significant where the SWIP would dominate views from 
WSAs (refer to Wilderness Effects in this chapter). From North Steptoe Substation site to Robinson 
Summit Substation site, Route B would cross the Pony Express Trail (Link 280). From Robinson 
Summit Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, Route B is the same as described for Route A. 

Route C - Recreation effects for Route C from Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, would be the 
same as those described for Route A. From Jackpot to the vicinity of Oasis, Nevada (Link 200), 
recreation effects would be the same as described for Route B. From the vicinity of Oasis to the Dry 
Lake Substation site, the recreation effects would be the same as those described for Route A. 

Route D - From Midpoint Substation to HD Summit (Link 162), northeast of Wells, Nevada, 
recreation effects for Route D would be the same as those described for Route A. Route D would 
cross the California National Historic Trail (Link 167, 180, 190) three times. Like Route B, the 
recreation user experience would be significantly affected at each of the crossings of this trail. Route 
D would also pass adjacent to the South Pequop WSA (Link 190), where the effects on primitive 
recreation opportunities would be significant (refer to Wilderness Effects in this chapter). From 
Goshute Valley (Link 230) to Dry Lake Substation site, recreation effects for Route D would be the 
same as those described for Route A, except Route D would pass closer to Goshute Canyon WSA 
(Link 241, 242) in Steptoe Valley. 

Route E - From Midpoint Substation to the vicinity of Oasis, Nevada (Link 200), the recreation 
effects of this route would be the same as those described from Route A. From the vicinity of Oasis 
to the Dry Lake Substation site, recreation effects would be the same as those described for Route B. 

Route F - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, Route F would pass through the Snake River 
Rim Recreation Area, a BLM special management area between Interstate 84 and the Snake River 
Canyon which encompasses a large area of rural agricultural lands interspersed with the BLM
administered lands. In this largely developed area, the adverse effects of Route F would be minimal, 
except where it would pass near or adjacent to a section of the Snake River that is proposed for Wild 
and Scenic River designation (Link 61), the west boundary of Hagerman Fossil Beds National 
Monument (Links 62, 64), and Salmon Falls Creek WSA (Link 64). In addition, this route would 
cross two portions of the Oregon Trail (Link 61, 64), U.S . Highway 30, and the Thousand Springs 
Scenic Route (Link 61) near Hagerman, Idaho. Near Hagerman, Route F would pass near Malad 
Gorge State Park (Link 61), parallel part of the Salmon Falls Creek Area of Critical Environmental 
Concern (ACEC), and pass within one-mile of the Balanced Rock State Park (Link 64). Route F 
would slightly increase in effects to recreation experiences where it would parallel the Upper Salmon 
to Wells 138kV and the Midpoint to Valmy 345kV transmission lines (Links 50, 70) near existing and 
proposed BLM campgrounds and recreation facilities in the Salmon Falls Reservoir SRMA. 

From Jackpot, Nevada, to th~ vicinity of Oasis, Nevada (Link 200), recreation effects would be the 
same as those described for Route B. From the Oasis area to the Dry Lake Substation site, recreation 
effects would be the same as those described for Route A. 
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Route G - Recreation effects for Route G from Midpoint Substation to the vicinity of Contact, 
Nevada, would be the same as those described for Route A (to Link 130). At Link 130, Route G 
would turn southeast (Link 151) and cross the California National Historic Trail and the California 
Trail Back Country Byway. Like Route B, this route would introduce transmission line towers into a 
largely undisturbed landscape. The recreation experience of trail and byway users would be 
significantly affected at the crossings. From the Oasis vicinity (Link 200) to Currie, Route G is the 
same as described for Route A. From Currie to the North Steptoe Substation site, Route G would pass 
by the Goshute Canyon WSA (Links 241, 242, 244). The effects of Route G on primitive recreation 
opportunities would likely not be significant except where the SWIP would dominate views by visitors 
to Goshute Cave (Link 241) in the Goshute Canyon Special Natural Area. From North Steptoe 
Substation site to Robinson Summit Substation site, recreation effects for Route G would be the same 
as those described for Route B. From Robinson Summit Substation site to Dry Lake Substation site, 
recreation effects for Route G would be the same as those described for Route A. 

Ely to Delta Segment 

Direct Route - This route would cross three segments of the Pony Express Trail (Links 265, 266) near 
Stonehouse, Nevada, near the southern end of the Antelope Range. The recreation experience of users 
would be significantly affected in the area around the crossings of this trail by the introduction of 
transmission line towers into a largely undisturbed landscape. 

The Direct Route would pass near the Fish Springs WSA and the Swasey Mountain WSA (Link 630). 
The effects of the Direct Route on primitive recreation opportunities would be significant where the 
SWIP would dominate views from wilderness areas or WSAs (refer to Wilderness Effects in this 
chapter). This route would also pass near the Topaz Lake Wildlife Management Area (Link 572). 

Cutoff Route - The Cutoff Route would have the same effects on the Pony Express Trail (Links 265, 
266) as described for the Direct Route. This route would pass within 2 miles of the Gandy Mountain 
ACEC. From Eskdale, Utah (Link 461), to Delta, Utah, the only significant recreation effects of the 
Cutoff Route would occur where the SWIP would dominate some dispersed views from WSAs 
including the Mt. Moriah Wilderness (Link 267), Howell Peak WSA (Link 462, 470), Notch Peak 
WSA (Link 462, 480), and the Swasey Mountain WSA (Link 470) (refer to Wilderness Effects in this 
chapter). The Cutoff Route would not affect the proposed interpretive site (Link 462) for Great Basin 
National Park (GBNP) or the Topaz Lake Wildlife Management Area (Link 572). 

230kV Corridor Route - The 230kV Corridor Route would cross the entrance road to Cave Lake 
State Recreation Area (Link 380) parallel with two 230kV and one 69kV transmission lines. However, 
the addition of the SWIP would slightly increase the adverse effects of the existing lines in this area, 
but this route would not affect recreation in the park itself. The 230kV Corridor Route would pass 
near proposed BLM recreation areas at Comins Lake (Link 380) and through to the proposed Weaver 
Creek Scenic Area (Link 460). No impacts were identified at the Weaver Creek Scenic Area, as the 
withdrawal has been revoked by a notice published in the Federal Register by the BLM. The 230kV 
Corridor Route would pass within 2 miles of the northern boundary of GBNP in Sacramento Pass 
(Link 460). Part of the purpose of GBNP is to interpret the Basin and Range physiography of the 
region. Although the 230kV CorridO[ Route would not directly affect recreation in GBNP, this route 
would cross U.S. Highway 6/50 that many park visitors use to access the area. The 230kV Corridor 
Route, parallel to the existing 230kV transmission lines, would only slightly increase the affect on 
visitor's experience of the basin areas interpreted by the park. The route would also pass over one 
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mile from the Swamp Cedar Special Natural Area (Link 380) and more than 2 miles from Osceola 
Geologic Area (Link 460). These areas would be slightly affected by another line in this corridor. 
The 230kV Corridor Route from Eskdale (Link 462) to Delta, Utah would be the same as described 
for the Cutoff Route. 

Southern Route - The Southern Route would cross the Horse and Cattle Camp Scenic Backcountry 
Byway (Link 364) twice. The recreation experience of users of this byway would be significantly 
affected at the crossings of this trail by the introduction of transmission line into a largely undisturbed 
landscape. This route would also pass within 2 miles of Ward Charcoal Ovens State Historic Site 
(Link 364) and within one mile of two proposed GBNP interpretive sites [on U.S. Highway 93 (Link 
420) and Utah State Highway 21 (Link 451). These sites are proposed as part GBNP's interpretation 
of the Basin and Range physiography of the region. This route would adversely affect the potential 
future recreation experience of visitors to the area. The Southern Route would have significant 
recreation effects where the SWIP would dominate views from wilderness areas or WSAs, including 
the Mt. Moriah Wilderness, the Grafton WSA (Link 364), Wah Wah Mountains WSA (Link 451), 
King Top WSA (Link 451 ), and Notch Peak WSA (Link 451). 

Herd Management Areas 

Public lands in Nevada and Utah are home to herds of wild horses and burros. The BLM and Forest 
Service (FS) manage these animals under the Wild and Free Roaming Horse and Burro Act ( 1971), 
which states that wild and free roaming horses and burros are protected from capture, branding, 
harassment, or death. Wild horses are defined as unbranded and unclaimed horses with progeny that 
have used public lands on or after December 15, 1971 , or that use Federal lands as all or part of their 
habitat. The Herd Management Areas (HMAs) are areas of public land where habitat is provided for 
one or more wild horse herds in order to maintain a good population, soc ial structure, and age-sex 
ratio of the animals. The horses can move freely within the HMAs and often migrate every year as a 
function of weather and availability of food and water. 

Following the release of the SWlP DEISIDPA in June of 1992, the BLM raised the issue of potential 
effects of the SWIP routes on HMAs and what the impact would be on wild horses and burros. Their 
primary concern centered on the potential harassment of wild horses and burros during the 
construction phase of the SWIP transmission line and the loss of forage from the construction of 
access roads and tower sites . Other concerns were establishing fences that would inhibit movement to 
food and/or water and conflicts with humans. 

Affected Environment 

The SWIP alternative routes would affect HMAs in Nevada and Utah (refer to Tables 3-4 and 3-5). 
The BLM's highest concerns in Utah occur where critical habitats are crossed. These areas are 
monitored yearly and evaluated using trend plots. The trend plots are located in all HMAs to monitor 
habitat through the use of water and feed during extended periods of time. The trend plots help 
determine an accurate population of the herds, age-sex ratio, social structure, and general physical 
condition of horses and burros within the HMAs. On the Ely to Delta Segment, the Direct Route 
would disturb 7.8 miles of critical habitat and 2.5 miles on the Cutoff Route. No other routes within 
the Ely to Delta Segment or the Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment affect critical areas. 
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On the Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment, Route B would cross the most miles of HMAs within the 
study area (159.8 miles) and Routes A & C the least (123.8 miles). The agency preferred route 
crosses only 115.1 miles of HMAs. The worst route on the Ely to Delta Segment is the Direct Route 
which crosses 28.0 miles HMA and 7.6 miles of critical horse habitat. The southern route crosses 
only 13.1 miles of HMAs and no critical habitat. 

Environmental Consequences 

Because of their size and numbers throughout the study area HMAs, like range allotments, are 
unavoidable by the alternative routes. Issues considered during the impact analysis included the 
transmission lines creating a barrier or hazard to the movement of any wildlife species and the 
potential harass ment by increased human activity/public access. 

Ground disturbance caused by construction of the SWIP would result in the insignificant loss of 
habitat within HMAs. Access road construction and tower footings would result in insignificant long
term loss of forage. Construction of the SWIP transmission routes would likely displace herds from 
the vicinity of the right-of-way during high activity. However, the line would not inhibit the 
movement of the herds after its completion . Increased public access into the remote areas during 
construction may result in increased human harassment and trappings of wild horses. The increased 
harassment would alter the current plot trend studies and may create new locations to be established or 
borders moved . 

Mitigation 

To reduce potential impacts resulting from ground disturbance and increased leve ls of public access in 
HMAs crossed by alternative transmission routes, generic and selectively recommended measures 
would be applied. For example, restricting vehicle movement of construction equipment to routes (# 1) 
and recontouring and revegetating disturbed areas where necessary (#3 & 4) would minimize the loss 
of forage. Limiting construction activities during sensitive periods (foaling season) (#11) would 
minimize harassment. 

Impacts in the Oasis Area 

During the formal public meetings for the SWIP DEIS/DPA in Wells, Nevada on August 4, 1992, 
residents of Oasis opposed the preferred alternatives that would pass west of Oasis along the base of 
the Pequop Mountains (Link 211). Their opposition was based on proposed development plans by 
Northern Holdings, Inc. and CSY Investments. These proposed developments were not identified 
during the SWIP inventory because neither of these developers have been actively seeking action by 
Elko County. This section addresses the concerns of these future developments. Written comments as 
well as a summary of comments expressed at the formal public meeting held in Wells by the residents 
of Oasis and representatives of these development companies are listed in Chapter 4 of this document. 

Northern Holdings, Inc. - Northern Holdings, Inc. has future plans to develop residential and 
commercial uses in R66E T36N Sections 2 and 3, west of the existing development at Oasis. The 
development plans would be phased. The first phase would develop commercial uses, including 
infrastructure, traveler facilities, truck repair, restaurant, and other similar facilities . The second phase 
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would consist of subdividing a portion of Section 2 near the existing mobile home park into lots for a 
residential subdivision. There are also future plans to subdivide part of Section 3 for residential 
development. The primary concerns of the developers are the potential visual effects that the preferred 
alternatives would have on views from future residential areas, property values, and the unknown 
effects of EMFs. 

CSY Investments - CSY Investments owns over 100,000 acres of land, much of it distributed in 
checkerboard fashion among the BLM-administered lands, in the Goshute Valley and around Oasis. 
Conceptual plans propose a large recreation and vacation development that extends from north of 
Interstate 80 near Oasis south into Goshute Valley . CSY Investments' planned development is 
particularly concerned with Link 211 which would traverse southwest from Squaw Creek across 
Interstate 80 and would then turn northwest and would pass within one mile of the Big Springs Ranch 
Headquarters. CSY Investments is concemed that Routes A, C, F, and G would significantly affect 
the scenery of Goshute Valley and marketability of the mini-ranch sites and water ranch sites proposed 
in the Big Springs Ranch Development Plan. The Big Springs Ranch Development Plan 
conceptualizes 24,960 acres of mini-ranch sites in the westem half of Goshute Valley, 8,320 acres of 
mountain cabin and retreat areas along the foothills of the Pequop Mountains, 13,440 acres for a 
hunting club and wildlife management area, 8,960 acres of recreational use areas (e.g., off road vehicle 
use and camping facilities) on the east side of the Goshute Valley south of Interstate 80, 6,400 acres of 
tourist/commercial sites, and 1,920 acres for industrial sites along the interstate (Big Springs Ranch 
Proposed Land Use Diagram, 1992). CSY Investments also expressed concern for a private, 
unregistered grass airstrip near the Big Springs Ranch Headquarters. 

Subroute Comparison 

Link 2lt was compared with Links 221 and 223 (Subroute Set 9) in Appendix D of the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA. The comparison summarized the impact data for the five resource disciplines of concern 
(i .e., biology, earth, visual, land use, and cultural). These links have been re-evaluated to consider the 
proposed developments of CSY Investments, Northern Holdings, Inc., and other public comments from 
the residents at Oasis. 

Link 211 was environmentally preferred in the SWIP DEIS/DPA because it would be a less visually 
intrusive crossing of Interstate 80, a low visibility corridor designated by the Elko District of the BLM 
managed with Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class II (refer to Visual Resources in the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA). With the dark colors of the Pequop Mountains as a backdrop, this link would cause 
weaker visual contrast to travelers on Interstate 80. 

Strong and moderate visual contrasts along Link 211 would result in high and moderate visual impacts 
to views from the possible future recreational ranch properties being planned along the base of the 
Pequop Mountains. Links 221 and 223 would traverse the center of the valley along the edge of one 
of the planned development area. Although visual contrasts would be strong to moderate, these links 
would be viewed from several miles away and would result in insignificant visual impacts to views 
from the planned recreational ranch properties. However, Links 221 and 223 would likely be more 
highly visible at the crossing of Interstate 80 in the middle of the valley and to views from dispersed 
recreation users in the Pequop Mountains and Toano Range. 

In addition, Link 211 would cause less disturbance to shallow ground water areas, but would cross 
numerous intermittent streams east of the Big Springs Ranch Headquarters. Links 221 and 223 would 
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also cross numerous intermittent streams and some areas with high flood potential north of Shafter 
along the existing railroad. 

The only sensitive wildlife species that would be effected by this link would be sage grouse leks in 
Goshute Valley. Link 211 is part of Routes A, C, F, and G, and is the environmentally preferred 
subroute through Goshute Valley. Sage grouse leks occur near the end of Link 221. 

Links 221 and 223 would better utilize the BLM utility planning corridor, which follows the railroad 
corridor through the center of Goshute Valley, and would pass through the edge of the Lucin C MOA. 
Link 211 would require a plan amendment to the BLM's planning utility corridor in this area. 

Impact Summary Table 

Biology Earth Land Use Cultural Visual 

Links Comments 
L M H L M H L M H L M H L M H VAAl 

2 11 0 0 1.6 17.6 0 0 0.8 [4.5 0 7.1 o. o. 15.1 17.0 0 5.8 Better crossing of 1-80, 
g 3 closer to ranch 

211 & Utilizes railroad 
223 0.1 0 1.5 17.5 0.1 0 16.2 7.3 0 10.8 1.0 0.4 16.7 8.2 0 4.4 corridor, crosses less 

future development 

Conclusions 

In response to the public comments from residents at Oasis and the potential cumulative effects to 
planned developments by Northern Holdings, Inc. and CSY Development, the Agency Preferred 
Alternative has been modified slightly to follow Links 221, 223 along the railroad corridor through the 
center of Goshute Valley . The utility also prefers this subroute. This subroute would completely 
avoid future potential conflicts with Northern Holdings' properties and would minimize potential 
future impacts to significant portions of the CSY Investments' development. Because neither of these 
developments have been formally filed with Elko County the Environmentally Preferred Subroute is 
still Link 211. 

Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds 

The National Park Service, in a comment letter on the SWIP DEISfDPA, identified an area of 
outstanding paleontological resources in the House Range that would be crossed by the 230kV 
Corridor Route. 

The scientific value of the paleontological resources in the House Range has been described in a 
number of papers dating to 1875. The House Range, located in west central Utah, is famous for its 
Cambrian and Ordivician fossils including brachiopods, clams, sponges, trilobites, and other fossils 
totaling over forty different species (Bostick and Niles, 1975). Occurring primari ly in the Notch Peak 
limestone strata of the House Range and adjacent outcrops, trilobites are the prize of commercial and 
amateur (i.e., rock hounds) fossil-gathers that use the area. 
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A study conducted in 1975 inventoried an area known as the Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds and 
found it to have paleontological resources .of important scientific value. The study recommended that 
the area be evaluated for potential registry as a National Natural Landmark. The 1979 site evaluation 
included an area of 144 sections or approx imately 92,000 acres. This potential site evaluation area 
would be crossed by the 230kV Corridor Route. The speci fic boundaries have yet to be determined 
and impacts to the potential registry as a National Natural Landmark cannot be assessed. However, 
impacts to paleontological resources were analyzed in the SWIP DEIS/DPA (refer to pages 4-4 
through 4-8 of the DEIS/DPA). 

The Agency Preferred Alternative (230kV Corridor Route) would cross through Marjum Canyon in the 
House Range. Much of this area was inventoried for the SWIP using a high sensitivity level for 
paleontological resources (also refer to the Volume II - Natural Environment Technical Report). 
Potential impacts of the construction in the area were determined to be low. Mitigation measures 
including use of existing access roads, overland access routes, and monitoring of construction by a 
qualified paleontologist are expected to minimize any impacts (refer to Tables 1-5 and 1-6 of this 
document). Specific stipulations will be developed in the COM Plan to mitigate significant resources 
that may be found during construction. 

Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute 

In response to public comments about impacts to private lands and potential visual impacts to travelers 
on U.S. Highway 6/50, several mitigation reroute alternatives were analyzed. 

Affected Environment 

This section provides a description of the resources potentially affected by rerouting fo r mitigation 
through the Sacramento Pass area. The following resources were inventoried: 

• earth resources (soils, geology, paleontology, minerals, surface hydrology) 

• biological resources (vegetation, wildlife, riparian, wetlands, and threatened, 
endangered, and other special-status species) 

• land use resources (land jurisdiction, existing and planned land uses, parks, recreation, 
preservation areas, transportation and access, grazing and mining claims and extractive uses) 

• visual resources (viewpoints, natural scenery) 

• cultural resources (prehistory, enthnohistory, history, archaeology) 

The in ventory was completed to provide a basis to evaluate the impacts of each mitigation reroute 
alternati ve. Inventory methods were the same as described in tbe SWIP DEIS/DPA and the Technical 
Reports. 

The resource discussions that follow are based on the following subroutes: 

• Subroute I - Links 463, 469, 471, 473 
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• Subroute 2 - Links 464, 465, 469, 471, 473 

• Subroute 3 - Links 464, 466, 468, 471 , 473 

• Subroute 4 - Links 464, 466, 467, 472 (part of the original 230kV Corridor Route) 

Earth and Water Resources 

Geology - There are no known active faults or geologic hazards in the Sacramento Pass area. 

Paleontology - High sensitivity paleontological resources may be present in younger Tertiary 
sed imentary rocks (Tys) near Weaver Creek in the Snake Range as well as in Quaternary alluvium and 
colluvium (Qs) in large areas of the Snake Valley . Links 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 469, 471,472, 
and 473 cross these areas, however, no known significant fossils have been found in the area. 

Mineral Resources - Portions of the Osceola and Black Horse Mining Districts occur in the area. 
Mineral resources include silver, gold, copper, zinc, tungsten, and lead found in veins along faults and 
as replacement deposits in limestone. Placer deposits are also common. Mining in the area occurred 
primarily in the early 1900s but there are still some small placer operations (BLM 1993). Links 463, 
464,465,566,467,469,469, and 471 cross areas which may have mineral resources. 

Soils - The soils include Typic Camborthids - Typic Torriorthents - Xerollic Haplargids with a slight 
erosion hazard (Links 467 and 471), Xerollic Durorthids - Xerollic Durargids - Xerollic Haplargids 
with a moderate erosion hazard (Links 476 and 471), Typic Xerorthents - Lithic Xerorthents (may unit 
49) with a moderate erosion hazard (Links 463, 464, 465, 466, 467, 468, 469, and 471), and Aridic 
Haploxerolls - Lithic Argixerolls - Rock Outcrop with a moderate erosion hazard (Links 463 and 464) . 
These soil units are described in Table ER-6 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA. 

Water Resources - Several intermittent drainages occur in the Sacramento Pass area. Perennial streams 
in the area include Weaver Creek and Silver Creek. Silver Creek is crossed by Link 467 at two 
location, and by Link 471 at two locations. Weaver Creek is crossed at one location each along Links 
464,467,467, and 468. Springs located within 0.5 mile of the proposed centerline occur along Link 
467 (2 spring locations) and Link 469 (I spring location). Numerous springs occur in the region . 

Refer to Figure 3-6 for an illustration of sensitive Earth Resources. 

An inventory of the Sacramento Pass alternatives was completed based on the methods and results as 
described in Chapter 3, Affected Environment, of the SWIP DEISIDPA as well as in the Technical 
Report for the Natural Environment-Volume II. Information on part of the area is discussed under the 
"230kV Corridor Route" section of the SWIP DEISIDPA and under the section "Nevada" for the 
various disciplines geology, paleontology, mineral resources, soils, and water resources in the 
Technical Report, Volume II, Chapter 2, pages 3-1 to 3-27. 

Subroute 1 

This subroute crosses 5.4 miles of areas with potentially high sensitivity paleontological resources 
(Links 463, 469, 471), although no fossils have been found in the area. There is no prime farmland 
along this subroute . 
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Subroute 2 

This subroute crosses 7.1 miles of areas with potentially high sensitivity paleontological resources 
(Links 464, 465, 469, 471) although no fossils have been found in the area. There is no prime 
farmland along this subroute. 

Subroute 3 

This subroute crosses 6.9 miles of areas with potentially high sensitivity paleontological resources 
(Links 464, 468, 471) although no fossils have been found in the area. There is 1.2 miles of prime 
farmland along the assumed centerline of Link 467. 

Subroute 4 

This subroute crosses 1.3 miles of areas with potentially high sensitivity paleontological resources 
(Links 464, 467) although no fossils have been found in the area. There is 1.2 miles of prime 
farmland along the assumed centerline of Link 467. 

Biological Resources 

Wildlife species which occur in the area include pronghorn antelope, mule deer, bobcat, mountain lion, 
coyote, whitetail, antelope squirrel, and desert cottontail. Common bird spec ies include chukar 
partridge, horned lark, golden eagle, prairie falcon, and red-tailed hawk (Gordon, personal 
communication, 1993). Refer to Figure 3-7 for an illustration of sensitive Biological Resources. 

The mitigation reroute alternatives through the Sacramento Pass area traverse sagebrush shrub, 
mountain shrub, grassland, and riparian communities (refer to Figure 3-8). Sagebrush scrub, 
characterized by greasewood and big sagebrush associations, occurs along all the subroutes. Mountain 
shrub, primarily pinon-juniper woodlands, occurs along the western links at higher elevations (Links 
460, 463, 464, 465, and 466) . Riparian woodlands, characterized by narrowleaf cottonwood and 
willow, are supported by Silver Creek (Links 467, 471). Grasslands, characterized by winter fat, 
galleta grass, and Indian ricegrass occur along the Utah portions and are scattered in Nevada. Playas, 
characterized by very sparse vegetation cover, occur near the Nevada-Utah border. 

Subroute 1 

Wildlife - Seven special status bird species have been identified as potentially occurring in the area by 
agency personnel in Utah (Gordon, personal communication, 1993). Bald eagle and peregrine falcon 
are li sted as endangered at the federal and state levels. Bald eagles are residents of the Snake Valley 
and the Ferguson Desert (south of the area) during winter months, although no active nests are known 
to ex ist along the proposed links. Peregrine falcons are occasional migrants during the fall and spring. 
Ferruginous hawks and loggerhead shrikes (Federal candidate Category 2 species) and golden eagle, 
mountain bluebird, and Swainson's hawk (sensitive species) may nest in suitable habitat within the 
SWlP location. 
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The area provides year-long habitat for antelope. Link 471 crosses through identified crucial antelope 
kidding grounds (Podborny, personal communication, 1993). No crucial raptor habitat exists within 
the proposed area and no known active raptor nests occur within one mile of the assumed centerline. 

Plants - Three special status plant species have been identified within the area. One of the three 
special status plant species is Swertia gYDsicola. Its known habitat exists along the eastern links in 
Utah (Links 471 and 473), although exact locations were not identified. This is a Federal candidate, 
Category 2 plant species that occurs in desert areas characterized by greasewood-saltbush associations 
(Mendenhall, personal communication, 1993). Two special status plant species were identified within 
Nevada (NNHP 1993). Sclerocactus pubispinus occurs within the one-mile corridor for Link 463. It 
is protected in the State of Nevada by the Cactus and Yucca Law. Two populations of the third 
species, Cymopterus basalticus, occur. One is located within one-mile of Link 471 and one is along 
the assumed centerline of Link 471. This is Federally listed as 3C (more common than frequently 
believed) and is a watch species in Nevada (Northern Nevada Native Plant Society - NNNPS). 

Subroute 2 

Wildlife - Special status wildlife species are the same as those described for Subroute I. 

Plants - Known habitat for Swertia gypsicola exists along the eastern links in Utah (Links 471 and 
473), although exact locations were not identified. This is a Federal candidate, Category 2 plant 
species that occurs in desert areas characterized by greasewood-saltbush associations (Mendenhall, 
personal communication, 1993). The third species, Cymopterus basalticus, occurs within one-mile of 
Link 465. This is Federally listed as 3C (more common than frequently believed) and is a watch 
species in Nevada (NNNPS). 

Subroute 3 

Wildlife - Special status wildlife species are the same as those described for Subroute I. 

Plants - Habitat for one special status plant species, Swertia gypsicola, occurs in Utah along Links 471 
and 473 as described for Subroute I. 

Subroute 4 

Wildlife - Special status bird species are the same as those described for Subroute I. 
Although the area provides year-long habitat for antelope, no critical habitat has been identified along 
these links. Antelope kidding grounds occur north of Link 467, within the one-mile corridor 
(Podborny, personal communication, 1993). Antelope kidding grounds are important. However, to 
remain consistent with the previous analysis, the grounds have not been identified as crucial. No 
crucial raptor habitat exists within the proposed area and no known active raptor nests occur within 
one mile of the assumed centerlines. 

Plants - One special status plant species has been identified within the area. Known habitat for 
Swertia gypsicola exists along the eastern links in Utah (Links 467 and 472), although exact locations 
were not identified. This is a Federal candidate, Category 2 plant species that occurs in desert areas 
characterized by greasewood-saltbush associations (Mendenhall, personal communication, 1993). 
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Land Use 

Land Jurisdiction - Approximately 90 percent of the lands in the Sacramento Pass area are 
ad mini stered by the BLM. Of the remaining lands, approximately 7 percent are private land, and 
about 3 percent are state-administered lands (refer to Figure 3-9). 

Existing & Planned Land Uses - Several small ranches and farms occur in the Sacramento Pass ,area. 
The majority of the land in the area is range allotments administered by the BLM. An area of 
cultivated/agricultural lands occurs between Links 467 and 471 near the Nevada-Utah state line. No 
airports/airstrips occur within this vicinity . Two 230kV wood H-frame transmission lines, one 69kV 
transmission line, and one single-pole distribution line traverse through this area (Links 460, 464, 466, 
467,472,461). 

Parks, Recreation, and Preservation Areas - Parks, recreation, and preservation areas include a rest 
area maintained by the Nevada State Highway Department along U.S. Highway 6/50 (Link 463), Mt. 
Moriah Wilderness, and the Humboldt National Forest north of Links 469, and 471. Two undeveloped 
recreation areas include Weaver Creek Scenic Area south of Link 464 and Sacramento Pass Recreation 
Area northwest of Link 463. 

Transportation and Access - U.S. Highway 6/50 is crossed by Links 463, 465, 468, and 467. 
Numerous unpaved roads and jeep trails occur in the Sacramento Pass area. These roads are 
unmaintained and provide access to the Forest Service-administered lands and the Mt. Moriah 
Wilderness. 

Mining Claims and Extractive Uses - Numerous mining claims exist in the Sacramento Pass area. 
However, onl y a small percentage of these mining claim are maintained in active status. 

Refer to Figure 3-10 for an illustration of the Land Use resource features. 

Subroute 1 

Subroute I would pass between the Weaver Creek Scenic Area and the Sacramento Pass Recreation 
Area (Link 463). Continuing northeast the subroute would cross U.S. Highway 6/50 through rolling 
basins and low grasslands. This subroute would 'pass to the north of cu ltivated lands along Silver 
Creek, then turn southeast (Link 471, 473) .to rejoin the 230kV Corridor Route 

Sub route 2 

Subroute 2 would turn sharpl y to cross U.S. Highway 6/50 at a right angle (Link 465). Two miles 
beyond the highway, this subroute would turn east and follow Links 469, 471 , and 473 as described in 
Subroute I. 
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Subroute 3 

Subroute 3 would cross U.S. Highway 6/50 just north of the original 230kV Corridor Route (Subroute 
4). The subroute would cross the highway, roughly parallel to the existing 230kV transmission lines. 
From here, it would follow the same corridor as Subroute I (refer to Subroute I). 

Sub route 4 

Subroute 4 would parallel the two existing 230k V transmission lines. The subroute would cross 
through the BLM Weaver Creek Scenic Area (Link 464) and pass to the north of GBNP (Link 464, 
466, 468). The subroute would cross U.S. Highway 6/50 once. 

Visual Resources 

Characteristics common to all reroute alternatives include: No Class A scenery and no VRM Class II 
areas within the study corridors in the Sacramento Pass area. 

All parks, recreation, and preservation areas have been identified as high sensitivity viewpoints. The 
BLM has stated that Weaver Creek Scenic Area is not a high sensitivity viewpoint and of low priority 
(Bunker, personal communication, 1993). However, the scenic area has been included as a high 
sensitivity viewpoint to be consistent with the previous visual inventory and analysis. 

Refer to Figure 3- 1 I for an illustration of Visual Resource potential impact zones. 

Subroute 1 

Scenic QualityNariety Class - Class B scenery primarily occurs in the mountain and foothills 
landscape character types (refer to page 6-15 of the Volume III - Human Environment technical report) 
along part of Link 463. Class C scenery predominately occurs in the rolling foothills and valley desert 
scrub landscape character type, in both Nevada and Utah (Links 463, 469, 471, 473). 

Sensitive Viewpoints and Visibility - This subroute wou ld be viewed in the foreground and 
middleground by users of the Sacramento Pass Recreation Area (Link 463). It would also be visib le 
from the foreground and middleground views of users of the Weaver Creek Scenic Area (Link 463) 
and middle ground to background views by backcountry users of the Mt. Moriah Wilderness (Link 
471). 

VRM - This subroute would cross VRM Class III areas for 8.5 miles (Link 463, 469, 471) in the 
Sacramento Pass area. 

Subroute 2 

Scenic QualityNariety Class - Class B scenery occurs along a portion of Link 464 in the valley 
foothill s landscape character type. The predominant scenic quality is Class C in this area and occurs 
in alluvial valleys (Link 464, 465), rolling foothills (Link 465, 469, 471), and valley desert scrub (Link 
473) landscape character types. 
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Sensitive Viewpoints and Visibility - This subroute would be visible in the foreground (Link 464) and 
middleground (Link 465) to users from Weaver Creek Scenic Area. This subroute would not be visible 
to users in the planned campground located in the central area of Sacramento Pass Recreation Area. 
Although the central portion of the Sacramento Pass Recreation Area is higher in elevation than the 
surrounding area, the rock escarpment would shield users' views of this route. Middleground and 
background views from dispersed backcountry users in Mt. Moriah Wilderness are also visible from 
this route (Link 471). 

VRM - VRM Class III areas are found along all of Links 465 and 469 and parts of Links 464 and 471 
for a total of 8.5 miles. 

Subroute 3 

Scenic QualityNariety Class - Class B scenery occurs in the valley foothills landscape character type 
(Link 464). This subroute would cross primarily Class C scenery in alluvial valleys (Link 464, 466), 
rolling foothills (Link 468, 471 ), and desert scrub (Link 473) landscape character types. 

Sensitive Viewpoil1ls and Visibility - This subroute would be visible in the foreground from the Weaver 
Creek Scenic Area (Link 464), a low sensitive viewpoint. It would also be visible in middleground 
and background views of backcountry users of Mt. Moriah Wilderness (Li nks 464, 469, 47 1). 

VRM - This subroute would cross VRM Class III areas along all of Links 466 and 468 and portions of 
Links 464 and 471 for a total of 7.5 miles. 

Subroute 4 

Scenic QualityNariety Class - Class B scenery occurs in the valley foothills landscape character type 
(Link 464). The predominate scenic quality is Class C in the area and occurs in the alluvial valley 
(Link 464, 466), rolling foothills (Link 467), and desert scrub (Link 467,472) landscape character 
types. 

Sensitive Viewpoints and Visibility - This subroute wou ld be visible by users in the foreground from 
Weaver Creek Scenic Area (Link 464). This route would not be visible to users from the Sacramento 
Pass Recreation Area. 

VRM - This subroute would cross VRM Class III along all of Link 466 and portions of Links 464 and 
467 for a total of 7.0 miles. 

Cultural Resources 

The stud y strategy and methods previously developed for the cultural resources studies were also used 
to evaluate the Sacramento Pass subroutes. These methods and the cultural history of the region are 
summari zed in the SWIP DEISIDPA and further discussed in the supporting cultural resources 
technical report . They are not repeated here. 

Agency fil es were reviewed to identify archaeological and historical sites previously recorded within 2-
mile-wide corridors along the newly defined alternative links. Several surveys had been undertaken in 
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the general vicinity of the alternative subroutes for various types of projects including juniper chaining, 
highway upgrades, land exchanges, transmission line construction, telephone cable installation, and 
BLM recreation inventories and planning efforts (Busby 1974, Cain 1968, Henderson 1979, Moore 
1988, Newkirk 1982, Revitte 1983, Stornetta 1988). These surveys encompass only a small 
percentage of the new alternative corridors. Nevertheless, they provide some indication of the types 
and frequencies of cultural resources present in the study area. 

A total of 20 previously recorded archaeological and historical sites were identified within the 2-mile
wide corridors along the newly defined alternative links (Table 3-6). Fourteen other cultural resources . 
inventoried for the original study are located within the corridors for the subroutes being compared. 
While collecting these data, documentation was reviewed on an additional 14 cultural resources 
recorded in the vicinity but beyond the limits of the 2-mile-wide corridors. In general , these resources 
were similar to those within the corridor. 

One of the more significant cultural resources in the general area of the Sacramento Pass reroute 
alternatives is the Lehman Caves National Monument, which includes the Lehman orchard and 
aqueduct and the Rhodes cabin, both of which are listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 
The monument is located more than 5 miles to the south of any of the alternatives being considered 
and should not be affected. The Osceola Ditch, constructed in the 1880s for hydraulic placer mining, 
has been determined to be eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places. It would be 
crossed by Link 460 just to the west of the subroutes currently being evaluated. Therefore, the ditch 
would be crossed by all of the reroute alternatives being considered and has no bearing on the current 
analysis of the subroutes. Another potentially sensitive area is the Black Horse Mining District, which 
boomed in the early 1900s. The Black Horse town site and cemetery are located to the northwest of 
all the reroute alternative. In the Utah portion of the analysis area, archaeological site 42MD767 is a 
previously recorded prehistoric base camp rated as having moderate-high sensitivity, but it is located 
on Link 461 reroute alternatives likely to pass near this site. 

The inventory of cultural resources recorded along the subroute corridors are dominated by isolated 
prehistoric lithic sites. More than 55 percent (19 sites) are such isolates, which are assigned a low 
sensitivity. These isolates typically consist of one or a few pieces of obsidian or chert waste flakes 
reflecting chipped stone use, but some are more formal tools such as projectile points or scrapers. 

More extensive scatters of lithic tools and debris make up about 12 percent of the recorded inventory 
(four sites), and another four sites are artifact scatters that include lithic artifacts as well as ceramic 
sherds, including both Fremont gray wares and Shoshone brown wares. These lithic and artifact 
scatters are assigned a moderate sensitivity. 

These isolates, lithic scatters, and artifact scatters make up approximately 80 percent of the recorded 
cultural resources . Most of these probably reflect prehistoric use of the region, although some may 
stem from the later ethnohistoric era when Europeans recorded Native Americans living in the area. 
(Jedidiah Smith is the first documented Euro-American to have crossed through Sacramento Pass in 
1827.) The Snake Valley was designated as an ethnohistoric habitation zone . No actual reported 
camp sites of Shoshone or Goshute, who are reported to have been culturally and linguistically 
indistinguishable from the Shoshone (Steward 1938: 123), have been recorded within the reroute 
alternative corridors, but the assigned moderate sensitivity reflects the potential for ethnohistoric sites 
to be present. 

Six sites (less than 20 percent of the inventory) are historic sites . These include three trash scatters 
and a historic corral and chute, all of which are assigned a moderate sensitivity. One of the other two 
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sites is the historic Eldridge Ranch, which has a standing adobe house that may date from the 1880s 
and several outbuildings. The other site has concrete foundations and scattered trash and has been 
identified as the location of a mill associated with early twentieth century mining in the Black Horse 
District. Both of these particular sites are reported to have compromised integrity, but in accordance 
with the original methodology they were rated as having moderate-high sensitivity. 

Subroute 1 

A total of 21 cultural resources have been recorded within a 2-mile-wide corridor along the assumed 
centerline of Subroute I. Eleven of these are low sensitivity prehistoric isolated finds, eight are 
moderate sensitivity si tes, including two prehistoric lithic scatters, two prehistoric artifact scatters, the 
Snake Valley ethnohistoric habitation zone, two hi storic trash sites, and a historic corral. In addition, a 
hi storic ranch and a hi storic mining mill site, both rated as having moderate-high sensitivity, are 
located within the Subroute I corridor (Table 3-7). 

Sub route 2 

Twenty-three cultural resources have been previously recorded along the Subroute 2 corridor. Thirteen 
of these are low sensitivity prehistoric isolated finds. Three are moderate sensitivity prehistoric lithic 
scatters and four are prehistoric artifact scatters. The moderate sensitivity Snake Valley ethnohistoric 
habitation zone also is crossed by this subroute. A historic corral, rated as having moderate 
sensitivity , and a historic ranch , rated as having moderate-high sensitivity , are also within the Subroute 
2 corridor. 

Subroute 3 

Twenty-two of the 23 cultural resources recorded along Subroute 2 are also within the Subroute 3 
corridor. The historic ranch site is the one resource not within the Subroute 3 corridor. 

Subroute 4 

The 2-mile-wide corridor along the Subroute 4 assumed centerline includes 14 previously recorded 
resources. These include eight prehistoric isolated finds; which are rated as having low sensitivity. 
One prehistoric lithic scatter and three prehistoric artifact scatters are rated as having moderate 
sensitivity , as is the Snake Valley ethnohistoric habitation zone and a historic trash site. 

It must be remembered that most of these recorded sites are unlikely to be directly affected by the 
SWIP, and that because of integrity problems many of the specific si tes have been evaluated as having 
less sensitivity than we assigned based on site types. In addition, the numbers of resources largely 
refl ect the degree of prior survey, rather than actual resource densities. To compensate for the lack of 
inventory data a model was developed to predict sensitivity zones. A total of 5.6 miles of moderate
high sensitivity zones are predicted along Subroute 4, Subroutes 3 and 4 each are predicted to have 
almost 5 miles of moderate-high zones each, and Subroute I is predicted to have 5.9 miles of 
moderate sensitivity zones, with each of the other subroutes having approximately 4 to 5 miles (refer 
to Figure 3-12). 
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In sum, previous research suggests that the Sacramento Pass and Snake Valley area have been 
occupied for perhaps 10,000 to 12,000 years, first by Paleo-Indians, then Archaic cultures, fo llowed by 
farming Fremont groups, and then Numic speaking peoples who followed a more nomadic subsistence 
strategy similar to the Archaic cultures. Euro-American occupation has included episodes of initial 
exploration, mining, Mormon settlement, and ranching. The mountain pass and relatively abundant 
water sources have focused human activity in the region, and inventory surveys suggest that cultural 
resources are likely to be present within all of the alternatives. 

Environmental Consequences 

Earth and Water Resource 

All of the subroutes would cross areas with potentially high sens iti vity paleontological resources, 
although no fossil s have been found in the area. With mitigation, no adverse impacts would be 
expected for paleontological resources. 

Generally , the soils in the subroute areas would have low to moderate wind and/or water erosion 
hazards (refer to Figure 3-6). 

Subroute 1 

This subroute would cross 5.4 miles of potentially high sensitivi ty paleontological resources (Links 
463, 469, 471). There would be a total of 20.5 miles of low residual impacts for soi l erosion along 
this subroute. This subroute would cross six intermittent streams (Links 463, 469, 471) one perennial 
stream (Link 471) and 1.8 miles of shallow ground water (Links 471, 473). There is one spring (Link 
469) located within 0.5 mile of the assumed centerline of this subroute. 

Subroute 2 

This subroute would cross 7.1 miles with potentially high sensitivity paleontological resources (Links 
464, 465, 469, 471). There would be a total of 21.7 miles of low resid ual impacts for soil erosion 
along this subroute. This subroute would cross seven intermittent streams (Links 464, 465, 469, 471), 
three perennial streams (Link 464, 465, 471 ), and 1.8 miles of shallow ground water (Links 47 1, 473). 
There is one spring (Link 469) located within 0.5 mile of the assumed centerline along this subroute. 

Subroute 3 

This subroute would cross 6.9 miles of area with potentially high sensitivity paleontological resources 
(Links 464, 468, 471). There would be a total of 20.7 miles of low residual impacts for soil erosion 
along this subroute. The subroute would cross 5 intermittent streams crossings (Links 464, 468, 471), 
three perennial streams (Links 464, 468, and 471), and 1.8 miles of shallow ground water (Links 47 1, 
473). Numerous springs occur in the area but none are located within 0.5 mile of the assumed 
centerline. 
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Subroute 4 

This subroute would cross 1.3 miles of area with potentially high sensiti vity paleontological resources 
(Links 464, 467). There would be a total of 19.4 miles of low residual impacts for soil erosion along 
this subroute. This subroute would cross three intermittent streams, (Links 464, 467), three perennial 
streams (Links 464, 467), and 2.3 miles of shallow ground water (Links 467,472). There are two 
springs (Li nk 467) located within 0.5 mile of the assumed centerline. This subroute would cross 1.2 
miles of prime farmland. 

Biological Resources 

Subroute 1 

Wildlife - Impacts to wildlife along this subroute would be low (refer to Figure 3-7). No critical 
habitat has been identified for big game or raptors and no active raptor nests exist in the area. 
Antelope utilize the area throughout the year. Five miles of pronghorn habitat and 2.2 miles of 
antelope kidding grounds have been identified along the links associated with Subroute 1. Although 
antelope and other big game may avoid the area during the construction period, long-term impacts 
would be insignificant as antelope use areas where transmission lines currently exist (G ilbertson, 
personal communication, 1993). 

Plants - Four vegetation communities occur along the various links. At higher elevations (Link 463), 
0.4 miles of mountain shrub would be traversed. The other links cross 7.7 miles of sage scrub, 0.4 
mi les of grassland, and 0.4 miles of playa. 

Cymopterus bosaltieus habitat ex ists along 0.9 miles of Link 463 , with at least one known population 
occurring. Swertia gypsieola has the potential to ex ist along the eastern portion of Link 47 1 and along 
Link 473. Mitigation measures would result in low residual impacts to this species if the species is 
located during preconstruction surveys. A population of Sclerocaetus pubispitlLls occurs within the 
one-mi le corridor of Link 463. It is protected by the state Cactus and Yucca Law. 

Subroute 2 

Wildlife - Impacts to wildlife along thi s subroute would be low. No critical habitat has been identified 
for big game or raptors and no active raptor nests exist in the area. Of the area used by pronghorn 
throughout the year, 5.8 miles have been identified as pronghorn habitat and 2.2 miles are antelope 
kidding grounds. 

Plants - Four vegetation communities would be traversed by the various links . Mountain shrub occurs 
along link 464 (0.4 miles) at the higher elevations. Sage scrub (8.3 miles), grassland (0.9 miles) and 
playa (0.4 miles) occur along all the links. 

Swertia gypsicola has the potential to ex ist along the eastern portion of Link 471 and along Link 473. 
Mitigation measures would result in low residual impacts to this species if the species is located during 
preconstruction surveys. 
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Subroute 3 

Wildlife - Impacts to wildlife along this subroute would be low. No critical habitat has been identified 
for big game or raptors and no active raptor nests exist in the area. 

Plants - Four vegetation types would be traversed by Subroute 3. Mountain shrub occurs at the higher 
elevations along link 464 (0.4 miles). The other types are sage scrub (6.8 miles), grassland (0.8 
miles), and playa (0.7 miles). 

Swerlia gypsicola has the potential to exist along the eastern portion of Link 471 and along Link 473. 
Mitigation measures, which would be applied if it is located during preconstruction surveys, would 
result in low residual impacts to this species. 

Subroute 4 

Wildlife - Impacts to wildlife along thi s subroute would be low. No critical habitat has been identified 
for big game or rap tors and no active raptor nests exist in the area. 

Plants - Six land cover types have been identified along these links, including non-irrigated 
agricu ltural lands, which is not discussed as a vegetation type. Mountain shrub occurs at the higher 
elevations along link 464 (0.4 miles). Sage scrub (4.8 miles), grassland (0.8 miles and playa (0.6 
miles) occur. Wetlandlriparian vegetation types (0.4 miles) occur along Silver Creek, which is 
traversed by link 467. 

Swertia gypsicola has the potential to exist along the eastern portion of Link 467 and along Link 472. 
Mitigation measures wou ld result in low residual impacts to this species if the species is located during 
preconstruction surveys . 

Land Use 

No moderate or high residual impacts wou ld occur along the four subroutes (refer to Figure 3-10). 

Subroute 1 

This route would cause 1.4 miles of low impacts to land uses where it would cross the Sevier A MOA 
east of the Utah border (Link 473). As described in the SWIP DEISIDPA, an agreement specifying 
the locations where shorter towers would be required along Link 467 and 472 (formerly Link 461) to 
mitigate potential conflicts with the AGL of the MOA has been negotiated with Hill AFB. Links 471 
and 473 would also require shorter towers along a portion of this subroute and may require additional 
negotiation with Hill AFB. 

This sub route would not cross any areas of private land. 

Subroute 2 

This su broute would have the same impact to land uses as described for Subroute I. 
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Subroute 3 

This subroute wou ld have the same impact to land uses as described for Subroute I. 

Subroute 4 

This subroute wou ld cause 1.6 miles of low impacts to land uses. Links 467 and 472 would cross 1.2 
mi les of the Sevier A MOA. As described in the SWIP DEISIDPA, an agreement with Hill AFB 
specifying the locations where shorter towers may be required along Links 467 and 472 (formerly 
Link 461) to mitigate potential conflicts with the AGL of the MOA. 

This subroute would parallel two existing 230kV transmission lines through 1.2 miles of prime 
farmland/agricultural areas (Link 472) in Nevada and Utah. Specific tower placement and centerline 
position wou ld reduce the potential impacts to prime farmland/agricultural land. 

Visual Resources 

Visual contrasts associated with all of the subroutes would comply with the VRM Class III and IV 
designations (refer to Figure 3-11). 

The potential visual impacts of the crossings of U.S . Highway 6/50 by each of the subroutes is 
depicted in the photo simulations in Figures 3-14, 3-16, 3-18, and 3-19. Figures 3-13,3-15, and 3- 17 
depict the existing conditions along U.S. Highway 6/50. 

Sub route 1 

High visual impacts would occur to views from the Sacramento Pass Recreation Area (Link 463) for 
0.2 miles where this subroute would be visible in the foreground. An additional 1.7 miles of high 
visual impacts wou ld occur where this subroute (Link 471) would cross a road that provides access to 
the Mt. Moriah Wilderness, and where it would be visible in the foreground from several rural 
residences near the Utah-Nevada state line (Link 473). This subroute would also cause 1.4 miles of 
moderate visual impacts to middleground views. 

Travelers on U.S. Highway 6/50 driving west would view steel lattice transmission line towers (Link 
463) skylined in the foreground on a ridge to the south of the highway for 0.5 miles (refer to Figure 3-
14). Transmission line towers wou ld also be visible to middleground views for 2.0 miles along the 
highway. 

Subroute 2 

This subroute (Link 471) would cause 1.7 miles of high visual impacts where it would cross a road 
that provides access to the Mt. Moriah Wilderness and where it wou ld be visible in the foregro und 
from several rural residences near the Utah-Nevada state line (Link 473). 
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Travelers on U.S. Highway 6/50 driving east would view a transmission line tower (Link 465) 
sky lined in the foreground on the slope to the north of the highway for 0.5 miles (refer to Figure 3-
16). Further, a massive steel lattice transmission line tower at the 90 degree turn (Link 465) would be 
highly visible in the valley south of the highway. Travelers driving west on the highway would view 
this subroute in the middleground for approximately I mile. 

Subroute 3 

This subroute (Link 471) would cause 1.7 miles of high visual impacts where it would cross a road 
that provides access to the Mt. Moriah Wilderness and where it would be visible in the foreground 
from several rural residences near the Utah-Nevada state line (Link 473) . 

Travelers on U.S. Highway 6/50 driving east would view steel H-frame transmission line towers (Link 
468) for approximately I mile where this subroute would parallel the two existing 230kV transmission 
lines. Travelers driving west would view the transmission line in the foreground to middleground for 
approximately I mile . North of the highway the dark color of the steel H-frame transmission line 
towers would be viewed against background hills and mountains minimizing visual contrasts (refer to 
Figure 3-18 and 3-19). 

Subroute 4 

This subroute (Link 467) would cause 3.1 miles of high visual impacts where it would cross a road 
that provides access to the Mt. Moriah Wilderness and where it would be visible in the foreground 
from several rural residences near the Utah-Nevada state line (Link 467). 

This subroute (Links 466, 467) would parallel the two existing 230kV transmission lines and would 
cause weak to moderate visual contrasts in the landscape. Impacts to travelers on U.S. Highway 6/50 
would be slightly less than those described for Subroute 3. 

Cultural Resources 

Although some 14 to 23 cultural resources had been recorded within 2-mile-wide corridors along the 
four subroutes, the reference centerline of Link 464, which is a component of Subroutes I, 2, and 4, is 
the only link to directly cross any of the recorded sites other than the broadly defined ethnohistoric 
Goshute habitation area that encompasses much of the Snake Valley (refer to Figure 3-l2). The 
assumed centerline of Link 464 crosses a cluster of five prehistoric resources that include two isolated 
finds of lithic artifacts, two artifact scatters, and a small lithic scatter. This results in a low to 
moderate impact rating along 2 miles of this link (refer to Table 3-8). 

Projected direct construction impacts within the predicted sensitivity zones accumulate to 
approximately 7 to 9 miles of moderate impacts and 3 to 5 miles of low impacts among the various 
subroutes (refer to Table 3-8). Impacts ranked as moderate could include disturbance of 7.5 to 12 
acres per linear mile in moderate to moderate-high sensitivity zones . Low impacts were defined as 
disturbance of 6 to 12 acres per linear mile in low to moderate sensitivity zones. 

Increases in public accessibility could lead to increased vandalism of cultural resources or attrition of 
cultural resources during post-construction years as a result of increased recreational use or vehicular 
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traffic. In general, the areas traversed by the Sacramento Pass subroutes are already accessible and the 
increase in public accessibility is projected to increase less than 20 percent along most of the subroutes 
as a result of constructing access roads for the SWIP. Approximately 2 to 3 miles of each of the four 
subroutes are predicted to experience a 50 to 100 percent increase in accessibility. Because so few 
known cultural resources are located in the path of the reference centerlines of the subroutes, the 
projected secondary impacts due to increased accessibility are rated as low to none (refer to Table 3-
9). 

The final factor considered was the potential for visual intrusions to degrade the integrity of historic 
properties. Typically such concerns focus on historic buildings or structures whose setting is an 
important part of their historical values. None of-the known cultural resources within the corridors of 
the Sacramento Pass subroutes were identified as types of properties warranting specific viewshed 
analysis. The properties that were considered are the Eldridge Ranch House (CR5322) and the Black 
Horse town site and cemetery (CR80). The Eldridge Ranch House has been recommended as not 
being significant, and is located along Link 469, which is in terrain where the line would be seldom 
seen and visual impacts are rated as low. The Black Horse town site and cemetery have been 
identified as having potential for development as a recreation area, but the reference centerline of Link 
463 is more than 2 miles from the town site. The analysis of the viewshed indicates the line is likely 
to be visible from this distance, but impacts are expected to be low. 

Composite impacts scores were computed using the methods described in the SWIP DEIS/DPA (page 
4-70) and cultural resources technical report (9-93). Subroute I has the lowest composite impact score 
(42.4), with Subroutes 2 and 3 having the highest (54.8 and 53.8 respectively). The Subroute 
Comparison yielded a moderate score of 48.7. Therefore, from a cultural resource perspective, 
Subroute I would be preferable over Subroute 4, which, in tum, is preferred over Subroutes 2 and 3. 
The range of variation among the routes is not great, no high impact zones are projected along any of 
the subroutes, and all of the potential impacts are likely to be mitigable through minor route 
modifications or data recovery studies. In sum, cultural resource factors are not a major factor in the 
selection of alternatives. 

Environmentally Preferred Subroute 

Subroute 3 is the environmentally preferred subroute. This subroute would not be visible from the 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area and would avoid private lands (refer to Figure 3-20 for subroute 
locations). Although Subroutes I and 2 would not be visible from the Sacramento Pass Recreation 
Area, transmission line towers would be skylined along these subroutes and would cause significant 
visual impacts on views from U.S. Highway 6/50 (refer to Figures 3-14 and 3-16). Subroute 2 would 
cross the highway west of the existing 230kV transmission lines creating visual contrasts and impacts 
along a larger segment of the highway. Subroute 4 would cause similar visual impacts to the highway 
where it would parallel the existing 230kV transmission lines_ However, Subroute 4 would not avoid 
private lands. 

Although high visual impacts to views from the Weaver Creek Scenic Area were identified in the 
SWIP DEIS/DPA, the BLM no longer manages this area under a special designation and has returned 
it to multiple-use management. Subsequently, in this analysis, the Weaver Creek Scenic Area was 
assigned a low sensitivity and no impacts were identified. There would be no high impacts to the 
Earth, Biological, Cultural, or Land Use resources by the four subroutes analyzed (refer to Figure 3-21 
for miles of impact to each resource). 
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BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Introduction 

Due to a number of errors in the DEISIDPA, the entire Biological Resources section is reprinted ·in 
thi s document. 

Federal environmental legislation and regulations applicable to biological resources in the project area 
include the Endangered Species Act of 1973 as amended, the Sikes Act, Title II as amended, Federal 
Land Policy and Management Act, the Migratory Bird Treaty Act of 1986, the Bald Eagle Act of 1940 
(a mended in 1962 to include the golden eagle), Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) (and 
amendments), Executi ve Orders 11990 (protection of wetlands) and 11988 (floodplain management), 
Wild Free-Roaming Horse and Burro Act of 1971, and National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 
NEPA requires federal agencies to prepare environmental impact statements (EIS) on all major federal 
actions in accordance with Council of Environmental Quality implementing regulations (1978). 
Additional authority requiring the addressing of biological resources is listed in the technical report. 

Affected Environment 

Biological resource data for the states of Idaho, Nevada, and Utah were obtained from a secondary 
(ex isting) data source for the SWIP regional study conducted by Dames & Moore in 1988 (also refer 
to Chapter 2). The regional inventory focused on the distribution of highly sensitive species of 
wi ldlife and plants and similarly sensitive habitat types. Locations of federally listed species and 
sensiti ve habitats were used to select a number of preliminary corridors to be studied further. 

Methods 

A biological inventory was then conducted for the SWIP alternative routes using data from scientific 
literature, existing Dames & Moore files, satellite imagery at 1:I 00,000 scale, SPOT black and white 
satellite imagery at I :24,000 scale, and agency contacts. Data was collected within the study corridors 
one mile on either side of the assumed centerlines for each routing alternative. Agency personnel 
were asked to provide information on potential or known occurrences of sensitive species of wildlife 
and plants and on habitats of special concern within the study corridors. The following agencies were 
contacted for information: the BLM, Forest Service (FS), Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS), Utah 
Division of Wildlife Resources (UDWR), Nevada Department of Wildlife (NDOW), Idaho Department 
of Fish and Game, and Idaho, Nevada, and Utah Natural Heritage Programs. 

Data were collected and digitized into a Geographic Information System (GIS) at a I: I 00,000 scale 
for: 

vegetation types 
• common and characteristic plant species found in each vegetation type 
• vertebrate species likely to be found in habitats in the project area 
• species listed as federally threatened, endangered or as candidates under review for li sting 
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• species classified as rare, sensitive or otherwise protected by state agencies 
• areas of special biological value or interest, including riparian and wetland habitats 

The technical reports contain detailed information on the vegetation and wildlife resources inventoried. 
The results of the biological resources inventory are summarized below. 

Results 

Vegetative Communities 

Twelve vegetative communities have been identified within the SWIP biological study area. Satellite 
imagery facilItated the identification and distribution of vegetation (refer to Map Volume) . The 
imagery was "classified" using a computer to distinguish various spectral qualities, or light reflectivity 
from the ground surface digitally recorded by a satellite. Since the spectral qualities of some 
communities were similar on the satellite images, the various communities were mapped into several 
vegetation types, and are described below. 

Shadscale, greasewood, samphire-iodine bush, and Great Basin sagebrush are all included under sage 
scrub. Mojave desertscrub and grassland communities are both uniquely identified. Wetland and 
riparian areas are listed under riparian. Pinon-juniper and alpine tundra are represented by 
woodland/mountain shrub/grasses. Limberlbristlecone pine and quaking aspen are represented by the 
mountain coniferlbroadleaf category. 

Agriculture - Th is is most prevalent in the Snake River plain in southern Idaho where native 
vegetation has been cleared for agricultural purposes (i.e., Links 10,20,40,41,61 , 62, and 63). Refer 
to the Land Use section in the DEISIDPA and the Landcover maps in the Map Volume accompanying 
the DEIS/DPA for locations. 

Grassland - Grassland communities occur throughout the alternative corridors, largely ecotonal with 
other plant communities, such as sage scrub (Links 71, 91, 92, 100, 110, 130, 160, 141, 142, 144, 152, 
161 ,200,2 11 ,221,243,259,260, 270,362-63,420, 430, 450, etc.) and pinon-juniper (Li nks 263, 
264, 280, 350), but are often present as discrete grassland units. Many native species have been 
replaced historically during land management practices by exotics, such as cheatgrass brome (Bromus 
tectorum), crested wheatgrass (Agropyron cristatum), filaree (Erodium cicutarium), tumble mustard 
(Sisymbrium altissimum), and Russian thistle (Salsola iberica). Native species include gram as 
(Bouteloua spp.), bluegrasses (Poa spp.), needlegrasses (Stipa spp.), galleta (Hilaria jamesii), sand 
drop seed (Sporobolus cryptandrus), Indian ricegrass (Oryzopsis hymenoides), and squirreltail (Sitanion 
hystrix). 

Sage Scrub - The four distinct communities categorized under sage scrub are described below. The 
most common is Great Basin sagebrush, the other three have more specialized habitat requirements. 
Very few links cross sage scrub exclusively (e.g., Links 70, 300, 310, and 320), most being ecotonal 
with grasslands (links listed above). 

• Great Basin Sagebrush Community - On low foothills at somewhat higher elevations, 
big sagebrush reach down to make contact with playa chenopods, and upward along 
ridges and in valley bottoms to mingle with pinon-juniper woodlands. In addition, 
portions of this community extend well above pinon-juniper to cover rocky ridges and 
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valleys at elevations as high as 10,000 feet. At higher elevations, soils are rocky and less 
dense, the water table is lower, and soils are free of salts. Vegetative cover is between 20 
and 50 percent. Within this community, mountain mahogany (Cercocarpus ledifolius) 
occurs locally on south-facing slopes in dense stands. At higher elevations, quaking 
aspen (Populus tremuloides), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga menzies ii), and white fir (Abies 
concolor) may occur given moister climates. Limber pine (Pill us flexilis) and spruce 
(Picea spp.) occur in some parts of Nevada. 

• Shadscale Community - Shadscale (Atriplex cOllfertifolia) occurs in low elevation, often 
saline basins typified by low precipitation, heavy soils, and a water table too deep to 
support stands of greasewood. This shrub-dominated community normally has cover 
values of less than 12 to 15 percent, and plants that are often less than one meter in 
height. 

• 

Greasewood Community - Greasewood (Sarcobatus vermiculat"s) occurs in saline soils 
along the edges of playas where the water table is high. Salts from the soils are drawn in 
solution into the plant, the leaves drop off and rot causing a highly alkaline habitat in 
which only specialized, salt tolerant plants can survive. Vegetative cover in greasewood 
communities is usually less than 10 percent. 

Samphire-Iodine Bush Community - This community occurs where the combination of 
high water table and high soil salt content is so great that water often stands in pools of 
low playas and dense crusts of salt crystals form on soil surfaces and on the bases of 
plants. 

Mojave Desertscrub Community - This community is found on the basin floors and bajadas below 
4,000 feet. South of the Pahranagat Mountains and at the north end of Kane Springs Valley in 
Nevada, a transition to Mojave desertscrub vegetation occurs (e.g., Links 680, 690, and 700) . 
Creosotebush (Larrea tridentata) is the most abundant plant, with white bursage (Franseria dumosa) 
as a codominant. Blackbrush (Coleogyne ramosissima) is common at higher elevations. loshua trees 
(Yucca brevifolia), all-scale (Atriplex hymenociea), desert holly (A. hymenelytra) and brittlebush 
(Encelia farinosa) occur locally. 

WoodlandIMountain Shrubs/Grasses - Pinon-juniper and the alpine-tundra community are two 
distinct vegetation types represented by this category . 

• Pinon-Juniper - In areas of generally higher elevations (5,000 to 8,000 feet) and steeper 
slopes, pinon-juniper woodlands dominate the upper foothill landscape. These woodlands 
or "pygmy forests" are limited along alternative links at higher elevations, primarily 
intermingling with grasslands and sage scrub (e.g., Links 263, 264, 280, 350, 364, and 
460). In many areas, this vegetation type runs continuously from mountain range to 
mountain range. Annual precipitation in these sites varies greatly. Soils are often rocky, 
shallow, and poorly defined. Plant cover is often less than 15 percent with most of that 
existing as upper canopy cover. Grasses, forbs, and woody plants are limited. The most 
common woody plant is singleleaf pinon (Pinus monophylla). Where juniper (Juniperus 
osteosperma) dominates, neither singleleaf pinon nor pinon pine (P. edulis) occur within 
the study corridors in southern Idaho. 
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• Alpine-Tundra Community - Above timberline, at elevations exceeding 11,000 'feet , 
low-growing, perennial herbs are virtuaUy the only plant types present. Woody plants are 
rare or non-existent. 

Mountain ConiferlBroadleaf - Two distinct high elevation communities, limber pine - bristlecone 
pine and quaking aspen, are represented by this category. 

• 

• 

Limber Pine-Bristlecone Pine - This high elevation community occurs between 8,000 
and 10,000 feet of elevation. Common tree species are white fir (Abies concolor .var. 
lowiana), bristlecone pine (Pinus longaeva var. aristata) , and limber pine (P. flexilis). 
This vegetative community has not been specifically identified along any of the links. 

Quaking Aspen - Occurring at elevations ranging from 6,000 and 8,000 feet, quaking 
aspen are often found growing in pure stands. Understory conifers generally will 
eventually grow and shade out the aspen. 

Riparian - Riparian areas are encountered infrequently within the alternatives, generally occurring in 
narrow communities along streams and marshes. Streams in the region traversed by the SWIP 
alternatives originate from perennial headwater spring sources or from snowmelt which creates 
numerous ephemeral and a few perennial streams. Typical intermountain vegetation along these 
waterways is comprised of cottonwoods (Populus spp.), willows (Salix spp.), dogwood (Comus spp.), 
wild rose (Rosa spp.), birch (Betula spp.), chokecherry (Prunus spp.), and alder (Alnus spp.) (Links 
241 , 244, 245,261 , 267,291,292, and 620). A unique variety of swamp cedar (Juniperus 
scopulorum) exists in three known locations including the White River Valley (Link 670) and Spring 
Valley (Link 380). Climate and elevation will determine which species are present. 

Wetlands - Wetlands are also present in the form of marshes and wet meadows within portions of the 
study area, primarily at lower elevations. 

Other Natural Land Cover - Other categories of land cover that have been identified by satellite 
imagery are natural bare soils and playas. Natural bare soils occur along valleys, in dry areas, dunes, 
and those areas where vegetation is very sparse . Playas are dry lake beds, often with high mineral 
content. During wet years, playas, or alkali flats, may provide important habitat for waterfowl and 
shorebirds. They also represent potential nesting sites for the snowy plover (Charadrius alexandrinus 
nivosus), a federal Category 2 candidate species for listing among the threatened or endangered 
wildlife of the United States. A majority of the playas are located in Utah with a few scattered in 
Nevada (e.g., Links 190, 223, 230, 490, 500, 510, 520, 572, 290). None of the links are exclusively 
within a playa. 

Wildlife 

Approximately 560 species of vertebrates are likely to occur, over the course of a year, in habitats 
traversed by alternative corridors. These species are listed in Tables BIO-IO through BIO-15 of the 
technical reports (refer to Appendix H of the DEIS/DPA for the locations where technical reports can 
be reviewed). 

Seventy species of fish are known to occur within aquatic habitats in the project area (refer to Tables 
BIO-IO, BIO-I1 , BIO-12 of the technical reports). Native and introduced game fi sh are present in 
warm and cold water lakes, ponds and reservoirs, and in perennial streams and rivers. Others inhabit 
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hot and cold springs, and marshes. Approximately 31 percent of the fish fauna occupying waters in 
the project area are introduced. 

Fifteen species of amphibians are expected to occur in aquatic, riparian, and wetland habitats in the 
project area. Sixty-two species of reptiles potentially occur in terrestrial habitats within the study 
corridors (refer to Table BIO-13 of the technical reports). 

The Biological Resources Technical Report (Table BIO-14 of the technical reports) li sts 316 species of 
birds that potentially occur within habitats in the project area. Of these 109 are most likely to occur in . 
lower elevation swamp/slough areas and 109 (some overlap) are riparian species. Grasslands are 
habitat for approximately 62 different species and the sagebrush community hosts 81. species. 
Approximately 71 of the 316 bird species are permanent residents of the area and 143 are summer 
breeding residents. The remainder are likely to occur only during spring and/or fall migration periods, 
with a few winter residents . 

A total of III spec ies of mammals are expected to occur within habitats traversed by the aiternative 
routing corridors of the SWIP (refer to Table BIO-15 of the technical reports). Small mammals 
including rodents, lagomorphs (rabbits and hares), bats, and shrews are the most numerous, although 
not readily observed. Over one half of the mammals that may occur in the project area are rodents 
(51 species). Large mammals include 19 species of carnivores and five species of native ungulates. 

Approximately 34 species of vertebrates are not native to the region, introduced through accidental or 
intentional human activities . 

Agencies responsible for wild life manage ment identified several species of wildlife as being of 
particular concern. These included the species listed below. More information is provided in the 
Special Status sect ion and alternative routes descriptions. 

Wild Horses and Burros - Free-roaming horses (£quus caballus) and burros (£. asinus) occur on 
public lands in the project area. These animals are descendants of horses and burros that escaped from 
man or were turned out onto the open range. Wild Horses are extremely mobile, readily moving great 
di stances across public lands. They are fairly widespread throughout the northeastern part of Nevada 
and adjacent Utah. The BLM has established a number of management areas specifically for wild 
horses (al so refer to Herd Management Areas in Chapter 3 of this document). 

Gila Monster (Heloderma suspectum) - The range of the Gila monster in the United States includes 
the tip of southern Nevada, the southwestern corner of Utah, all of southern and southwestern Arizona, 
extreme southwestern New Mexico, and extreme southeastern California (Stebbins 1985). In the 
Mojave Desert, the Gila monster occurs primarily in Mojave desertscrub, but can also be found in 
lower most limits of juniper woodlands. They are more common in rocky habitats compared with the 
drier and sandier fl oors. Gila monsters are not uncommon, but are seldom seen since they spend most 
of their time underground (Lowe et. al 1986). They dig their own burrows or occupy those made by 
other species, such as desert tortoi ses (Stebbins 1985, Lowe et. al 1986). Gila monsters feed on small 
mammals, reptiles, li zards, carrion, and eggs, primarily of ground nesting birds (Stebbins 1985). This 
species is likely to occur in the vicinity of Links 690, 700, and 720. The Gila monster is a federal 
Category 3C spec ies, and has protected status in Nevada. 

Desert Bighorn Sheep - (Ovis canadensis nelsoni) - Desert bighorn sheep remain in several mountain 
ranges in Clark, Lincoln, and Nye counties, Nevada. These mountains include the Las Vegas, Sheep, 
Hiko, and Arrow Canyon ranges, and the Delamar and Meadow Valley mountains. They also occur in 

3-58 



the South Egan Range in White Pine County. There has been concern expressed for di sruption of 
bighorn sheep movement and use of water sources. 

Desert Tortoise - (Gopherus agassizii) - In recent years, dramatic declines in tortoise population 
numbers have been observed throughout much of its range, including southern Nevada. A number of 
factors have contributed to the observed decline including disease, loss of habitat to development, 
degradation of habitat from livestock grazing, predation on juveniles by ravens attracted to areas where 
human refuse accumulates, illegal collection, and off-road vehicle (OR V) use. The Mojave popUlation 
of the desert tortoise was formally listed as a federally threatened species by the FWS in- Apri~ 1990. 
Concern has been expressed for the maintenance of viable populations in Clark County, Nevada, and 
especially the Las Vegas Valley where rapid commercial and residential development is occurring. As 
a result of these urban developments affecting desert tortoise, a Habitat Conservation Plan is being 
developed to minimize, monitor, and mitigate impacts to tortoises in the larger Clark County region. 
The plans currently identify the Coyote Spring Valley as a priority area for preservation of the species 
(Regional Environmental Consultants 1991). Desert Tortoise do not occur in Idaho or in the Utah 
portion of the SWIP. 

Sage Grouse - (Centrocercus urophasianus) - Declines in sage grouse numbers are largely associated 
with destruction of sagebrush habitat. Conversion of sagebrush to agricultural lands and attempts to 
convert sagebrush areas to grassland for livestock grazing are a few of the human developments 
contributing to the decrease in grouse numbers. There has been concern expressed by state and federal 
agency biologists for other activities that would further impact the sage grouse popUlations. 

AquaticlRiparian Habitats 

Idaho - Important aquatic/riparian habitats traversed by the SWIP alternatives or located in close 
proximity to project alternatives including the Snake River, Salmon Falls Creek and Reservoir, Little 
Wood River, Deep Creek, Cottonwood Creek, Goose Lake, Wilson Lake Reservoir, and Deep Creek 
Reservoir. 

Nevada - Aquaticiriparian habitats traversed by the SWIP alternatives or in close proximity to project 
alternatives include the Humboldt River and tributaries, Salmon Falls Creek, Trout Creek, Shoshone 
Creek, Thousand Springs Creek, Bishop Creek and Reservoir, Duck Creek, Steptoe Creek and 
associated springs, Bassett Lake, Spring Valley Creek, the White River, Ellison Creek, Forest Home 
Creek, Whipple and Tule Field Reservoirs and Goshute Creek. 

Several wetland areas traversed by the SWIP alternatives serve as nesting and wintering grounds for 
waterfowl and bald eagles. These occur in areas of Spring Valley, Steptoe Valley, White River Valley 
and Bassett Lake. Wetlands associated with Bassett lake are nesting habitat for white-faced ibis, long
billed curlew, and sandhill crane. 

Natural springs and streams which are habitat for a number of sensitive fish spec ies include Goshute 
Creek, Duck Creek, and associated springs of Steptoe Valley, Spring Valley Creek, and associated 
springs of Spring Valley, the White River, and springs of White River Valley and Town Creek. 

Utah - Significant aquatic/riparian habitats that occur within the SWIP alternatives in Utah include the 
Sevier River and tributaries, Sevier Lake, Topaz Slough, Crafts Lake, Baker Creek, Jensen Spring, 
Rocky Knoll Spring, Coyote Spring, Gandy Salt Marsh lake, Leland-Harri s Spring Complex, and 
Miller Spring. 
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Leland-Harris Spring Complex and Miller Spring occur within several miles of Link 63 in Snake 
Valley. These areas are habitat for four sensitive species: the desert dace, least chub, spotted frog, and 
Great Basin silver spot butterfly. The latter three are candidates (Category 2) for federal listing as 
threatened or endangered. 

Special Status Species - Plants 

Seventy-three plant species, which occur or potentially occur along proposed corridors, have been 
identified as sensitive on the state and/or federal level (refer to Tables BIO-16, 17, and 18 in the 
technical report). There are no known plant species occurring within the SWIP corridors that are 
presently listed as endangered on the federal level. One recently listed as threatened is unlikely to 
occur in the study area. Candidate species in the area include two that are Federal Category I (C\), 
32 are Federal Category 2 (C2), and 35 are recommended for deletion Federal Category (C3). CI 
means that substantial information exists to support proposing the species for listing as threatened or 
endangered, and a listing proposal is being or will be prepared. C2 indicates that listing of a species 
may be appropriate when additional information is gathered. The C3 category means that species that 
were once considered for listing are no longer being considered. 

The li sting used was the Federal Register 50 CFR Part 17, Wednesday, February 21,1990. Most are 
found on at least one state list of species of concern. Although many of the species are not legally 
protected by the Endangered Species Act, they are protected by federal agency policies and 
regulations. 

Known locations of 31 of the 73 plant species occur along, or within one mile, of alternative routes . 
The low number of known plant locations in the area is more likely a function of the lack of field 
research and does not preclude the existence of additional species. 

Idaho - Seventeen sens itive plant species have been identified as occurring or potentially occurring 
within the SWIP corridors in Idaho. According to the most recent data available, none of these 
species is currently listed as threatened or endangered on the federal level. Of the sixteen species, 
three are federal Category 2 and one is C3. The State of Idaho identifies various levels of sensitivity 
as discussed below. Table BIO-16 in the Technical Report lists these 17 plants. 

Four plants are classified as C2 on the federal level. One species of milk-vetch, Mulford's milk-vetch 
(Astragalus mulfordiae), is known from several counties, including Owyhee County (Moseley and 
Groves 1990). It grows on well-drained, deep, sandy soils on south-facing slopes (Rosentreter 1990). 
Mourning milk-vetch (A. atratus var. inseptus) is endemic to the mid-Snake River Plains of southern 
Idaho on flats, plains, and gentle slopes. Davis' peppergrass (Lepidium davisi;) occurs along internally 
drained, hard-bottomed playas. These playas are often used for stock watering ponds and race tracks. 
Montane peppergrass (L. montanum var. papilliferum), known from Owyhee County can tolerate harsh 
conditions where other plants are unable to take root (Rosentreter 1990). 

The categories used to identify state sensitive species are defined by The Idaho Native Plant Society. 
One species, wovenspore lichen (Texosporium sancti-jacobO, is considered state priority 1. It is part 
of an effort to identify rare non-vascular plants in Idaho (Moseley and Groves 1990). Only recently 
found in Idaho, it grows on decomposed grasses and on the underside of very old rabbit pellets where 
humidity is high (Rosentreter 1990). 
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Two-headed onion (Allium anceps), four-wing milk-vetch (Astragalus tetrapterus) and dimersia 
(Dimersia howellii) are listed as State Priority 2. Two-headed onion requires moist habitat and areas 
that are inundated in the spring. Four-wing milk-vetch is found in association with pinon-juniper at 
elevations of 3,500 to 6,500 feet. It is known from one site in Twin Falls County, Idaho and' is being 
threatened by off-road vehicles and trampling. Dimersia is known from a limited number of sites in 
Owyhee County. 

Owyhee morning milk-vetch (Astragalus atralUs val. owyheensis) is a state sensitive species. 
Generally found on steep hillsides and flats over basalt, it is often entangled under sagebrush. Threats 
include range improvement and agricultural development. Other state sensitive species are Torrey's 
blazing star (Mentzelia torreyi val. acerosa), and thistle milk-vetch (Astragalus kentrophyta val. 
jessiae) , known from a limited number of sites in southern Idaho. Large-flowered gymnosteris 
(Gymnosteris nudicaulis) and small-flowered gymnosteris (G. parvula) occur within the Shoshone 
District, BLM and may occur along proposed corridors (Popovich 1992). Large-flowered gymnosteris 
is on the BLM and state sensitive species lists. It grows on open, sandy places in the plains and 
foothills. Small-flowered gymnosteris, a review species on the state list, grows on open, dry to 
moderately moist slopes, flats, and drier meadows from the foothills to above timberline. 

Webber's needlegrass (Stipa webberi) is more common than previously known and was recently de
listed (Popovich 1992). 

Two species being monitored at the state level are Murphy milk-vetch (Astragalus mulfordiae) and 
white eatonella (Eatonella nivea). 

Two species are Category 3. Picabo milk-vetch (Astragalus oniciformis), a BLM sensitive species was 
thought to be extinct (University of Idaho 1980), however, populations have been found on the 
Shoshone District of the BLM (Popovich 1992). Murphy milk-vetch (A. camplOpus), found in arid, 
sandy soils of southeastern Idaho in association with shadscale (Clark 1989). A primrose (Primula 
cusickiana), is currently undergoing taxonomic review and has no status at this time. 

Nevada - Forty-four plant species in Nevada have been identified by various agencies as requiring 
special consideration (Table BIO-17 in the Technical Report). Status infornlation on the state level is 
from "Endangered, Threatened and Sensitive Plants of Nevada" updated February 13, 1989. There are 
no federally-listed endangered plant species known to occur or potentially occur within the SWIP 
corridors in Nevada. One plant listed as threatened has most likely been extirpated from the Great 
Basin. 

Ute, or plateau, lady's tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) historically occurred in Nevada. This species is 
supported by moist soils in mesic or wet meadows along springs, bogs, or open-seepage areas in 
cottonwood, tamarix, willow, and pinon-juniper associations at 4,400 to 6,810 feet in elevation. It was 
last collected in 1936 in Meadow Valley Wash east of the proposed corridors near Panaca, Nevada. 

Monte Neva paintbrush (Castilleja salsuginosa) is a Category I species and critically endangered on 
the state list. It is found at Monte Neva Hot Springs in Steptoe Valley. Sand-loving buckwheat 
(Eriogonum argophyllum) is listed as Category I on the federal level, and critically endangered on the 
state level. It is located in the Ruby Valley area (Lindsey 1989). 

Clokey milk-vetch (Astragalus aequalis) is a C2 species, recommended as threatened by the Northern 
Nevada Native Plant Society (NNNPS). It is found on gravelly hillsides and ridges at elevations 
ranging from 5,900 to 8,400 feet. Three-cornered pod Geyer milk-vetch (Astragalus triquetrus) is a 
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C2 species, listed as threatened by NNNPS (1989) and critically endangered by the State of Nevada. 
It grows in sandy soils on dunes or in washes. Known locations are along the southern extension in 
the Dry Lake Valley. 

There are 15 species on the federal Category 2 list, which are also on the NNNPS watch list. Exact 
locations for most of these are unknown, although habitats supporting known populations are similar to 
those traversed by the SWIP corridors. Therefore, the potential for occurrence of several different 
species of concern exists. Sunnyside green gentian (Frasera gypsicola), a C2 species, is a mound
forming plant found within remnant playas. Known locations include White Pine and Nye counties. 
Welsh's catseye (Cryplantha welshii) is the C2 species with the highest potential for occurrence 
(Walker 1989). It has been located in Jake's Valley and is likely to he found within one mile of the 
proposed corridor due to similar habitat types. 

Those Category 2 species with moderate potential for occurring along proposed corridors include 
maguire lewisia (Lewisia maguirei) and Blaine's pincushion (Sclerocactus blainei). Maguire lewisia is 
found on loose soils associated with pinon-juniper at elevations of 7,500 to 7,800 feet. Blaine's 
pincushion is currently not well documented. It is found in association with greasewood-shadscale. 
The Cactus and Yucca Law would apply to any found in the affected area. Jan's catchfly (Silene 
nachleringae), another newly described species, is found at elevations above 9,500 feet with subalpine 
vegetation . 

Long calyx milk-vetch (Astragalus oophorus var. lonchocalyx) has low to moderate potential for 
occurrence (Walker 1989). It is located on dry, gravelly hillsides in association with pinon-juniper and 
sagebrush. 

There are five species with low potential for occurrence. Eastwood milkweed (Asclepias 
eastwoodiana) is found on low alkaline clay hills away from other plants. Peck station milk-vetch 
(Astragalus eurylobus) grows in semi-badland sites with Utah juniper and black sagebrush. Currant 
milk-vetch (A. u.ncialis) is found on dry knolls and slopes at elevations of 5,300 to 6,500 feet. Sheep 
fleabane (Erigeron ovinus) grows on rocky outcrops at elevations exceeding 6,500 feet. Tuffed 
globemallow (Sphaeralcea caespitosa) is found on gravelly limestones with mixed shrub and pinon
juniper grass communities. 

Seven additional C2-Iisted species include several which are newly described, making it difficult to 
discern the actual sensitivity of the species. The following descriptions are based on available 
information. Elko rock-cress (Arabis falclfrucla) is found in barren or sparsely vegetated areas in Elko 
County and is of concern in the Wilkins area (BLM 1990). Grouse Creek rock-cress (A. falcataria), 
also in Elko County, is found in high elevation coniferous forests. Goose Creek milk-vetch 
(Astragalus anserinus) is located in Elko County on undeveloped soils along Goose Creek and at 
Thousand Springs (BLM 1990). Broad fleabane (Erigeron latus) is found on gravelly or rocky 
hillsides. Not enough is known about this species to make definite statements about its sensitivity 
(USOI, BLM 1989). Arching pussy toes (Antenna ria arcuata) grows in meadows that are not 
permanently wet and in riparian areas. Lewis buckwheat (Eriogonum lewisii), is known on gravelly 
steep slopes. Barren valley collomia (Collomia renacta) is found in "badland areas" and is of concern 
in the Pequop Summit area (BLM 1990). 

Six C2 species exist which may occur on the southern extension to Las Vegas. Merriam or white bear 
poppy (Arctomecon merriami), found on shallow gravelly soils, is threatened by land development. 
Golden bear poppy (A. californica), considered critically endangered by the State, is found in gravelly 
desert flats in association with creosotebush. Alkali mariposa (Calochortus striatus) is found in alkali 

3-62 

, 



meadows in association with saltgrass. Beaverdam breadroot (Pediomelum eastoreum), recently listed 
(January 1992) is known to occur in sandy gravels of the Mojave Desert, especially along Kane 
Springs Wash (Link 680) . Two subspecies of penstemon (Penstemon bieolor var. bieolor, P. bieolor 
var. roseus) occur next to the Dry Lake Substation site in the Dry Lake Valley. Both are kno;"'n from 
shallow, gravelly soils and appear to survive in disturbed areas (Mozingo 1980). The first variety is a 
watch species. The latter is recommended for deletion on the state level. 

Blaine's pincushion, Clokey pincushion (Coryphantha vivipera var. rasea) , and Great Basin fishhook 
(Scleroeaetus pubispinus) are three species of cactus specifically listed. All species of cactus and 
yucca are protected by The Cactus and Yucca Law, Nevada State Law (Revised Statutes 527). There 
are known populations of Great Basin fishhook along several of the links in the eastern part of the 
state. The proposed corridors may cross some healthy populations of cactus or yucca. 

Eleven of the species identified are listed as 3C on the federal level. Habitat descriptions are given in 
Appendix C. 

Two tree species merit mentioning. Bristlecone pine (Pinus aristata) occurs in eastern Nevada, found 
on dry, rock slopes and ridges of high mountains at elevations exceeding 7,500 feet. They are classed 
among the oldest known living plants and can provide important historical information. Additionally, 
a rare variety of juniper, known as swamp cedar (Juniperus scopulorum), occurs in White River Valley 
east of one link. 

Utah - Fourteen species of sensitive plants that are known to occur, or have the potential to occur, 
within the corridors of the SWIP (Table 810-18 in the Technical Report). According to the most 
recent data available, none of these species is listed as endangered on the federal or state level. 

Ute, or plateau, lady's tresses (Spiranthes diluvialis) historically occurred in the Great Basin. This 
species is supported by moist soils in mesic or wet meadows along springs, bogs, or open-seepage 
areas in cottonwood, tamarix, willow, and pinon-juniper associations at 4,400 to 6,800 feet in 
elevation. None of the historical locations were within the proposed corridors and many of these 
populations have evidently been extirpated with the exception of some near Utah Lake. 

Nine species are C2 on the Federal level. Compact catseye (Cryptamha compacta), recently 
downgraded from a Cl species, is found within Millard County in association with desertscrub and 
grassland. Sunnyside green gentian (Swertia=[Frasera] gypsieola) is considered extremely rare 
globally and statewide (Young 1989). Known locations include Millard County. Sand-loving 
buckwheat (Eriogonum ammophilum), associated with desertscrub, most likely occurs within the SWIP 
corridors. Frisco clover (Trifolium andersonii var. friseanum) is an S I (S3) species, with this 
particular subspecies considered rare. It is found at elevations of 7,000 to 7,500 feet in association 
with pinon-juniper in Millard County. 

Known locations of currant milk-vetch (Astragalus uncialis) exist near Delta, Utah . This species is 
found on dry knolls and slopes in limestone-derived soils. Depressed bitterweed (Hymenoxys 
depressa) is undergoing taxonomic recombination resulting in a more extended range than previously 
defined (Boyce 1989). It is found in association with black sagebrush. Tunnel Springs beard tongue 
(Penstemon coneinnus) is known to occur in Millard County, although it may be south of proposed 
corridors. Jones globemallow (Sphaeralcea eaespitosa) has been identified as occurring within a 
proposed corridor (USDI, BLM 1989). It is found on calcareous soils in association with mixed 
shrub and pinon-juniper communities at elevations of 5,000 to 6,500 feet. 
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The remaining five plants listed are categorized as 3C which indicates that they are no longer 
candidates for listing because they are more abundant than previously believed or have no federal 
status. They shou ld still be taken into consideration, as the State of Utah lists several of them as 
spec ies of concern. Calloway milk-vetch (AstragaLus callithrix) and terrace buckwheat (Eriogonum 
natum) are li sted as S2. Their ranges include Millard County. Limestone buckwheat (E. eremicum) 
and Great Basin pincushion (ScLe rocactus pubispintls) have not been ranked on the state level yet. 
Both are found in Millard County. Transmission lines are listed as a threat to limestone buckwheat, 
and harvesting for horticultural purposes threatens the Great Basin pincushion. Low beard tongue 
(Pensfemon nan us) is found in Juab, Millard, and Tooele counties . 

Special Status Species - Wildlife 

The FWS and the states of Idaho, Nevada, and Utah have all devised codes for defining the extent of 
rarity and level of threat to biotic taxa that are included on species lists maintained by each 
governmental entity. Definitions of these codes may be found in the technical reports. Concern for 
the species di scussed below has been expressed by agencies contacted during the biological resource 
in ventory. 

Idaho - Federally-listed wildlife species known to occupy habitats within the study corridors include 
the bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) and peregrine falcon (Fa lco peregrinus anatum). Refer to 
Table BIO-19 in the technical reports for a list of special status wildlife species in the project area in 
Idaho. 

Candidates for federal listing (Category 2) include one species of fish , the Shoshone sculpin (Cottus 
greenei) and five species of birds: ferruginous hawk (Buteo regalis), Swainson' s hawk (Buteo 
swainsoni) , loggerhead shrike (Lanius ludovicianus), western yellow-billed cuckoo (Coccyzus 
american"s occidentalis), and white-faced ibis (Plegadis chihi). The spotted bat (Euderma maculatum) 
is the onl y cand idate species of mammal known to occur in the project area in Idaho. The long-billed 
curlew (Numenius americanus), a fairly common species in the project area, has recently (FWS, 1991) 
been downgraded to Category 3C, taxa that have been shown to be more abundant than previously 
th ought. The FWS has al so recently (l992) found that a petition to list the ferrugi nous hawk among 
the threatened or endangered wildlife of the United States was not warranted. 

Species identified as sensitive or of concern to state agencies are sage grouse (Centrocercus 
urophasiantls), burrowing owl (Athene cunicularia), and pronghorn (Antilocapra americana). 

No spec ific locations of habitat for Swainson's hawk, yellow-billed cuckoo, white-faced ibis or spotted 
bat were identified within the study corridors. Although other species mentioned above occur within 
the SWIP study corridors, no specific locations of nests and/or crucial habitats were identified, with 
the exception of Shoshone sculpin and sage grouse strutting grounds. 

Nevada - Federally-listed species identified within the study corridors include the desert tortoise 
(Gopherus agassizii), White Ri ver spinedace (Lepidomeda albivallis), bald eagle, and peregrine falcon . 
See Table BIO-20 in the technical reports for a detailed li st of special status wildlife species in the 
project area in Nevada. The desert tortoise, bald eagle and peregrine falcon were included in the 
Biological Assessment (refer to Biological Opinion in Appendix C) prepared for the SWIP. 

Candidates for federal listing (Category 2) in the project area in Nevada include four butterflies, the 
Baking Powder Flat blue butterfly (Euphilotes battoides spp.) and Mattoni's blue butterfly (E. 
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pallescens mauoni) , White River wood nymph butterfly (Cercyionsis pegala spp), and Steptoe Valley 
crescent spot butterfly (Phyciodes pascoensis). Candidate fish species include: White River desert 
sucker (Carostomus clarki intermedius), White River speckled dace (Rhinichthys oscl.llus spp.), 
Pahranagat speckled dace (R. o. velifer), Lahontan speckled dace (R. o. robustus), Preston White River 
springfish (Crenichthys baileyi albivallis) , relict dace (Relictus solitarius) , and Bonneville cutthroat 
trout (Salmo clarki utah). 

One species of amphibian, the Arizona (southwestern) toad (Bufo m;croscaphus), and one species of 
reptile, the chuckwalla (Sauromalus obesus), are classified as a federal Category 2 species. 

Category 2 bird species include ferruginous hawk, Swainson's hawk, western snowy plover 
(Charadrius alexandrius nivosus), western yellow-billed cuckoo, and white-faced ibis. The FWS has 
received a petition requesting the listing of the ferruginous hawk as a threatened species. This species 
is included in the Biological Assessment prepared for the SWIP. 

Category 2 mammal species identified in. the project area are the spotted bat (Euderma macula tum) , 
Desert Valley kangaroo mouse (Microdipodops megacephalus albiventer), Sierra Nevada red fox 
(Vulpes vulpes necatur), North American wolverine (Culo gulo luscus), and North American lynx 
(Felis lynx canadensis). 

Species classified as sensitive or of concern to state agencies include burrowing owl , sandhill crane 
(Crus canadensis), sage grouse, golden eagle (Aquila chrysaetos), Gambel's quail (Lophortyx 
gambelii), bighorn sheep (Ovis canadensis) , pronghorn, elk, and mule deer (Odocoileus hemionus). 

The breeding range of the loggerhead shrike occurs throughout the study area. The chuckwalla 
(Sauromalus obesus) is a resident of Mojave desert scrub communities. Chuckwallas prefer rocky 
hillside areas, particularly lava flows. Link 720 traverses chuckwalla habitat in the Arrow Canyon 
Range. Both species are Category 2 candidates for federal listing. 

The burrowing owl is a species of concern to the NDOW. Burrowing owls occur in Mojave 
desertscrub habitat and, therefore, could occur on Links 690, 700, and 720. Burrowing owls often use 
desert tortoise burrows and could be found throughout all tortoise habitat. 

No locations of habitat were identified within the SWIP study corridors for the following: Arizona 
toad, western snowy plover, yellow-billed cuckoo, white-faced ibis, Desert Valley kangaroo mouse, 
spotted bat, red fox , wolverine, lynx, White River springfish, White River spinedace, or Mattoni ' s and 
Baking Powder Flat blue butterflies. The .White River wood nymph butterfly is known to occur in 
wetlands near the center of the White River Valley near the White Pine-Nye County lines, in the 
vicinity of Link 669. The Steptoe Valley crescent spot butterfly is known from wetlands near the 
Monte Neva Hot Springs in the Steptoe Valley (on Link 291). 

Utah - Two federally-listed species occur in the project area in Utah, the bald eagle and peregrine 
falcon. Refer to Table BIO-21 in the technical reports for list of special status wildlife species in the 
project area in Utah. 

A number of species are candidates for federal listing (Category 2). These include invertebrates such 
as the Great Basin silver spot butterfly (Speyeria nokomis nokomis) and a Category 2 species of 
amphibian, the western spotted frog (Rana pretiosa) . Category 2 fish species include the Bonneville 
cutthroat trout, and least chub (Iotichthys plegethontis). 
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Category 2 bird species occurring in Utah are the ferruginous hawk, Swainson's hawk, western snowy 
plover, western yellow-billed cuckoo, and white-faced ibis. Only one Category 2 mammal species, the 
spotted bat, is known to occur in the project area in Utah. 

Species identified as sensitive or of state concern include the golden eagle, pronghorn, and mule deer. 

No specific locations of habitat were identified within the SWIP corridors in Utah for bald eagle, 
peregrine falcon, Swainson's hawk, western yellow-billed cuckoo, white-faced ibis and spotted bat. 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

Route A 

Wildlife - From the Midpoint Substation to the Idaho-Nevada state line (Links 10, 20, 40, 41 , 50, and 
70) near Eden, Hansen, and Rogerson would traverse habitat for burrowing owls, long-billed curlew 
nesting populations, ferruginous hawks and pronghorn in Idaho. Sage grouse leks and wintering 
grounds would also be north of Jackpot, Nevada (Link 70). 

Numerous links on the route segment from Jackpot to Robinson Summit would traverse crucial big 
game habitats including pronghorn winter range from Jackpot to southwest of Wilkins (Links 72, 101, 
102, 110, 130, 160, 161, 162), mule deer winter range from Jackpot to Knoll Creek Area (Links 72, 
101,102,110,130) and Toano Draw and Goshute Valley (Links 200, 211, and 212), pronghorn 
yearlong and summer habitat in the Steptoe Valley (link 250), and pronghorn kidding grounds adjacent 
to Raiff (Link 291). Sage grouse leks and wintering grounds also occur along many links (72, 100, 
110, 160, 161, 162, 1612, 200, 211, 212, 291, and 293). Habitat for long-billed curlew and sandhill 
crane is encountered in the Steptoe Valley (Links 261, 270, 29l, and 293). Ferruginous hawk nests 
are present in the Egan Range (Link 293) on this route. Route A would follow an existing 
transmission line where the cumulative effects of raptor predation on sage grouse (Links 72, 101, 102, 
110, 130, 160, 161, and 162) would not be expected to increase substantially. Route A and the other 
alternative routes (Midpoint to Dry Lake) converge just north of Robinson Summit (Link 310). 

From the Robinson Summit Substation site south to the Dry Lake Substation site, all the routes would 
follow the same links. A large number of ferruginous hawk nest sites occur on or near the route 
northwest of Riepetown (Link 340) and near Coyote Wash (Link 673). Other important raptor habitats 
include golden eagle nests and bald eagle winter habitat in the vicinity of Gap Mountain (Link 672), 
burrowing owl nesting (Link 363), and crucial raptor (cliff nesting species) nesting areas in the Horse 
Range (Links 669, 670) and the vicinity of Gap Mountain (Link 672). Extensive areas of mule deer 
winter use and migration areas are encountered on this part of the route (Links 670, 672, and 673). 
Sage grouse leks are traversed by alternatives near the north end of White River Valley (Link 340 and 
669). 

Route A would traverse Mojave desertscrub vegetation in southern Nevada and would encounter 
habitat for bighorn sheep, desert tortoi se, gambel's quail near Delamar Valley (Link 690), Pahranagat 
Wash (Link 690), Arrow Canyon Range (Link 670), and sandhill crane habitat (Links 690, 670). 

Plants - Route A would cover approximately 314 miles (61 percent) of sage scrub and 108 miles (21 
percent) of grassland. Sage scrub, as mapped, represents four identified communities: Great Basin 
sagebrush on the lower foothills, shadscale at low elevation saline basins, greasewood in saline soils, 
and samphireliodine bush. Samphireliodine bush is a unique plant community found where salt 
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crystals form on the soil as a result of pooling water. Great Basin sagebrush is the most common and 
is not highly sensitive. Grassland communities, characterized by cheatgrass brome and crested 
wheatgrass, are found largely ecotonal with other plant communities. Approximately 8 percent of the 
land that would be crossed is agricultural, including prime farmlands. The route would cross 26 
perennial streams through a small riparian area (less than I percent). Less than I percent of the route 
would traverse higher elevation pinon-juniper communities. 

From Ely to the Dry Lake Substation site, the route would traverse the northern portion of Delamar 
Valley (Link 690) through sage scrub, most likely blackbrush and other cooler, Great Basin 
desertscrub species. Where the route would pass the southern edge of Pahranagat Mountains, there is 
a distinct transition to Mojave desertscrub, characterized by creosotelbursage with some Joshua trees 
locally present. The route would cross approximately 56 miles (10 percent) of Mojave Desertscrub. 

Four plant species of concern occur along 1.3 miles of the assumed centerline of Route A and four 
occur within one mile on either side of the assumed centerline. In Idaho, four-wing milk-vetch 
(Astragalus tetrapterus) is found on the assumed centerline east of Browns Bench (Link 70), and 
populations of two-headed onion (Allium aneeps) occur on the assumed centerline southwest of Eden 
(Link 41) and within one mile of assumed centerline (Link 70). Both are Priority 2 in the State. In 
Nevada, Elko rock-cress (Arabis faleifrueta), a Category 2 species, occurs within one mile of the route 
east of the Thousand Springs Valley (Link 162). In the Steptoe Valley less than one mile east of the 
route, Monte Neva Hot Springs (Link 291) provides habitat for Monte Neva paintbrush (Castilleja 
salsuginosa), a Category I species, critically endangered in the Nevada. 

Two plant species occur on the route from the Ely area to Dry Lake Substation site. One-leaflet 
Torrey milk-vetch (Astragalus calyeosus var. monophyllidius), a watch species, is found on the 
assumed centerline of the route through Jakes Valley (Link 670). Meadow Valley range sandwort 
(Arenaria stenomeres), a watch species, occurs on Link 720. Yellow twotone beard tongue and rosy 
twotone beard tongue (Penstemon bieolor, P. b. roseus) and Three-cornered pod Geyer milk-vetch 
(Astragalus triquetrus) are Category 2 candidate species which occur in the vicinity of Links 690, 700, 
and 720. Only the milk-vetch (Astragalus) occurs within the one-mile corridor, although there is a 
high potential for the two varieties of penstemon to occur given habitat requirements and known 
ranges. 

Route B 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, Route B is the same as Route A. South of 
Jackpot, this route would turn southeast through Trout Creek (Links 91,92, 140, 141, 142, and 144) 
instead of paralleling the existing transmission lines south where it would encounter sage grouse leks. 
Route B would encounter more sage grouse leks in Toano Draw (Link 200) and Goshute Valley 
(Links 221 , 226), and again in the Steptoe Valley (Link 259) and Butte Valley (Link 280). Big game 
habitat on this route includes mule deer crucial winter range along the Toano Range and Goshute 
Mountains (Link 200, 222), and crucial summer habitat near Trout Creek (Link 91). Important raptor 
habitats include peregrine falcon winter habitat (Links 222, 224, and 226), bald eagle winter habitat 
(Links 259, 260), and ferruginous hawk habitat (Links 259, 260) and nest sites within the Butte Valley 
(Link 280). Habitat for long-billed curlew and sandhill crane would be encountered in Steptoe Valley 
(Links 259, 260, 270, and 261). An important water use area comprised of Antone Creek and 
surrounding springs is traversed by this route in Antone Pass (Link 280). The waters are important for 
wildlife, especially mule deer and sage grouse. From the Robinson Summit Substation site to the Dry 
Lake Substation site, Route B is the same as Route A. 

3-67 



. 

Plants - Route B would traverse approximately 331 miles (64 percent) of sage scrub and 97 miles (18 
percent) of grassland. Other plant communities crossed include agricultural land (8 percent), and less 
than I percent of both pinon-juniper and riparian areas. Twenty-seven perennial streams are crossed. 
The community types and vegetation described for Route A from the Robinson Summit Substation site 
to the Dry Lake Substation site also apply to Route B. 

The four plant species of concern that occur along 1.3 miles of the route include four-wing milk-vetch 
(Astragalus tetrapterus) east of Browns Bench (Links 64 and 70), two-headed onion (Allium anceps) 
southwest of Eden (Link 41), one-leaflet Torrey milk-vetch (Astragalus ealyeos"s vaL monophyllidius) 
within the White River Valley (Link 670), and Meadow Valley range sandwort (Arenaria stenomeres) 
within the Coyote Spring Valley (Link 720). These species are identical to those discussed in Route 
A. One species that occurs in Nevada within the one mile zone adjacent to the Toano Range and 
Goshute Mountains (Link 222) is Great Basin fishhook (Scleroeaetus puhispinus). Though it is a 
Category 3 species, it is protected by the Cactus and Yucca Law in Nevada. Plants along the southern 
corridors (690, 700, 720) are identical to Route A. 

Route C 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to north of (Link 200), Route C is the same as Route B. From 
the crossing of Interstate 80 (Link 211) to Dolly Varden (Link 230), Route C is the same as Route A. 
Link segment 250 is unique to Route C. Route C would traverse crucial pronghorn winter range in 
the Currie Hills (Link 250) and would also cross sage grouse leks and bald eagle habitat. From the 
North Steptoe Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, Route C is the same as described for 
Route A. 

Plants - Route C traverses approximately 320 miles (63 percent) of sage scrub and 96 miles (19 
percent) of grassland. Approximately 8 percent of the area that would be crossed by this route is 
agricultural. The remainder is less than 1 percent pinon-juniper and less than 1 percent riparian. 
Twenty-three perennial streams would be crossed. Refer to Route A for a discussion of the 
communities and specific description of the Mojave desertscrub found south of the Pahranagat 
Mountains. 

Plant species of concern occur along 1.3 miles of the assumed centerline, as discussed in Route A. 
Species occurring within the one mile area are Castilleja salsuginosa (Link 291) near Monte Neva Hot 
Springs in Steptoe Valley and Allium anceps (Link 41) near Dry Gulch in Idaho. The plants along the 
southern portion (Links 690, 700, and 720) are identical to those along Route A. 

Route D 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to just north of HD Summit, Route D is the same as Route A. 
From HD Summit to approximately Town Creek, Route D would follow an existing transmission line 
roughly parallel to U.S. Highway 93 (Link 167) and would traverse crucial pronghorn winter range 
southwest of Wilkins near Bishops Creek (Link 1611), sage grouse leks west of the Windermere Hills 
(Link 167) and near Interstate 80 east of Wells (Links 180), long-billed curlew habitat southeast of 
Wells (Links 180, 190), crucial deer winter range in Independence Valley (Link 180,190), and in the 
Goshutc Valley north of Dolly Varden (Link 230). 
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From Dolly Varden to the North Steptoe Substation site (Link 241, 243, and 245), Route D would 
traverse antelope crucial summer range and antelope yearlong habitat. From the North Steptoe 
Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, Route D is the same as Route A. 

Plants - Route D would traverse approximately 319 miles (62 percent) of sage scrub and 97 miles (19 
percent) of grassland. Approximately 8 percent of the land that would be crossed is agricultural. 
Other communities consist of less than I percent pinon-juniper and less than I percent riparian areas. 
Refer to Route A for a discussion of the communities and specific description of the Mojave 
desertscrub found south of the Pahranagat Mountains. Plant species of concern occur along 1.3 miles 
of the assumed centerline, as discussed in Route A. Those within the one mile zone are also the same 
as those described for Route A (Links 41, 162,291, and 700). 

Route E 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to north of Interstate 80 (Link 200), Route E is the same as 
Route A. From north of Interstate 80 to the North Steptoe Substation site (Links 221 , 222, 224, 226, 
259,260,261, and 270), Route E is same as Route B. From the North Steptoe Substation site to the 
Dry Lake Substation site, Route E is the same as Route C. 

Plants - Route E would traverse approximately 320 miles (61 percent) of sage scrub and 116 miles 
(22 percent) of grassland. Agricultural lands constitute approximately 9 percent of the land that would 
be crossed. Pinon-juniper and riparian communities constitute less than I percent of the land that 
would be crossed. The route would cross 22 perennial streams. Refer to Route A for a description of 
the communities and a description of the Mojave desertscrub found south of the Pahranagat 
Mountains. 

Plant species of concern that occur along 1.3 miles of the route are identical to those discussed for 
Route A. Monte Neva paintbrush (Castilleja salsuginosa) found near Monte Neva Hot Springs in 
Steptoe Valley (Link 291), and two-headed onion (Allium anceps) near Dry Gulch (Link 41) in Idaho 
occur within the one mile the route. Great Basin fishhook (Sclerocactus pubispinus) appears adjacent 
to the Toano Range and Goshute Mountains (Link 222). 

Route F 

Wildlife - Route F would traverse west from Midpoint Substation (Links 61, 62). Near Hagerman, the 
route would traverse habitat for burrowing owl, ferruginous hawk, long-billed curlew nesting 
populations, and Shoshone sculpin. North and west of Hagerman, the route would traverse sage 
grouse leks, habitat for pronghorn and river otter at the Snake River (Link 62). Adjacent to the 
Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument (Link 64), the route would also traverse several 
cooperative wildlife tracts that are managed for game birds, such as pheasant. On Link 64, the BLM, 
Burley District, wildlife biologists discovered two nesting pairs of ferruginous hawks during the late 
spring of 1992. Where the route would parallel Salmon Falls Creek Canyon, some long-billed curlew 
and burrowing owl habitat occurs. 

From Jackpot, Nevada to north of Interstate 80 in Goshute Valley, Route F is the same as Route B. 
Then, the remainder of this route to Dry Lake Substation site is the same as described for Route C. 
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Plants - Route F would traverse approximately 317 miles (60 percent) of sage scrub and 110 miles 
(20 percent) of grassland. Approximately 11 percent of the land that would be crossed by this route is 
agricultural. Other plant communities that would be crossed consist of less than I percent pinon
juniper and less than one percent riparian. Eight perennial streams would be crossed. Refer to Route 
A for a description of the plant communities a description of the Mojave desertscrub found south of 
the Pahranagat Mountains. 

Plant species of concern occur along 4 .2 miles of the route. In Idaho, mourning milk-vetch 
(Astragalus afratus var. inseptus) occurs near Peters Gulch (Link 64), Lepidium davisii occurs from 
near Salmon Creek Falls Creek Reservoir (Link 64), two-headed onion (Allium aneeps) east of Browns 
Bench (Link 70), and four-wing milk-vetch (Astragalus tetrapterus) adjacent to Salmon Falls Creek 
(Link 64, 70) . In Nevada, one-leaflet Torrey milkvetch (A. ealyeasus var. manaphyllidius) occurs in 
Jakes Valley (Link 670) and Arenaria stenameres occurs in Coyote Spring Valley (Link 720). Other 
species known to ex ist within the one mile corridor are Torrey's blazing star (Mentzelia tarreyi var. 
aeerasa) northwest of Hagerman (Link 62) and Owyhee mourning milkvetch (Astragalus atratus var. 
awyheensis) adjacent to Salmon Falls Creek (Link 64). Three-cornered pod Geyer milk-vetch 
(Astragalus triquetrus) , yellow twotone beard tongue and rosy twotone beard tongue (Pensteman 
biealar var. biealar, and P. b. raseus) are as described for Route A along Links 690, 700, and 720. 

Route G 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, Route G is the same as Route A. Route G 
would cross Salmon Falls Creek through the foothills west of Jackpot (Links 711, 714) and would 
traverse sage grouse leks and wintering grounds, crucial pronghorn and mule deer winter habitat, and 
bald eag le nesting and winter habitat. 

From Jackpot to the Robinson Summit Substation site, Route G is the same as Route A, except Route 
G uses Links 713 and 715 near Contact Nevada and Links 150 and 151 near Wilkins. Wildlife 
habitats the would be traversed are essentially the same as those which occur on Links 72, 101 , and 
102 as described for Route A. In Thousand Springs Valley (Links 150, 151 ), the route would traverse 
two sage grouse leks, skirt the edge of another sage grouse lek buffer, and cross an area of pronghorn 
winter ran ge. From Dolly Varden to the North Steptoe Substation site (Link 241, 243, and 245), 
Route G would traverse antelope crucial summer range and antelope yearlong habitat. 

From the North Steptoe Substation site to the Robinson Summit Substation site, Route G is the same 
as Route B. From Robinson Summit Substation to Dry Lake wildlife habitats traversed Route G are 
the same as those described for these links on Route A. 

Plants - Route G would traverse approximately 312 miles (62 percent) of sage scrub and 97 miles (19 
percent) of grassland. Other plant communities the would be crossed include approximately 16.8 
mil es (3 percent) of agricultural land, less than I percent pinon-juniper at higher elevations, and less 
than I percent riparian. The route would cross about 78 miles (16 percent) Mojave desertscrub along 
the southern portion. Plant communities and vegetation types are the same as those described for 
Route A. 

The four pl ant species of concern that occur along 1.3 miles of the route include four-win g milk-vetch 
(Astragalus fetrapterus) east of Browns Bench (Link 70), two-headed onion (Allium aneeps) southwest 
of Eden (Link 41), one-leaflet Torrey milk-vetch (Astragalus ealyeasus var. manaphyllidius) within the 
White Ri ver Valley (Link 670), and Meadow Valley range sand wort (Arenaria stenameres) within the 
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Coyote Spring Valley (Link 720). These species are identical to those discussed in Route A. Elko 
rock-cress, a Category 2 species, occurs within one mile of the corridor in the Thousand Springs 
Valley (Link 151). 

Ely to Delta Segment 

Direct Route 

Wildlife - The Direct Route would originate from the North Steptoe Substation site, cross the Schell 
Creek Range and continue past the Red Hills to a point south of the Little Hills (Links 262, 263, 265 
and 266). This route would cross near areas of ferruginous hawk, long-billed curlew, bald eagle 
habitat, sage grouse wintering grounds, and lek and crucial pronghorn winter range. On Link 630, the 
Direct Route crosses the Confusion Wild Horse Management Area (RMA) between mile posts 3 and 
27. From mile posts 8 to 14 the Confusion HMA have been designated crucial wild horse habitat. 
From mile posts 31 to 39 the line would cross the Swasey HMA, with the segment from mile post 33 
to 34 crossing crucial habitat within that HMA. 

Where this route would traverse the Snake Valley (Link 630), sensitive aquatic/wetland habitats are 
encountered. One of these, the Leland-Harris Spring Complex, is inhabited by least chub, desert dace, 
and spotted frog. Wetland areas associated with this spring complex are also habitat for the Great 
Basin silver spot butterfly. Crucial deer winter habitat would be traversed by this route in the House 
Range (Link 630). Crucial mule deer winter habitat and a migration corridor would also be 
encountered in the Drum Mountains (Links 630, 650). The route would traverse pronghorn habitat 
north of Sugarville (Link 582) at the Intermountain Substation site. 

Plants - The Direct Route would traverse a mosaic of sage scrub for approximately 83 miles (64 
percent) and grassland communities for 27 miles (20 percent). The route would cross approximately 
21 miles (16 percent) of playa in Utah. No sensitive plant species are known to occur within one mile 
of the route. 

Cutoff Route 

The Cutoff Route is the same as the Direct Route from the North Steptoe Substation site to just south 
of the Little Hills. The route would then continue southwest across the Snake Valley (Link 266). 

Wildlife - A number of raptor nesting areas would be traversed by this route including golden eagle 
nest sites within the Snake Valley (Link 268) and Tule Valley (Link 462). Ferruginous hawk nests 
also occur in the Tule Valley (Link 462). Crucial Mule deer winter range and migration corridors 
occur in the Confusion Range and Middle Range (Link 462) and a mule deer migration corridor is 
traversed in the Congor Range (Link 268). Other important wildlife habitats include critical pronghom 
habitat and crucial water use areas in the Snake Valley (Link 268). The route would traverse 
pronghorn habitat west of Smelter Hills (Links 571) and north of SugarviUe (Link 582) at the 
Intermountain Substation site. The Cutoff Route is also likely to affect populations of wild horses. 
Between miles II and 19 on Link 268, the route crosses the Conger Mountain HMA. 

Plants - The Cutoff Route would traverse a mosaic of sage scrub for approximately 101 miles (66 
percent) and grassland communities for 34 miles (22 percent). The route would cross approximately 
18 miles (12 percent) of playa in Utah. One population of Great Basin fishhook (Sclerocactus 
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puhispinus) occurs along the assumed centerline of Link 462. The species is also known to occur on 
Link 268. 

230k V Corridor Route 

Wildlife - The 230kV Corridor Route would originate form the Robinson Summit Substation site and 
parallel two 230kV transmission lines east toward Ely, Nevada (Link 350). The route would traverse 
sage grouse leks and wintering grounds northwest of Ely (Links 350, 351, and 352) and in the Schell 
Creek Range (Link 380). Ferruginous hawk nests and long-billed curlew habitat occur on in the 
Steptoe Valley (Link 351 , 352, and 370). From east of the Nevada-Utah state line (Link 460), this 
route is the same as described for the Cutoff Route. Links 461 and 462 traverse wild horse habitat in 
the Conger Mountain HMA. Specifically, miles 6 to 13 on Link 461 and miles I to 13 on Link 462 
involve the Conger Mountain HMA. 

Plants - The 230kV Corridor Route would traverse a mosaic of sage scrub for 104 miles (65 percent) 
and grassland communities for 37 miles (23 percent). In Utah, the route would cross approximately 
14 miles (9 percent) of playa. One population of Great Basin fi shhook (Sclerocactus puhispinus) 
occurs along the assumed centerline of Link 462. 

Southern Route 

Wildlife - The southern route exits the Robinson Summit Substation site from the south and follows 
the west side of the Egan Range. Ferruginous hawk nest sites are encountered along Link 340 
northwest of Riepetown and at the north end of the Fortification Range on Link 420. Sage grouse leks 
occur at the north end of White River Valley (Link 364) and in Spring Valley (Link 420). Long-billed 
curlew habitat is encountered where Link 420 traverses Steptoe Valley . Antelope kidding grounds 
occur north of the Fortification Range (Link 420). Key deer winter ranges occur by Big Springs Wash 
north of GBNP (Link 430) and in the Antelope Valley near Utah State Highway 21 (Link 451). Link 
451, between mileposts II and 17 cross the Burbank HMA and miles 24 to 34 involve the King Top 
HMA. Other important habitats include a crucial water use area (Link 364) and critical pronghorn 
habitat near the Nevada-Utah state line (Link 450). From here Link 571 through 582 are the same for 
both the 230k V Corridor Route and the Southern Route. 

Plants - The Southern Route would traverse predominately sage scrub for approximately 154 miles 
(73 percent) with grassland intermingled for 27 miles (13 percent). Twenty-two miles (11 percent) of 
the route would cross areas of playa. 

Five species that are known to occur along the route are: 

• Great Basin fishhook (Sclerocactus puhispinus) along the southern end of the Snake 
Range (Link 430, 451) 

• compact catseye (Cryptantha compacta), sand-loving buckwheat (Eriogonum 
ammophilum), and low beard tongue (Penstemon nanus) at the southern tip of the Tule 
Valley (Link 451) 

• currant milkvetch (Astragalus uncialis) located in the Swasey Wash (Link 490) 
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Populations of species that occur within the one mile corridor include Great Basin fishhook, currant 
milk-vetch, Jones globemallow (Sphaeralcea caespitosa), limestone buckwheat (Eriogollwn eremicum), 
Calloway milk-vetch (A. callithrix) , and terrace buckwheat (E. natum). 

Environmental Consequences 

Introduction 

The vegetation types, sensitive wildlife, and plant species inventoried are described in detail in the 
technical report (refer to Appendix H of the OEISIDPA for the locations where technical reports can 
be reviewed). Impact matrices were developed to identify the initial impacts anticipated as a result of 
the SWIP, to recommend mitigation measures to minimize those impacts, and to determine residual 
impacts. 

Issues for wildlife species and important wildlife habitats are related primarily to increased public 
access into remote areas and/or ground disturbance. Ground disturbance caused by construction of the 
transmission line could result in habitat destruction and degradation, and future erosion problems 
where stabilizing plants are lost. Increased public access into remote areas, during and following 
construction, may result in increased human harassment of all classes of wildlife, increased levels of 
poaching, and increased take of certain species by legal hunters, trappers, or fishermen. Increased 
public access can also result in habitat damage from ORV vehicle use, accidentally set fires, and direct 
mortality of individual animals resulting from increased or higher speed vehicular traffic. 

The GIS impact assessment models and matrices are described in the technical reports. In the 
technical report are narrative descriptions and data tables for each of the alternative route segments 
studied. The technical reports are available for review at the agency offices listed in Appendix H of 
the OEISIDPA. 

Methods 

Impact types considered in the impact analysis models were: 

I) Threatened, Endangered, Rare or Unique Species: 

• affect any federally classified threatened or endangered spec ies or critical habitat 
thereof 

• affect any state listed protected, threatened, unique or otherwise sensitive species or 
habitat thereof 

2) General Wildlife: 
• create a barrier or hazard to the migration or movement of any wildlife species (see 

discussion below on potential hazard to migrating raptors and other larger bird 
species). 

• alter the diversity of any biotic community or populations of any animal species 
communities, or areas 
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3) Increase human activity/public access. 

To determine the intensity (level) of impacts that would result from the construction and operation of 
the SWIP, two models were developed to identify direct and indirect impacts. The access 
requirements were determined in a model that was compared with sensitive wildlife resources and 
habitats. 

Where access and other ground disturbance would be greater and sensitive biological resources were 
found (e.g., wildlife habitats, sensitive plants, etc.), initial impacts would be of a higher intensity. 
These adverse impacts would be long-term unless revegetation would be done. 

Where access roads would have to be constructed into currently remote areas, indirect long-term 
impacts would likely result. These impacts would be from increased pressure on biological resources 
from potentially greater presence of humans (e.g., legal hunting, poaching, fishing, ORV access, etc.). 
Refer to cumulative effects for a discussion of some of these indirect impacts that would occur over 
time. 

Adverse, indirect, and long-term impacts would also result simply from the presence of the 
transmission lines. For example, because golden eagles will use transmission towers for hunting 
perches, predation on sage grouse within their sensitive habitats (i.e., leks and wintering grounds) may 
increase . A similar predation issue is found for juvenile desert tortoise where ravens have 
transmission towers as hunting perches. These impacts were documented where these impact types 
could be identified and where sensitive habitats corresponded to the potential presence of one of the 
alternative routes. 

Mitigation Planning 

In order to reduce potential impacts resulting from ground disturbance and increased levels of public 
access along the various alternative routes of the SWIP, generic and selectively recommended 
mitigation measures were applied to initial impact levels. 

Generic mitigation as part of the project description, is applied uniformly along the route and tends to 
reduce impact potential to many resources (refer to Table 1-6) . For example, restricting vehicle 
construction equipment movement to predesignated routes (#1) and recontouring and revegetating 
disturbed areas where necessary (#3 and #4), and construction of roads at right angles to streams 
(#13). 

Selectively recommended mitigation measures are more specific and are applied to mitigate specific 
initial impacts (refer to Table 1-5). These measures include overland access to minimize ground 
disturbance (#2), placement of towers to avoid sensitive features (#6), modified tower design to 
minimize avian conflicts (#7), use of helicopter construction under certain conditions (#12), and 
limiting construction activities during sensitive periods (#11). 
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Results 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

Route A 

Wildlife - From the Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada (Links 10, 20, 40, 41, 50, 70), initial 
impact levels (before applying of mitigation) resulting from construction of the project would be 
generally low and moderate. Mitigation (discussed at the beginning of this section) would reduce 
these impacts to low. The only high residual impacts on this route in Idaho would be where sage 
grouse leks are located near the Nevada state line (Link 70). 

Federal and state biologists are concerned that the SWIP would add yet another cumulative impact on 
sage grouse populations in southern Idaho and eastern Nevada (refer to cumulative effects section at 
the end of Chapter 4 of the DEISIDPA and the expanded discussion in Chapter 3 of the document). 
Concern has focused on the increase in public access within sage grouse habitats, placement of towers 
and access roads in strutting or crucial wintering grounds, and the fact that predators of sage grouse 
(i.e., golden eagles) use the transmission towers as hunting perches. Adult and immature birds and 
nests are all thought to be vulnerable. Because there is no way to mitigate predation of sage grouse in 
these areas, these impacts would remain high even after mitigation and would be long term and 
significant. Eliminating access would be difficult, there would be some potential for disturbance and 
poaching in addition to the loss of habitat and disturbance due to construction activities. 

There is potential for impact to wild horses along Route A. Horses occur along the route and some 
disturbance to these animals is expected, especially during construction. Horses are extremely mobile 
and readily move large distances on open public lands. Consequently, long-term adverse impacts to 
horse populations are not anticipated. 

There would be high initial impacts to long-billed curlew nesting habitat where the project would 
significantly increase potential public access (Links 10,20, 40, 70) due to the difficulty of eliminating 
access in areas of flat or gentle terrain and the vulnerability of nesting curlews. These impacts would 
be adverse and long-term. However, mitigation measures (discussed at the beginning of this section) 
would reduce most of these impacts to insignificant levels . 

From Jackpot to northwest of the Windermere Hills (Links 72,101,102,110,130,160,161,162) in 
northern Nevada, Route A would cause mainly moderate to high initial impacts. These initial impact 
would be due primarily to crucial mule deer and pronghorn habitats, bald eagle wintering and potential 
nesting habitat (Link 72), and sage grouse leks and wintering habitat (Links 160, 161, 162). The 
impacts to sage grouse are largely unmitigable because of potential predation by golden eagles on 
adult and immature birds (see discussion above). There would be 0.2 mile of high residual impacts to 
sage grouse (Link 160). These impacts would be significant, adverse, and long-term. However, 
applying mitigation measures along this portion of Route A would reduce all other high impacts to 
insignificant levels. 

Moderate residual impacts would occur in some areas along this segment of Route A where public 
access would be significantly increased in big game habitats and in ferruginous hawk habitats. These 
impacts would be adverse and long-term, but are not considered significant. Because it is difficult to 
completely restrict new access where roads and trails have been constructed, there can be increased 
pressure on these species by hunting/poaching and harassment. 
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From the Windermere Hills to north of Interstate SO near Oasis, Nevada (Links 1612, 152, 200), Route 
A would traverse the northem toe of the Windermere Hills and then southeast to East Squaw Creek. 
High initial impacts along this portion of the route would be primarily caused by increased public 
access in pronghorn winter range for 0.5 miles (Link 1612). These high impacts would be reduced to 
moderate, in significant levels following mitigation (discussed at the beginning of this section). An 
additional I.S miles of high initial impacts would result to sage grouse winter range and leks north of 
East Squaw Creek (Link 200). Similar to the impacts to sage grouse described above, these impacts 
would remain high following mitigation. 

In the section of the Route A between north of Interstate SO and Dolly Varden in the Goshute Valley 
(Links 2 I I, 2 I 2), high initial impacts would be expected to result from increased public access. 
Potentially high initial impacts from ground disturbance to sage grouse leks would occur on Link 21 I 
at the north end of Goshute Valley (between mileposts 14.7 and 16.3). Following mitigation, these 
impacts to sage grouse leks would be expected to remain adverse and significant for about 1.6 miles. 

From the Dolly Varden in the southern end of Goshute Valley to the North Steptoe Substation site 
(Links 2 I I, 230, 250, 259, 260), high initial impacts from ground disturbance would occur for 0.2 
miles because of sage grouse leks and known occurrences of wintering bald eagles near the north end 
of Steptoe Valley (Link 259). Despite applying mitigation measures, 0.2 miles of high residual 
impacts (adverse and significant) would remain. 

From the North Steptoe Substation site to the Robinson Summit Substation site (Links 270, 291, 293, 
3 I 0), increased public access would cause high initial impacts to sage grouse leks, long-billed curlew, 
and sandhill crane from increased public access near Monte Neva Hot Springs at the base of the Egan 
Range (milepost II.S to 11 .9). No high residual impacts would be expected following mitigation. 
Ground disturbance along this segment of the route would result in high initial impacts along the base 
of the Egan Range (Link 291) in the Steptoe Valley (mileposts 4.4 to 6.1 and 7.9 to 11.8) and (Link 
293) in the Egan Range (mileposts 1.9 to 4.4 and 4.S to 6.5). Following mitigation (discussed at the 
beginning of this section), high residual impacts would occur for 3.0 miles in the Steptoe Valley (Link 
291) and for 4.5 miles in Dry Canyon (Link 293). High residual impacts (significant impacts) on both 
links would result from the presence of sage grouse leks (refer to previous discussion of sage grouse 
effects). 

Route A from the Robinson Summit Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site (Links 340, 362, 
363, 669, 670, 672, 673, 675, 690, 700), would cross through Great Basin desertscrub habitats along 
the north portion of this segment and Mojave desertscrub habitats in the southern portion. Generally, 
initial impacts for most of the route would be moderate to high. High initial impacts would be most 
notable where habitat of the desert tortoise is encountered in Coyote Spring Valley (Links 690, 700). 
Adding a transmiss ion facility would reduce the amount of suitable tortoise habitat because of roads 
needed to construct and maintain the line, and would increase the potential for human activity. 

Links 690, 700, and 720 of the SWIP route traverse 53.2 miles of desert tortoise habitat. Link 690 
enters desert tortoise habitat in the extreme southern portion of the Pahranagat Valley . The first 4.3 
miles of habitat are in an area designated as Category III. This area is at the northern limit of species 
distribution and tortoise densities are very low (0 to 10 tortoises per square mile). The last 15.3 miles 
of Link 690 are in Category I habitat. Tortoise densities in this area (northern most extension of 
Coyote Spring Valley) range from low to very high (140+ per square mile). 

Links 700 and 720 continue south along U.S. Highway 93 through Coyote Spring Valley, and traverse 
30.2 miles of Category I habitat. Fourteen miles is located on private land owned by Aerojet 
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Corporation and is, therefore, not officially categorized by the BLM. However, for the purposes of 
this Biological Assessment, it was considered to be Category I habitat as requested by the BLM. 
Surveys in this area indicate relatively high densities of tortoises (45 to 140+ tortoises per square mile) 
in portions of the Coyote Spring Valley. The habitat is generally considered to be in good condition. 
As the SWIP enters the Dry Lake Valley (Link 720), it traverses 3.2 miles of Category III habitat. 
The dry lake bed itself is not tortoise habitat. Tortoise densities in this portion of the Dry Lake Valley 
are in the very low to low range (0 to 45 tortoises per square mile). 

In general, all new alignments in desert tortoise habitat are in close proximity to the existing roadway 
and tortoise density may be lower than in adjacent habitat. Typically tortoise numbers are greatly 
reduced near paved roadways . Therefore, densities within the proposed corridor maybe lower than 
estimates for outlying areas. 

The Coyote Spring Valley has been proposed as a Tortoise Management Area in the Short-term 
Habitat Conservation Plan for Clark County (Regional Environmental Consultants, 1990). Further, the 
FWS's Desert Tortoise Recovery Plan is likely to designate the Valley as a protected management 
area. 

Impacts to desert tortoise from increased human activity include being crushed by vehicles, shooting, 
illegal collecting, and destruction of burrows. Adverse, indirect, and long-term impacts could result 
simply from the presence of the transmission lines because ravens may use the transmission towers for 
hunting perches, and predation on juvenile desert tortoise may increase. Predation by ravens is usually 
a problem near urban areas, water bodies, and solid waste disposal sites, where ravens are typically 
found. Although raven predation is not considered a significant problem at this time, federal biologists 
are concerned that the problem may become more significant if Las Vegas and surrounding areas 
continue to develop and expand. 

Mitigation measures applied during construction would effectively mitigate direct impacts to desert 
tortoise (e.g., tortoise or tortoise burrows being crushed by vehicles, etc.). However, it is unclear how 
raven predation, if it becomes a significant problem in the future, can be effectively mitigated. 

A Biological Assessment has been prepared for desert tortoise, and formal consultation was completed 
with the FWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (1974). The BLM requires that an 
opinion be rendered by the FWS on the desert tortoise prior to a Record of Decision on the SWIP. 
The Biological Opinion, released on May 12, 1993, was favorable to allow construction of the SWIP 
and the detailed mitigation contained in the opinion will become part of the stipulations required to 
construct and operate the SWIP. One of the major mitigation measures would be to favor constructing 
the project through the sensitive area during the winter months when the tortoise are inactive (refer to 
# II in Table 1-5). The Stateline Resource Area has released its Draft Resource Management Plan 
(RMP) for public review. The area of Coyote Springs Valley was proposed in several alternatives as 
an Area of Critical Environmental Concern for desert tortoise. The BLM' s RMP process is being 
prepared in coordination with the Short-term Habitat Conservation Plan for desert tortoise that was 
prepared by Clark County (1991). Refer to the Technical Report for a description of the habitat 
classification for desert tortoise (e.g. category I, II, and III). Also refer to Appendix C - Biological 
Opinion. 

The burrowing owl is a species of concern to the NDOW. Burrowing owls occur in Mojave 
desertscrub habitat and, therefore, could occur on Links 690, 700, and 720. Burrowing owls often use 
desert tortoise burrows and could be found throughout all tortoise habitat along the project. Limiting 
construction to winter months to reduce conflicts with owls has been recommended by the BLM. 
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Other highly sensitive features include ferruginous hawk nest sites (Link 673, 340), crucial raptor 
nesting areas (Links 669, 672), sage grouse leks (Link 669), crucial mule deer winter range and 
mi gration corridors (Links 672, 669, 670, 363, 673), and desert bighorn sheep movement/migration 
corridors (Links 690, 700). There are two bighorn sheep water developments in the southern end of 
the Arrow Canyon Range and up to two more may be constructed before construction of the project. 
The BLM has recommended that construction occur in the winter months and no new access roads be 
constructed within 2 miles of water sources. 

High initial impacts from potentially increased public access along this section of the Route A would 
result from the higher potential for human interaction with mule deer, desert bighorn sheep, and 
ferruginous hawks. Specifically, there would be potential high initial impacts to mule deer migration 
corridors and ferruginous hawk habitat along Sierra Valley into Jake's Wash (Link 363 between 
mileposts 10.6 and 11.l). There would also be potential high impacts to a mule deer migrat ion 
between mileposts 11.3 and 11.7 on Link 363 at the southern end of Sierra Valley. Along the foothills 
at the western edge of White Ri ver Valley (Link 669) the route would cause high initial impacts for 
6.5 miles in a mule deer migration corridor. There would be 0.3 miles of high initial impacts to key 
deer winter range at the southern limit of the Egan Range in the White River Valley (Link 672). 
These impacts would be mitigated to insignificant levels (mitigation discussed at the beginning of this 
section). 

Where Route A would cross the northeast end of Dry Lake Valley (Link 673), there would be 1.7 
miles of high initial impacts to ferruginous hawk nest sites and 0.7 miles of similar impacts to key 
deer winter range. There would be 2.3 miles of potentially high initial impacts relating to increased 
public access and desert tortoise habitat and bighorn sheep movement corridors along the southern end 
of Delamar Valley and into Pahranagat Wash (Link 690). These impacts would be mitigated to 
in significant levels (mitigation discussed at the beginning of this section). 

Along Route A in Sierra Valley and into Jakes Wash (Link 363) there would be 1.0 mile of high 
initial impacts (from ground disturbing activities) to ferruginous hawk habitat and nesting areas of 
other raptor species. There would be 12.7 miles of high initial impact from ground disturbance to 
mule deer migration corridors and staging areas and raptor nesting areas along the foothill s at the 
western edge of White River Valley (Link 669). Where this route would cross the northeast end of 
Dry Lake Valley (Link 673), there would be 1.7 miles of high initial impact to nesting ferruginous 
hawks. 

Mitigation measures (discussed at the beginning of this section) are expected to be effective in 
reducing high initial impacts on the Robinson Summit to Dry Lake section of the Route A to 
in significant level s. 

Moderate residual impacts would occur in some areas along this segment of Route A where public 
access would be significantly increased in big game habitats and in ferruginous hawk habitats. These 
impacts would be adverse and long-term, but are not considered significant. Because it is difficult to 
completely restrict new access where roads and trail s have been constructed , there can be increased 
pressure on these species by hunting/poaching and harassment. 

Moderate residual impacts to desert tortoise would likely result in some areas where public access is 
increased significantly. 
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Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - No federally listed endangered or threatened plant species is 
known to occur. However, this does not mean that none exist, as surveys have not been conducted 
over much of the area. 

Ground disturbance along Route A would result in moderate to high initial impacts where two 
sens itive plant species, four-wing milk-vetch (Astragalus tetrapterus) and two-headed onion 
(Astragalus anceps), occur for 1.3 miles along the assumed centerline east of Salmon Falls Creek 
Reservoir (Link 70). Additional moderate to high initial impacts would be expected where One-leaflet 
torrey milk-vetch (A. calycosus var. monophyllidius) occurs in White River Valley (Link 670) and 
where Meadow Valley range sandwort (Arenaria stenomeres) occurs in Coyote Spring Valley and 
Arrow Canyon (Link 720). Potential increases in public access would not be considered a serious 
threat. Following mitigation, residual impacts would be expected to be low. Revegetation of 
disturbed areas in dry climates is difficult. Rehabilitation and revegetation would be addressed 
specifically in the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance COM Plan. 

One C2 species and one C I species occur within the one mile of the assumed centerline. monte neva 
paintbrush (Castilleja salsltginosa) (CI), also listed as critically endangered on the state list, occurs 
near Monte Neva Hot Springs in Steptoe Valley (Link 291). Increased public access to the Springs 
could result in trampling and destruction of habitat. Elko rock-cress (Arabis falcifructa), a C2 species, 
occurs along the western edge of Thousand Springs Valley (Link 162). Yellow twotoned beard tongue 
and rosy twotoned beard tongue (Penstemoll bieolor, P. b. roseus) and three cornered pod Geyer milk
vetch (Astragalus triquetrus) (the only one with known locations within the one-mile corridor) are 
Category 2 candidate species which could occur on Links 790, 800, 830 and 840. These plant species 
would most likely not be impacted by construction, if overland access to tower sites along the assumed 
centerline were predesignated. Pre-construction surveys may not be adequate, as these species will 
only germinate during years when climatic conditions are favorable. Mitigation measures, such as 
removing and saving topsoil which may contain the seed base, would be addressed in the COM Plan. 

Route B 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, the initial and residual impacts expected for 
Route B would be the same as those described for Route A. 

From Jackpot to north of Interstate 80 near Oasis, Nevada (Links 91, 92, 140, 141 , 142, 144), there 
would be high initial impacts for 3.3 miles to sage grouse leks and crucial mule deer summer habitat 
along Trout Creek (Link 92) and 0.3 mile to sage grouse winter grounds in the Trout Creek area (Link 
9 I) that would result from increased public access and ground disturbance. There would be high 
initial impacts to a sage grouse lek and 1.5 miles high initial impacts to sage grouse winter range in 
Toano Draw (Link 142). Near the headwaters of Trout Creek (Link 92) , there would be 2.2 miles of 
initial high impacts associated with sage grouse leks. Another 4.4 miles of high initial impacts 
associated with sage grouse leks and sage grouse winter range would occur in Toano Draw (Link 142). 
Following mitigation (defined at the beginning of this section), there would remain 0.3 miles of high 
residual impacts to sage grouse winter range in Trout Creek (Link 9 I), 1.5 miles to sage grouse leks at 
the headwaters of Trout Creek (Link 92), and 4.4 miles to sage grouse leks and sage grouse winter 
grounds in Toano Draw (Link 142). 

Federal and state biologists are concerned that the SWlP would add yet another cumulative impact on 
sage grouse populations in southern Idaho and eastern Nevada (refer to cumulative effects section at 
the end of Chapter 4). Concern has focused on the increase in public access within sage grouse 
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habitats, placement of towers and access roads in strutting or crucial wintering grounds, and the fact 
that predators of sage grouse (i.e., golden eagles) use the transmission towers as hunting perches. 
Adult and immature birds and nests are all thought to be vulnerable. Because there is no way to 
mitigate predation of sage grouse in these areas, these impacts would remain high even after mitigation 
and would be long term and significant. Eliminating access would be difficult. There would be some 
potential for disturbance and poaching in addition to the loss of habitat and disturbance due to 
construction activities. 

Grou nd disturbance would result in 0.3 mile of high initial impacts to key deer winter range, and 
pronghorn winter range in the Trout Creek area (Link 91). Near the headwaters of Trout Creek (Link 
92), there would be 2.2 miles of initial high impacts associated with critical deer summer range. 
Mitigation measures (discussed at the beginning of this section) would be expected to effectively 
reduce high impacts to insignificant levels along this segment of Route B, except for long-term 
impacts of raptor predation on sage grouse. 

Generally , impacts along the segment of Route B, from the north of Interstate 80 to the North Steptoe 
Substation site (Links 221, 222, 224, 226, 259, 260), would be low, with some moderate impacts. 
Moderate initial impacts along this segment of the route would be associated with occurrences of 
peregrine falcon and sage grouse. High initial impact to sage grouse leks would occur along this 
segment of Route B in the Goshute Valley (Links 221) and to sage grouse leks and bald eagle habitat 
in Antelope Valley (Link 226). Mitigation measures (discussed at the beginning of this section) would 
be expected to effectively reduce high impacts to insignificant levels along thi s segment of Route B, 
except for long-term impacts of raptor predation on sage grouse. 

From the North Steptoe Substation site to the Robinson Summit Substation site, initial impacts for 
Route B would be generally low to moderate where Route B would cross through Antone Pass at the 
north end of the Egan Range into Butte Valley (Link 280). High initial impacts along this section of 
the route would occur where increased public access would be significant in important water use areas 
(milepost 5.7 to 6.1) and in an area that is used by bald eagle, ferruginous hawk, and sage grouse 
(milepost 11.8 to 11.9). Potential impacts from ground disturbance along this section of Route B 
would range from low to high, with a fairly extensive potential for high initial impacts in areas where 
sage grouse leks and long-billed curlew and sandhill crane occur. Key water use areas are also 
identified as locations where high impacts could occur, as are areas of sage grouse wintering grounds. 
High initial impacts would occur for 14.2 miles where this route crosses through at the north end of 
the Egan Range into Butte Valley (Link 280). Mitigation (discussed at the beginning of this section) 
would be expected to reduce the impacts from increased public access along this segment of Route B 
to insignificant levels. A total of 11.1 miles of high residual impact would be expected to persist from 
the construction and operation of the transmission line in the vicinity of Antone Pass (Link 280). 
Most of these high residual impacts would be associated with sage grouse leks (refer to discussion 
above regarding raptor predation) . 

Construction of the SWIP on Route B would likely affect wild horse populations along the route. The 
Butte HMA is partly located within the route. Given the mobility of this species, however, impacts 
are expected to short-term and little significance. 

From the Robinson Summit Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, the potential impacts of 
Route B would be the same as those described for Route A. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - Generally, the plant species described along the assumed 
centerline of Route A would be the same as those for Route B. One species of cactus, Great Basin 
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fishhook (Sclerocactus pubispinus), occurs within one mile of the assumed centerline of the section of 
this route along the eastern foothills of the Toano Range and Goshute Mountains (Link 222). It is 
often collected for horticultural purposes and may be impacted by increased public access. Suitable 
habitat for this species extends to areas on the assumed centerline where ground disturbance could 
directly impact habitat and populations. This plant species is protected by the Cactus and Yucca Law 
in Nevada, which requires that permits be obtained from the Division of Forestry for removal of any 
plants. 

Route C 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada (Links 10, 20,40,41,50,70), potential 
impacts to wildlife for Route C would be the same as described for Route A. From Jackpot to the 
southern end of Toano Draw north of Interstate SO (Links 91,92,140,141 , 142, 144,200), potential 
impacts to wildlife for Route C would be the same as described for Route B. 

Then, from north of Interstate 80 in Toano Draw to the Dry Lake Substation site, potential impacts to 
wildlife for Route C would be the same as described for Route A. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - Potential impacts to sensitive plants for Route C would be the 
same as discussed for Route A, except for impacts described for Elko rock-cress (Arabis falcifructa) 
(Link 162). 

Route D 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada (Links 10, 20, 40, 41, 50, 70), potential 
impacts to wildlife for Route D would be the same as described for Route A. Potential impacts to 
wildlife for Route D, from Jackpot to northwest of the Windermere Hills (Links 72, 101, 102, 110, 
130, 160, 161 , 162), would also be the same as described for Route A. 

From the Windermere Hills to Dolly Varden in Goshute Valley (Links 1611, 166, 167, 1613, ISO, 
190,230), initial impacts to wildlife resources for Route D from potentially increased public access 
and ground disturbance would be generally low or indiscernible . Some potential high initial impacts 
would occur in pronghorn winter range west of HD Summit in the Bishops Creek area (Link 1611). 
Because of the relatively good access along this segment of this route, other impacts from increased 
public access would be low or indiscernible. In addition, some other high initial impacts would occur 
further south in Bishops Creek (Link 167). There would also be some moderate to high initial impacts 
to sage grouse leks and pronghorn winter range in this area (Link 166). Potential high initial impacts 
to sage grouse leks and long-billed curlew habitat would also occur along the western toe of the Wood 
Hills (Link ISO). Where this segment of Route D would cross Independence Valley to the Pequop 
Mountains (Link 190), there would be some moderate initial impacts to long-billed curlew, sandhill 
crane, and key deer winter habitat. 

Mitigation (discussed at the beginning of this section) would be expected to reduce potential high 
initial impacts from increased public access to moderate or low residual impacts. Potential high 
impacts to sage grouse leks would be expected to remain high following mitigation in Clover Valley 
(between mileposts 17.6 and 18.7) along the western toe of the Wood Hills (Link ISO). Other residual 
impacts for this segment of the route would be expected to be moderate to low. 
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Federal and state biologists are concerned that the SWIP would add yet another cumulative impact on 
sage grouse populations in southern Idaho and eastern Nevada (refer to cumulative effects section at 
the end of Chapter 4). Concern has focused on the increase in public access within sage grouse 
habitats, placement of towers and access roads in strutting or crucial wintering grounds, and the fact 
that predators of sage grouse (i.e., golden eagles) use the transmission towers as hunting perches. 
Adult and immature birds and nests are all thought to be vulnerable. Because there is no way to 
mitigate predation of sage grouse in these areas, these impacts would remain high even after mitigation 
and would be long term and significant. Eliminating access would be difficult. There would be some 
potential for disturbance and poaching in addition to the loss of habitat and disturbance due to 
construction activities. 

Prom the Dolly Varden area to the North Steptoe Substation site, Route D would result in some 
moderate and high initial impacts at the north end of the Steptoe Valley near Currie, Nevada (Link 
241). These impacts would be associated with significant access increases in important pronghorn 
antelope habitat, long-billed curlew and sandhill crane habitat, Bonneville cutthroat trout habitat, and 
sage grouse leks. Other potential impacts in the Steptoe Valley would be expected to be moderate to 
low, with some high impacts. There would be high initial impacts to sage grouse leks, critical 
pronghorn habitat, and habitat of sandhill crane and long-billed curlew for 11.5 miles in the northern 
portion of Steptoe Valley (Link 241) and for 0.1 miles where the route would cross Steptoe Valley 
(Link 243). 

Following mitigation (discussed at the beginning of this section), potential high initial impact levels 
from increased public access and ground disturbing activities along this segment of Route D would be 
reduced to moderate or low residual (insignificant) impacts. Approximately I mile of high residual 
impacts would be expected to sage grouse leks that occur (mileposts 28.3 to 29.4) in the northern 
portion of Steptoe Valley (Link 241) (refer to di scussion above for long-term predation impacts to 
sage grouse). 

From the North Steptoe Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, potential impacts to wildlife 
for Route D would be the same as described for Route A. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - The potential for impacts to occurrences of unique plant 
communities and/or sensitive plants on Route D would be the same as that described for Route A. 

Route E 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, potential impacts to wildlife for Route E 
would be the same as described for Route A. From Jackpot to northwest of the Windermere Hills 
(Links 72, 101 , 102, 110, 130, 160, 161 , 162), potential impacts to wildlife for Route E would be the 
same as described for Route A. Then, from the northwest of the Windermere Hills to north of 
Interstate 80 near Oasis, Nevada (Links 1612, 152, 200), potential impacts to wildlife for Route E 
would also be the same as described for Route A. 

Continuing from the north of Interstate 80 near Oasis, Nevada to the North Steptoe Substation site 
(Links 221, 222, 224, 226, 259, 261), potential impacts to wildlife for Route E would be the same as 
described for Route B. 

From the North Steptoe Substation site to the Robinson Summit Substation site (Links 270, 291, 293, 
310), potential impacts to wildlife for Route E would again be the same as described for Route A. 
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Then, from the Robinson Summit Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, potential impacts to 
wildlife for Route E would also be the same as described for Route A. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - The potential for impacts to occurrences of unique plant 
communities and/or sensitive plants on Route E, from Midpoint Substation to north of Interstate 80, 
would be the same as those described to Route A. From north of Interstate 80 to the North Steptoe 
Substation site, the potential for impacts to occurrences of unique plant communities and/or sensitive 
plants for Route E would be the as same as that described for Route B. Then, from the North Steptoe 
Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, Route E would again be the same as described for 
Route A. 

Route F 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada (Links 61, 62, 64, 70), 1.3 miles of high 
initial impacts occur to pronghorn habitat and long-billed curlew nesting areas from where Route F 
would traverse areas of open range east of Hagerman, Idaho (Link 61). In addition, considerable 
moderate initial impacts associated with pronghorn habitat and sage grouse leks would result in plateau 
areas along Salmon Falls Creek Canyon (Link 64). Ground disturbing activities and increased public 
access in the area east of Hagerman (Link 61) would result in mostly moderate initial impacts. In the 
plateau areas along Salmon Falls Creek Canyon (Link 64) initial impacts would vary from low to 
moderate. Wildlife species that would be affected include pronghorn, burrowing owl, long-billed 
curlew, pheasant, and sage grouse leks. 

FOllowing mitigation (discussed at the beginning of this section), no high residual impacts would be 
expected to remain along this segment of the Route F. 

From Jackpot to the north ofInterstate 80 near Oasis, Nevada (Links 72, 91, 92, 140, 141, 142, 144), 
potential impacts to wildlife for Route F would be the same as described for Route B. Then, from 
north of Interstate 80 near Oasis, Nevada to the Dry Lake Substation site, potential impacts to wildlife 
for Route F would be the same as described for Route A. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada (Links 61, 62, 64, 
70), six sensitive plant species would be directly impacted by ground di sturbance where they would 
occur along 4.2 miles of the assumed centerline on plateau areas above the Snake River (Links 61,62) 
and along Salmon Falls Creek Canyon (Links 64, 70). 

Two of the species that would be affected by the route are federal candidate species (C2). mournmg 
milk-vetch (Astragalus atratus var. inseptus) (also a BLM sensitive species) occurs along the route 
near Peters Gulch (Link 70) and Davis' peppergrass (Lepidium davisii) on the plateau above Salmon 
Falls Creek Canyon (Link 64). Populations of four-wing milk-vetch (A. tetrapterus) also occur over a 
two square mile area along Salmon Falls Creek (Link 64) and two-headed onion (Alli um anceps) 
occurs in the foothills west of Jackpot (Link 70). Both are Priority 2 species in the State of Idaho. 
One candidate species, Monta Neva paintbrush (Castilleja salsugillosa), and two watch species in 
Nevada, One-leaflet Torrey milk-vetch (Astragalus calycosus var. monophyllidius) and Meadow Valley 
range sand wort (Arenaria stenomeres), occur within a one mile area and may experience indirect 
impacts (refer to discussion under Route A). 
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From Jackpot, Nevada, to the Dry Lake Substation site, the potential for impacts to occurrences of 
unique plant communities and/or sensitive plants for Route F would be the same as that described for 
Route A. 

Route G 

Wildlife - From Midpoint Substation to Jackpot, Nevada, potential impacts to wildlife for Route E 
woul d be the same as described for Route A. 

From Jackpot to northwest of the Windermere Hills, moderate to high initial impacts would be 
expected to occur where Route G would traverse crucial mule deer and pronghorn winter habitat, bald 
eagle potential nesting and wintering habitat and sage grouse leks and wintering grounds in the rolling 
hill s between Jackpot and Contact (Links 7 11 , 7 14). In addition, increased public access and ground 
di sturbing acti vities would result in some high initial impacts to crucial mule deer and pronghorn 
habitats, and bald eagle nesting and wintering habitats in this area (Links 101, 713, 7 15). No high 
res idual impacts would be expected to occur along thi s segment of Route G follo wing the mitigation. 

North of the Windermere Hill s near Wilkins, Nevada (Link 150) in the Thousand Springs Valley, 
initial impacts would be moderate to high where pronghorn winter range and sage grouse leks occur 
along the assumed centerline. There would be some hi gh initial impacts to sage grouse leks on the 
northern end of Link 151 . Initial impacts on Link 150 would be moderate to high. Following 
mitigation there would be no high residual impacts expected to occur along this segment of Route G, 
except for the long-term significant impacts to sage 
grouse. 

Federal and state biologists are concerned that the SWIP wou ld add yet another cumulati ve impact on 
sage grouse populations in southern Idaho and eastern Nevada (refer to cumulative effects section at 
the end of Chapter 4). Concern has focused on the increase in public access with in sage grouse 
habitats, placement of towers and access roads in strutting or crucial winterin g grounds, and the fact 
that predators of sage grouse (i.e., golden eag les) use the transmission towers as hunting perches. 
Adu lt and immature birds and nests are all thought to be vulnerable . Because there is no way to 
mitigate predation of sage grouse in these areas, these impacts would remain high even after mitigation 
and would be long term and significant. Eliminating access would be difficult. There would be some 
potential for disturbance and poaching in addition to the loss of habitat and disturbance due to 
construction activit.ies. 

From the Windermere Hills to Dolly Varden (Links 200, 211 , 212, 230), potential impacts to wildlife 
for Route G would be the same as described for Route A. Then, from Dolly Varden to the North 
Steptoe Substation site (Links 241 , 243, 245), potential impacts to wildlife for Route G would be the 
same as described for Route D. 

From the North Steptoe Substation site to the Robinson Summit Substation site (Links 270, 280, 3 10), 
potential impacts to wildlife for Route G would be the same as described for Route B. Then, from the 
Robinson Summit Substation site to the Dry Lake Substation site, potential impacts to wildlife for 
Route G would again be the same as described for Route A. 

Construs tion on Route G would likely have short-term effects on wild horse populations in the area. 
Part of the Butte HMA is included within thi s route and it is expected that construction activity would 
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likely result in horses moving away from human activity. No long term or significant impacts to these 
animals is anticipated, however. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - Elko rock-cress (Arabis falcifructa), a C2 species, occurs within 
one mile the assumed centerline of Route G in Thousand Springs Valley (Link 151). This plant would 
not be impacted if access to the right-of-way is adequately controlled. Other sensitive plant species 
potentially impacted along Route G are described under Route A (Links 41, 70, 670, 720). 

Ely to Delta Segment 

Direct Route 

Wildlife - In Nevada, from the North Steptoe Substation site to the Little Hills (Links 262, 263, 265, 
266), increased public access and ground disturbing activities would generally cause low to moderate 
impacts. High initial impacts would occur for 1 mile in Antelope Wash (Link 266) where increases in 
public access would be significant in areas of crucial pronghom winter habitat and ferruginous hawk 
habitat. Mitigation measures (described at the beginning of this section) would reduce these impacts 
to insignificant levels. 

Moderate initial impacts would also be expected along this route in the Schell Creek Range (Links 
262, 263, and 620). There would be high initial impacts for 1.0 mile where sage grouse leks occur at 
the northern end of Spring Valley (Link 263). 2.6 miles of high initial impacts in sage grouse winter 
grounds would be expected to occur (between mileposts 3.0 and 5.0), where this route would cross 
Spring Valley (Link 266). 2.1 miles of high residual impacts to wintering bald eagle use areas would 
be expected to occur in the valley east of the Little Hills (Link 620). On Link 620, this route would 
result in high initial impacts from ground disturbance to bald eagle wintering areas for 2.1 miles. 

Further east, the Direct Route would cross the Snake Valley, Tule Valley, and Swasey Bottom (Links 
621,630, 640) in Utah. Initial impacts would generally be low, moderate, and indiscernible in the 
vicini ty of Delta (Links 572, 580, 581,582). High initial impacts would occur for 3.6 miles from 
increased public access in the vicinity of the Leland-Harris Spring Complex (Link 630), where four 
federal candidate species (least chub, spotted frog, desert dace, and Great Basin silver-spot butterfly) 
are known to occur. High residual impacts from increased public access to the Leland-Harris Spring 
Complex would remain due to the potential long-term and cumulative effects of repeated public entry 
to this sensitive area. The BLM biologists are concerned that any direct impacts from construction 
activities or indirect, long-term impacts from increased public accessibility could endanger the survival 
of these sensitive species. Crossing of the Leland-Harris Spring Complex area would also require a 
permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (1972) if any filling were to occur within 
jurisdictional wetland areas. In addition to concern for the Leland Harris Spring complex on Link 
630, the Direct Route also crosses the Confusion Mountain and Swasey designated HMA's for wi ld 
horses . Included are 7.0 miles that are designated crucial wild horse habitat. Impacts to horses 
resulting from construction of the SWIP on Link 630 are likely to be of short term, related primarily 
to disturbance due to the presence of people and equipment. Initial impacts are considered to be 
moderate and residual impacts are projected to be low. 

Except for the impacts to sage grouse leks (Links 263, 266, and 620) and the potential impacts to the 
Leland-Harris Spring Complex (Link 620) , committed mitigation measures (described in the beginning 
of this section) would effectively mitigate these high initial impacts to insignificant levels. Residual 
impacts to sage grouse would be adverse, long term, and significant despite mitigative measures. 
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Federal and state biologists are concerned that the SWIP would add yet another cumulative impact on 
sage grouse populations in southern Idaho and eastern Nevada (refer to cumulative effects section at 
the end of Chapter 4). Concern has focused on the increase in public access within sage grouse 
habitats, placement of towers and access roads in strutting or crucial wintering grounds, and the fact 
that predators of sage grouse (i.e., golden eagles) use the transmission towers as hunting perches. 
Adult and immature birds and nests are all thought to be vulnerable. Because there is no way to 
mitigate predation of sage grouse in these areas, these impacts would remain high even after mitigation 
and would be long term and significant. Eliminating access would be difficult. There would be some 
potential for disturbance and poaching in addition to the loss of habitat and disturbance due to 
construction activities. 

Initial high impacts to critical deer winter range and pronghorn habitat would occur for 0.7 miles from 
increased public access south of the Drum Mountains (Link 640). Mitigation measures (discussed in 
the beginning of this section) would effectively mitigate these impacts to insignificant levels. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - No known populations of sensitive plant species or communities 
are known to occur along the Direct Route. 

Cutoff Route 

Wildlife - From the North Steptoe Substation site to the Little Hills (Links 262, 263, 265, 266), thi s 
route would result in the same potential impacts to wildlife as described for the Direct Route. 

Impacts from increased public access and ground disturbance activities along the remainder of the 
Cutoff Route (Links 267, 268, 462, 470,540,571,572,580,581,582) would be to pronghorn, mule 
deer, wild horses, bald eagles, sage grouse leks and sage grouse wintering grounds. In the northern 
portion of the Snake Valley (Link 267), high initial impacts would occur in pronghorn winter range, 
sage grouse leks, and bald eagle habitats. Further south in the Snake Valley (Link 268), the route 
would result in a total of 2.2 miles of high initial impacts to crucial pronghorn habitat and key deer 
winter range, as well as one golden eagle nest location. Five miles of high initial impact would occur 
where public access would increase significantly in critical deer and antelope winter range further 
south in the Snake Valley (Link 268). Moderate initial impact to wild horses can also be expected on 
Link 268 in the Conger Mountain HMA (mileposts II to 19). This route would result in another 2.4 
miles of high initial impact to key deer winter range and migration corridors (between mileposts 21.3 
to 23.6) in the Confusion Range (Link 462). Mitigation measures (discussed in the beginning of this 
section) would effectively mitigate these impacts to insignificant levels, except for the adverse and 
significant impacts to sage grouse leks on Link 267. 

Federal and state biologists are concerned that the SWIP would add yet another cumulative impact on 
sage grouse populations in southern Idaho and eastern Nevada (refer to cumulative effects section at 
the end of Chapter 4). Concern has focused on the increase in public access within sage grouse 
habitats, placement of towers and access roads in strutting or crucial wintering grounds, and the fact 
that predators of sage grouse (i.e., golden eagles) use the transmission towers as hunting perches. 
Adult and immature birds and nests are all thought to be vulnerable. Because there is no way to 
mitigate predation of sage grouse in these areas, these impacts would remain high even after mitigation 
and would be long term and significant. Eliminating access would be difficult. There would be some 
potential for disturbance and poaching in addition to the loss of habitat and disturbance due to 
construction activities. 
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3.5 miles of initial high impacts to critical pronghorn habitat, key deer winter range, and deer 
migration routes would occur in the Confusion Range (Link 462) . In addition, the route would result 
in 0.3 miles of high initial impact to pronghorn habitat in Whirlwind Valley (Link 470). No other 
high initial impacts would be expected to occur on the Cutoff Route. Mitigation measures (described 
at the beginning of this section) would be expected to effectively reduce these high impacts to 
insignificant levels. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - One known population of Great Basin Fishhook (Sclerocactus 
pubispillus) is known to occur along the assumed centerline of Link 462. Direct impacts could result 
from ground disturbance during the construction period and increased public access might result in the 
loss of specimens to plant collectors . Pre-construction surveys and mitigation measures designed to 
avoid populations of special status plant species would reduce residual impacts to a low level. 

230k V Corridor 

Wildlife - From the Robinson Summit Substation site to the Buckskin Hills, initial impacts along the 
230kV Corridor Route from increased public access and ground disturbing activities would generally 
be moderate with scattered areas of high impact. On Link 350, 1.1 miles of initial high impacts would 
result because of sage grouse leks. Initial high impacts on Link 35 I are associated with sage grouse 
leks and long-billed curlew habitat (0.8 miles), ferruginous hawk nests and habitat, sage grouse winter 
grounds, long-billed curlew and sandhill crane habitat (2.1 miles). 

Link 370 has 4.5 miles of potentially high initial impacts as a result of the presence of ferruginous 
hawk nests and habitat, long-billed curlew and sandhill crane habitat, and bald eagle wintering 
grounds . On Link 380, a total of 9.4 miles of high initial impacts would be expected due to the 
presence of ferruginous hawk nests and habitat, sage grouse leks, long-billed curlew habitat, bald eagle 
wintering areas, elk and deer summer range, and crucial elk winter range. 

A total of 1.6 miles of high initial impacts to key habitat areas for elk, critical pronghorn habitat, key 
deer winter range, (key) water source, and nesting areas for ferruginous hawks, and long-billed curlews 
would occur where the route crosses the southern end of the Schell Creek Range (Link 380) on the 
Humboldt National Forest and traverses the Snake Valley (Link 461). Initial high impacts on Link 
462 (3.5 miles) would be reflected by the presence of critical pronghorn habitat, key deer winter range, 
and a deer migration area. There would be 0.3 miles of potential high initial impact associated with 
Link 470 (critical pronghorn habitat). No other high initial impacts from increased public access 
would be expected on the 230kV Corridor route. 

Moderate initial impacts to wild horses are projected along portions of Links 461 and 462 in the 
Conger Mountain HMA. Impacts are expected along 7 miles of Link 461 and 12 miles of Link 462. 
These impacts are anticipated to be short term, occurring as a result of the presence of men and 
equipment during construction. Residual impacts within HMAs would be low to indiscernible. 

Applying mitigation would result in only 0.1 miles of high residual impact to wildlife on the 230kV 
Corridor. Moderate residual impact persists in the Schell Creek Range (Link 380) where potential 
public access to long-billed curlew and ferruginous hawk habitat would increase significantly. With 
mitigation, most high initial impacts would be expected to be reduced to low or indiscernible for most 
of the route. 
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From the Buckskin Hill s, in Utah, to the Intermountain Substation si te (Links 462, 470, 540, 57 1, 572, 
580, 581, and 582), potential impacts to wildlife for the 230kV Corridor Route would be same as 
those described for the Cutoff Route. 

Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - One known population of Great Basin fishhook (Sclerocactus 
pubispinus) is known to occur along the assumed centerline of Link 462. Direct impacts could result 
from ground disturbance during the construction period and increased public access might result in the 
loss of specimens to plant collectors. Pre-construction surveys and mitigation measures designed to 
avoid populations of special status plant species would reduce residual impacts to a low level. 

Southern Route 

Wildlife -The Southern Route originates at the Robinson Summit Substation site and traverses south 
through Jake's Valley. Increased public access and ground disturbing activities would result in a total 
of approximately 54 miles of high initial impacts. On Link 364, 12.1 miles of high initial impact 
would be attributable to the presence of sage grouse leks on the route. Federal and state biologists are 
concerned th at the SWIP would add yet another cumulative impact on sage grouse populations in 
southern Idaho and eastern Nevada (refer to cumulative effects section at the end of Chapter 4). 
Concern has focused on the increase in public access within sage grouse habitats, placement of towers 
and access roads in strutting or crucial wintering grounds, and the fact that predators of sage grouse 
(i.e., golden eagles) use the transmission towers as hunting perches. Adult and immature birds and 
nests are all thought to be vulnerable. Because there is no way to mitigate predation of sage grouse in 
these areas, these impacts would remain high even after mitigation and would be long term and 
significant. Eliminating access would be difficult. There would be some potential for disturbance and 
poaching in addition to the loss of habitat and disturbance due to construction activities. 

Link 420 would have 6.2 miles of high initial impact due to potential disturbance to ferruginous hawk 
nests, ferruginous hawk habitat, antelope kidding grounds, and long-billed curlew habitat. There 
would also be high initial impacts to key deer winter range on Link 430, and critical pronghorn habitat 
on Link 450. Link 451 would be characterized by a substantial 28.5 miles of potentially high initi al 
impact associated with the presence of a number of sensitive features including critical pronghorn 
habitat, key deer winter range, important water sources, raptor nesting areas, and ferruginous hawk 
nests. Most of the initial high impacts on this link (23.0 miles) would be associated with important 
pronghorn habitat. An additional 16 miles of moderate initial impact to wild horses are projected for 
Link 451 where it traverses the Burbank and King Top HMAs. There would be 0.5 miles of high 
initi al impact on Link 490 associated with a known ferruginous hawk nest. In addit ion to these 
potentially high initial impacts, additional moderate effects to pronghorn, deer winter range, sage 
grouse leks, ferruginous hawk habitat and long-billed curlews would be anticipated. 

Mitigation measures (described at the beginning of this section) would be expected to effectively 
reduce most of the hi gh impacts along this route to insignificant levels, except for 10.3 miles of high 
residual impacts would remain due to unavoidable, long-term, deleterious effects on sage grouse leks 
on Link 364 (refer to discussion above). 

From the Smelter Hill s Substation site to the Intermountain Substation site (Links 571, 572, 580, 581, 
and 582), potential impacts to wildlife would be the same as described for the Cutoff Route. Residual 
impact' to wild horses within the Burbank and King Top HMAs are expected to be low to 
indi scernible. 
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Vegetation/Sensitive Plant Species - Isolated areas of high initial impacts are expected in areas 
where five species of sensitive plants that occur along the assumed centerline of this route wou ld be 
directly impacted by ground disturbance. Two Category 2 spec ies, compact catseye (Ctyptantha 
compacta) and sand-loving buckwheat (Eriogonum ammophilum) occur at the southern tip of the Tule 
Valley (Link 451). A third Category 2 species, currant milk-vetch (Astragalus uncialis) occurs in the 
Swasey Wash on Link 490. low beard tongue (Pens/emon nanus), an S3 species in Utah, has also 
been found along the assumed centerline in the Tule Valley (Link 451). Great Basin fishhook 
(Sclerocac/us pubispinus), a species protected by the Cactus and Yucca Law of Nevada occurs along 
the assumed centerline near the southern end of the Snake Range (Link 430). This species, which is 
also a federal Category 3 candidate, also occurs on Link 451 in the Tule Valley of Utah. 

Residual impacts to these species wou ld be expected to be low following application of appropriate 
mitigation measures. 

Populations of Great Basin fishhook (S. pubispinus), currant milk-vetch (A. uncialis), Jones 
globemallow (Sphaeralcea caespi/osa), limestone buckwheat (Eriogonum eremicum), Calloway milk
vetch (A. callithrix) , and terrace buckwheat (E. natum) occur within one mile of the study corridor 
assumed centerline in various areas. These plants, however, should not be directly impacted if access 
to the right-of-way is adequately controlled. 

A vian Collision Hazards 

An area of considerable concern for both the public and agency biologists is the potential of creati ng a 
significant collision hazard for raptors, waterfowl, and other larger species of birds by placing 
transmission lines in areas frequented by such species. Of particular concern is placement of such 
fac ilities in areas where such species occur during migration (i.e., Goshute Mountains) or may 
concentrate during some season(s) due to an abundance of forage, water, andlor cover (i.e., seasonally 
wet meadows such as the Murphy Meadows near the Kirch Wildlife Management Area in Nevada). 

That man-made structures cause mortality in birds as a result of birds cOlliding with such structures is 
quite well documented (see Avery, et aI., 1978 which contains 853 records of published accounts of 
such occurrences). The majority of avian mortality at man-made structures involves nocturnally 
migrating songbirds that collide with lighted structures including radio and television towers, airport 
celiometers, lighthouses, lightships, lighted chimneys or smokestacks, and cooling towers. Birds also 
collide with a variety of overhead wires, b.uildings, and windows. There have been documented cases 
of thousands of songbirds being killed over the span of only a few nights. 

Most mortality occurs during the spri ng or fall migration, involves lighted structures, and occurs 
during periods of overcast weather. There are, however, virtually no data on songbird colli sions with 
overhead wires. This problem is most often associated with large birds (waterfowl, pelicans, herons, 
etc.) with relatively low maneuverability and tendency to move about in flocks (Hoover, 1978; Beer 
and Ogilvie, 1972; Harrison, 1963; Ogilvie, 1967; Willard et aI., 1977). Field feeding "puddle ducks" 
(i .e. , pintail, mallard, shoveler, wigeon, and teal) are the most likely to sustain mortality from wire 
strikes due to their high speed flight and flocking behavior (Thompson. 1978; Boyd, 1961 ; Krapu, 
1974). 

The amount of mortality that occurs where conflicts exist between overhead lines and waterfowl 
appears to be quite low, possibly because overhead lines do not have the "attracting" qualities that 
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characterize lighted or light bearing structures. Kroodsma (1977) found that less than I percent of 
non hunting mortality sustained by waterfowl at Redwing, Minnesota was due to collisions with 
overhead wires. Similarly, Stout and Cornwell (1976), summarizing available literature, generated a 
figure of 0.1 percent mortality due to line strikes. Lee (1978) estimated that 0.05 percent of bird 
flights (mostly waterfowl) in the vicinity of Bonneville Power Authority lines in Oregon resulted in 
fatal stri kes. 

The visibility of overhead wires is a major factor in the extent to which there is conflict with bird 
populations. Most collisions occur at night, during periods of foul weather, and/or at dusk and dawn 
(Thompson, 1978). High voltage transmission lines (i.e., 230kV and larger) may be less of a problem 
than smaller distribution lines or telephone/telegraph lines because of their greater size and, therefore, 
visibility (Thompson, 1978; Scott, et aI. , 1972). Lee (1978) found that 89 percent of birds flew over 
230kV conductors, 9 percent flew under them, and 2 percent flew between conductors. This points up 
a problem with high voltage lines that has been discussed by Scott (1972). Most bird fatalities at such 
structures occur when birds attempt to fly over conductors and strike the smaller static or shield wires 
located a few to many feet above the conductors. 

Within a local setting, the placement of transmission lines can have major significance relative to 
potential conflict with birds. Lines running parallel to movement corridors are much less of a problem 
than lines that run perpendicular to such corridors (Scott, et aI. , 1977). Thompson (1978) recommends 
clustering lines at ri ver crossings, for example, in order to increase their visibility. 

For new 230kV lines in corridors that already contain 230kV lines Thompson (1978) recommends that 
lines should be clustered in areas of bird concentration in order to make them more visible. The same 
is true in open country and feel it more appropriate to concentrate transmission lines within a single 
corridor rather than having numerous corridors, each with its own single line and separated from other 
such corridors by large di stances (e.g., more than a mile). 

A factor to consider in the placement of transmission lines is the behavior of birds in the placement 
area. This can be of significance to diurnal and nocturnal (i.e., migrating) birds alike. Areas where 
birds are like ly to be landing or taking off in numbers rather than simply moving through an area 
represent poor locations for transmi ssion line siting, especially smaller distribution lines. 

Raptors are diurnal migrants, noted for their keen vi sual acuity. Given the size of conductor bundles 
that would be utilized in the SWIP, it is highly unlikely that collisions with the transmission lines 
wou ld be significant . There is a possibility of occasional collisions between migrating raptors and the 
overhead shield wires that would be placed between towers to protect the system from lightning 
strikes. However, even these lines are fairly large (3/8 to 112 inch in diameter) and are likely to be 
avoided by the vast majority of migrating raptors. 

Olendorff (1986) completed an analysis of raptor collisions with utility lines and concluded that 
"collisions with utility lines will always contribute to the proximate mortality of individual s, it does 
not seem likely that collisions could become an ultimate cause of population declines, except for 
critically endangered species such as the California condor." Olendorffs summary of known collisions 
by raptors with utility lines indicated that electrical transmission lines were involved in 26 of 72 
documented collisions. Of the 26, 17 (65.4 percent) involved transmission lines with metal tower 
configurations. No data were available, however, on the relative importance of static wires versus 
conductor bundles as factors in these strikes (Olendorff, 1986, pg. II). 
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It is interesting that an EIS in California estimated 20 cases of raptor mortality per year for a 50 mile 
transmission line . Olendorff and Lehman (1986, Raptor collisions with utility lines: an analysis using 
subjective field observations, Pacific Gas and Electric Co., San Ramon , CA.) issued a worldwide call 
for information on raptor mortality from collisions with utility lines. They received a total of 121 
responses to their request for information. Of this number, only 88 could be analyzed due to 
inadequacy of information. Their conclusion: "Collision with utility lines apparently is a random, low 
level, and inconsequential mortality factor in raptor populations." 

Co lli sions involving high voltage lines, regardless of the bird species considered, are very infrequent, 
highly random events that are unlikely to affect the long term probability of surviva l of any species 
within the SWIP corridors. There would undoubtedly be an increased level of raptor and other bird 
mortality within the SWIP corridors. However, the level of increased mortality likely to occur would 
not be measurable and would not adversely affect the population status of any raptor species. The 
annual mortality of raptors from illegal shooting in westem Utah and eastern Nevada is probably far 
higher than wou ld be experienced in a decade or two of presence of the SWIP transmission li nes. 

Potential Raptor Electrocution Hazard 

Given the structural configuration of 500kV electrical transmiss ion lines, the potential e lectrocution 
hazard to birds of prey is relatively minor. The 500kV transmission systems proposed for the SWIP 
would utilize tubular steel H-frame and/or steel lattice towers. Spacing of conductors on such 
structures is sufficient to prevent phase-to-phase or phase-to-ground contact. In order to achieve this 
safety measure, conductors are hung on the supporting structure in such a manner that they are 23 to 
32 feet apart. Moreover, conductors are hung on insulating systems that wou ld be 14 to 20 feet in 
length depending on tower design (see the SWIP DEISIDPA pp. 2-12 through 2-14). Because of the 
distance of conductors from the support structure, other conductor bundles, static lines, and the ground, 
it is virtually impossible for even the largest species of raptor to be electrocuted as a result of alighting 
on conductors or the supporting tower. 

Leland Harris Spring Complex 

The Leland Harri s Spring Complex is located in Snake Valley, Juab, and Millard Counties, in western 
Utah . Link 630 of the Direct Route between Ely, Nevada and Delta, Utah crosses the Snake Valley 
(Mileposts 0.0 - 10.0) just to the north of the spring complex (mileposts 3.0 - 5.0). 

The Leland Harris Spring Complex provides habitat for several sensitive species: least chub 
(lotiehthys phlegethontis), western spotted frog (Rana pretiosa), western snowy plover (Charadrius 
a/exandrinus "ivosus) , Great Basin silverspot butterfly (Speyeria nokomis nokimis), and a currently 
undescribed subspecies of dace (Rhiniehthys oseulus). With the exception of Rhiniehthys oseulus, all 
of these species are currently federal Category 2 candidates for listing among the threatened or 
endangered wildlife of the United States (FWS, 1991 ). The least chub is classified by the Utah 
Division of UDWR as a threatened species in Utah. The current distribution and occurrence of each 
of these species in the Leland Harris Spring complex is not complete ly known. The least chub was 
known to occur in the Leland Harris complex in 1977 and were also found there during surveys in 
1985 (Osmundson, 1985). Osmundson (1985) did not find Rhiniehthys oesellius at Leland Harris. 
The western snowy plover, western spotted frog , and Great Basin silverspot butterfly are known to 
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have occurred at the Gandy Salt Marsh south of Leland Harris, and the silverspot butterfly has been 
recorded at Leland Harri s as well (Richard Fike, BLM, Personal Communication to Geoffrey Pool, 
Dames & Moore, August, 1992). Given habitat similarities and proximity of the Gandy Salt Marsh to 
the Leland Harris complex, it seems reasonable to assume that most or all of these species are present 
at Leland Harris . 

Lin k 630 of th e Direct Route crosses the Snake Valley about one mile north of the northern-most 
spring in the Leland Harri s complex that was sampled by Osmundson in 1985 . To the east, in the 
Snake Valley, the link passes about 0.5 miles south of Miller Spring (S22, RI8W, TI4S). At its 
origin , Link 630 is 0.8 miles south of Coyote Spring. There are no identified springs directly on the 
assumed centerline. Consequently, it is expected that construction of the SWIP could occur on Link 
630 with little or no impact to the Leland Harri s Spring complex or the associated wetlands. 
Biologists with the BLM in Utah, however, disagree with this assessment and have expressed 
considerable concern over construction of Link 630. The BLM is concerned that even a small impact 
could cause the four species of concern known to occur in the vicinity of Link 630 to "go over the 
edge" which wou ld require the request to the FWS for listing one or more them as Category 2 
candidate species. 
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TABLE 3-1 

MILEAGE OF ALTERNATIVE ROUTES IN MILITARY AIRSPACE 

Alternative Routes Ely to Delta 

Link Route A RouteB Route C RouteD Route E Route F Route G Utility Agency Direct Cutoff 230 Corridor Soutllern 
PrcfclTed 

Hill AFB 
LucinA MOA 221 0 3 0 0 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 0 

222 0 13.7 0 0 13.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
223 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9.7 0 0 0 0 

Tolal 0 16.7 0 0 16.7 0 0 0 12.7 0 0 0 0 

LucinC MOA 211 0.7 0 0.7 0 0 0.7 0.7 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 

212 0.9 0 0.9 0 0 0.9 0.9 0.9 0.9 0 0 0 0 
223 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.5 0 0 0 0 

Total 1.6 0 1.6 0 0 1.6 1.6 1.6 4.4 0 0 0 0 

Gandy MOA 222 0 8.3 0 0 8.3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

226 0 17.4 0 0 17.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

266 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17 17 0 0 

267 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 17.1 0 0 
620 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.8 0 0 0 

Tolal 0 25.7 0 0 25.7 0 0 0 0 19.8 34.1 0 0 

Restricted-6405 222 0 0.7 0 0 0.7 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

224 0 5.9 0 0 5.9 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

226 0 4.4 0 0 4.4 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
620 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.4 0 0 0 

621 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.2 0 0 0 

630 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 44.5 0 0 0 
640 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.6 0 0 0 

Tolal 0 11 0 0 11 0 0 0 0 57.7 0 0 0 

Sevier A 267 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3.5 0 0 

268 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 18.8 0 0 

451 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.2 

461 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12.3 0 

462 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 27.9 27.9 0 

470 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 12.6 12.6 0 

630 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 0 0 

640 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 2.6 0 0 0 

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 10.6 62.8 52.8 1.2 
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Table 3-1, Mileage of Alternative Routes in Military Airspace (Continued) 

Alternative Routes Ely to Delta 

Link Route A RouteB Route C RouteD Route E RouteF Route G Utility Agency Direct Cutoff 230 Corridor Southern 
Preferred 

Hill AFB 
Sevier B 451 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 67.9 

470 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.3 6.3 0 
490 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 9.1 
510 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.6 
540 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 6.9 6.9 0 
560 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4.6 
571 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 7.6 7.6 7.6 
572 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 4 4 4 4 

580 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1.5 1.5 1.5 1.5 
640 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 8.3 0 0 0 

Total 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 13.8 26.3 26.3 101.3 

Grand Total 1.6 53.4 1.6 0 53.4 1.6 1.6 1.6 17.1 101.9 123.2 79.1 102.5 

Nellis AFB 
Reveille MOA 672 18.1 18.1 18.1 18.1 18.1 18.1 18.1 18.1 18.1 0 0 0 0 

673 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.2 19.2 0 0 0 0 
Total 37.3 37.3 37.3 37.3 37.3 37.3 37.3 37.3 37.3 0 0 0 0 
Caliente West 673 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 0 0 0 0 

675 26.8 26.8 26.8 26.8 26.8 26.8 26.8 26 .8 26.8 0 0 0 0 
690 11.8 11.8 11.8 11.8 11.8 11.8 11.8 11 .8 11 .8 0 0 0 0 

Total 41 .6 41.6 41.6 41.6 41.6 41.6 41.6 41.6 41.6 0 0 0 0 

Sally Corridor 690 23.6 23.6 23.6 23.6 23.6 23.6 23.6 23.6 23.6 0 0 0 0 
700 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 12.1 0 0 0 0 
720 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 5.7 0 0 0 0 

Total 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4 41.4 0 0 0 0 
Caliente Alpha 690 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 9.2 0 0 0 0 

Total 129.5 129.5 129.5 129.5 129.5 129.5 129.5 129.5 129.5 0 0 0 0 

Grand Total 131.1 182.9 131.1 129.5 182.9 131.1 131.1 131.1 131 .1 90 .9 123.1 79 105.7 
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TABLE 3-2 

MILES NEAR WILDERNESS AREAS AND WSAs 
MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 

Alternative Routes 

1 of 1 

Distance from Route 
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TABLE 3-3 

MILES NEAR WILDERNESS AREAS AND WSAs 
EL Y TO DELTA ALTERNATIVE ROUTES 

Distance from Routes 
... 
o 

"C 
0'::: ... 
o 
u 

Link 0-1/4 MILE 1/4-1 MILE 1-3 MILES 

* Agency Preferred Alternative 
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TABLE 3-4 

MILES THROUGH HERD MANAGEMENT AREAS 
MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE SEGMENT 

Alternative Routes 

« IJl (J 0 W LL. (!) 

Area 

~'''"'~ IJ _ Valley HMA 

HMA 

WashHMA 

LakeHMA 
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MILES WITHIN 
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TABLE 3-5 

MILES THROUGH HERD MANAGEMENT AREAS 
EL Y TO DEL TA SEGMENT 

Note : ( ) miles of area in high concern 
* Agency Preferred Alternative 

1 of 1 

Alternative 
Routes 



TABLE 3-6 

Cultural Resource Data By Link 

Site Number Class Type Sensitivity Comments 

Link 463 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

CR5320 Historic Trash Moderate early 1900s bottles and 
cans; project 921 p 

26WP 1930lCR5638 Historic Concrete footings & Moderate-High mill site associated with 
trash Black Horse mine; ca 1903-

1913 ; project 928p 

26WP 1931/CR5639 Historic Dump Moderate about 85 bottles & 300 
cans; ca 1900-1950; project 
928p 

Link 464 

7804 26WP I 557/CR2544 Prehistoric Artifact scatter Moderate < 100 jasper & obsidian 
flakes ; <20 Shoshone 
sherds; possible mano; 
project 555p 

7804 26WP1558/CR2541 Prehistoric Isolate Moderate jasper flake ; project 555p 

7804 26WP I 5601CR2543 Prehistoric Isolate Moderate 4 flakes; project 555p 

7804 26WP I 5611CR2540 Prehistoric Artifact scatter Moderate < I 00 jasper & chert flakes; 
project 555p 

7804 26WP1637/CR2714 Prehistoric Lith ic scatter Moderate 6 jasper flakes ; project 555p 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 465 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 466 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 467 

9904 26WP13801CR78I Historic Trash Moderate about 50 cans; also I 
obsidian flake 

9905 CR5631 Prehistoric Artifact scatter Moderate project 928p 

9906 CR5454 Prehistoric Isolate Low I flake , I shatter; project 
315p 

9907 CR5417 Prehistoric Isolate Low quartzite lithic debris; 
project 3 I 5p 

9907 CR5418 Prehistoric Isolate Low projectile point, lithic 
debris; project 315p 
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Table 3-6, Cultural Resource Data by Link (Continued) 

Site Number Class Type Sensitivity Comments 

Link 467 
(Cont'd.) 

9908 CR5461 Prehistoric Isolate Low 2 flakes 

9908 CR5462 Prehistoric Isolate Low obsidian flake 

9908 CR5463 Prehistoric Isolate Low quartz core 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 468 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 469 

CR5322 Historic Ranch house Moderate-High 1880s adobe; project 921 p 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 471 

CR767 Prehistoric Lithic scatter Moderate about 30 flakes; I projectile 
point fragment; project 315p 

CR768 Historic Corral and chute Moderate may not be 50 years old; 
project 315p 

CR769 Prehistoric Artifact scatter Moderate flakes and several project 
point fragments (Desert 
side-notched, Rosegate, 
large corner notched) ; 2 
Snake Valley Gray sherds; 
project 315p 

CR773 Prehistoric Lithic scatter Moderate several hundred obsidian 
biface thinning flakes ; 
Rosegate and Humboldt 
concave base point 
fragments; project 315p 

CR5405 Prehistoric Isolate Low < I 0 flakes ; project 315p 

CR5406 Prehistoric Isolate Low chert flake; project 315p 

CR5407 Prehistoric Isolate Low obsidian biface; project 
315p 

CR5408 Prehistoric Isolate Low chert flake; project 315p 

CR5409 Prehistoric Isolate Low obsidian point fragment; 
project 315p 

CR5410 Prehistoric Isolate Low obsidian flake ; project 315p 

CR5411 Prehistoric Isolate Low obsidian flake; project 315p 

CR5412 Prehistoric Isolate Low obsidian flake ; project 315p 

CR5413 Prehistoric Isolate Low I chert and I quartzite 
flake ; project 315p 

CR5414 Prehistoric Artifact scatter Moderate Shoshone pot drop & 
obsidian flake; project 315p 
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Table 3-6, Cultural Resource Data by Link (Continued) 

Site Number Class Type Sensitivity Comments 

Link 471 
(Cont'd.) 

CR54 15 Prehistoric Iso late Low I chert and I obsidian flake ; 
project 315p 

CR54 16 Prehistoric Iso late Low basalt scraper; project 315p 

280 10 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 472 

280 10 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 473 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 
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Table 3-6, Cultural Resource Data by Link (Continued) 

Site Number Class Type Sensitivity Comments 

Link 471 
(Cont'd.) 

CRS41S Prehistoric Isolate Low I chert and I obsidian flake ; 
project 31Sp 

CRS416 Prehistoric Isolate Low basalt scraper; project 31Sp 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnohistoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 472 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnoh istoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 

Link 473 

28010 Snake Valley Ethnoh istoric Goshute habitation area Moderate Malouf 1974:280 
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TABLE 3-7 

Cultural Resources Recorded Along the 
Sacramento Pass Subroutes 

Resource Sensitivities Subroute I Subroute 2 Subroute 3 

Prehistoric 

Low II (isolates) 13 (isolates) 13 (isolates) 

Moderate 4 (lithic or artifact 7 (lithic or artifact 7 (lithic or artifact 
scatters) scatters) scatters) 

Ethnohistoric 

Moderate I (habitation area) I (habitation area) I (habitation area) 

Historic 

Moderate 3 (trash sites and a I (corral) I (corral) 

corral) 

Moderate-High 2 (ranch and mill I (ranch) 
site) 

All Resources 

Low II 13 13 

Moderate 8 9 9 

Moderate-High 2 0 

Totals 21 23 22 

I of I 

Subroute 4 

8 (isolates) 

4 (lithic or artifact 
scatters) 

I (habitation area) 

I (trash) 

8 

6 

0 

14 



TABLE 3-8 

Cultural Resources Along the Sacramento Pass Subroutes 

Resource Sensitivities Subroute I Subroute 2 Subroute 3 Subroute 4 

Prehistoric 

Low II (isolates) 13 (isolates) 13 (isolates) 8 (isolates) 

Moderate 4 (lithic or artifact 7 (lithic or artifact 7 (lithic or artifact 4 (lithic or artifact 
scatters) scatters) scatters) scatters) 

Ethnohistoric 

Moderate I (habitation area) I (habitation area) 1 (habitation area) I (habitation area) 

Historic 

Moderate 3 (trash sites and a I (corral) I (corral) I (trash) 
corral) 

Moderate-High 2 (ranch and mill I (ranch) 
site) 

All Known Resources 

Low II 13 13 8 

Moderate 8 9 9 6 

Moderate-High 2 0 0 

Totals 21 23 22 14 

Predicted Sensitivities 

None 9.4 8.8 9.0 8.9 

Low 3.8 3.2 2.3 1.1 

Moderate 5.9 4.8 4.5 3.8 

Moderate-High 1.4 4.9 4.9 5.6 

Total Miles 20.5 21.7 20.7 19.4 
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TABLE 3-9 

Summary of Cultural Resource Impacts 

None Low Moderate Moderate- Total 
High Miles 

Subroute 1 

Direct Construction Impacts on 20.5 0 0 0 20.5 
Known Sites 

Direct Construction Impacts on 9.0 5.0 6.5 0 20.5 
Predicted Sensitivity Zones 

Public Accessibility Increase 20.5 0 0 0 20.5 

Subroute 2 

Direct Construction Impacts on 19.7 OJ 1.7 0 21.7 
Known Sites 

Direct Construction Impacts on 8.4 4.3 9.0 0 21.7 
Predicted Sensitivity Zones 

Public Accessibility Increase 17.1 2.0 0 0 21.7 

Subroute 3 

Direct Construction Impacts on 18.7 OJ 1.7 0 20.7 
Known Sites 

Direct Construction Impacts on 8.6 4.3 7.8 0 20.7 
Predicted Sensitivity Zones 

Public Accessibility Increase 17.6 2.0 0 0 20.7 

Subroute 4 

Direct Construction Impacts on 17.4 OJ 1.7 0 19.4 
Known Sites 

Direct Construction Impacts on 8.9 3.4 7.1 0 19.4 
Predicted Sensitivity Zones 

Public Accessibility Increase 16.9 2.0 0 0 19.4 
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Subroute 1 - Crossing of U.S. Highway 6/50 

(Link 463) 

EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Figure 3-13 
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COVER SHEET 

CHAPTER 4 
ERRATA 

Page 2, 1st paragraph, 3rd line: change "",eight..." to " .. ,seven .. ,", 

Page 2: chan ge the heading "Crosstie Alternatives" to "Ely to Delta Alternatives" 

SUMMARY 

Page I, 3rd paragraph, following 2nd sentence: Add the sentence: "Tower types between Ely to Delta 
would be constructed using: 

• self-supporting steel lattice structures 
• steel pole H-Frame for visual mitigation and agricultural areas", 

Page 5, 2nd paragraph: Delete the last sentence starting with "The line would be .. ," and replace with: 

"Tower types between Midpoint and Dry Lake would be constructed using V -guyed and self
supporting steel lattice structures, and steel pole H-Frame towers in agricultural areas. Tower 
types on the Crosstie would be constructed using self-supporting steel lattice structures and steel 
pole H-Frame for visual mitigation and in agricultural areas. The average span between towers 
would be approximately 1500 feet." . 

Page 5, 3rd paragraph, 6th line: change "This series ... " to "The series ... ". 

Page 6, under the heading "Midpoint Substation to Dry Lake", after Route G, add: 

" • Utility - 345kV*-Cottonwood Creek-Thousand Springs-Goshute Valley-Steptoe-Egan Range
Dry Lake Alternative 

• Agency - 345kV*-Cottonwood Creek-Thousand Springs-Goshute Valley-Steptoe-Egan Range
Dry Lake Alternative" 

Page 6: change the heading "Crosstie Routes from Ely, Nevada to Delta, Utah" to "Ely to Delta 
(Crosstie) Routes". 

Page 7, 4th paragraph, 2nd line: change " ... provinces." to " ... province.". 

Page 8, 2nd bullet at bottom of page: change "Curry" to "Currie". Also add: "Oasis" 

Page 10, 4th paragraph, 1st line : change "other" to "otherwise". 
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Page 12, 2nd paragraph, I st line: change "Fossil Bed National Monument" to "Hagerman Fossi l Beds 
National Monument". 

Page 12, under the heading "Direct Route" add: bullet item ". 11 8.8 miles outside of designated 
corridor". 

Page 13, under the heading "Cutoff Route" add: bullet item ". 78.6 miles outside of designated 
corridor" . 

Page 13, under the heading "230kV Corridor Route", 5th line: change" ... "bald" eagle nesting areas" 
to " ... "golden" eagle nesting areas". 

Page 14, 3rd paragraph, I st sentence: change" Although the impacts to riparian areas and desert 
tortoise can be largely mitigated, they are considered significant because of the sensitivity of the 
resources." to "Although riparian areas and desert tortoise are significant issues, the impacts 
wou ld be largely mitigated.". 

Page 14, 3rd paragraph, last sentence: change to "Impacts to sage grouse habitat wou ld be sign ificant 
where there are no existing transmission lines.". 

CHAPTER 1 - PURPOSE AND NEED FOR ACTION 

Figure I-I , in Nevada on the Map: change "Tonapah" to "Tonopah" . 

Page I-I , 2nd paragraph, 5th line: change" ... resource construction ." to " ... generation faci lities.". 

Page I-I , 3rd paragraph, 6th line: change " ... new ... " to " ... proposed .. . ". 

Page I - I , 4th paragraph, I st and 2nd lines : change" ... two electrical utility systems in two different 
geographic areas ... " to " ... the SWIP and the existing Utah system, which includes the IPP
Adelanto DC transmission line, ... ". 

Page I-I , 4th paragraph, 2nd line: change" ... open marketpl ace substation ... " to " .. . open 
marketplace ... " . 

Page 1-2, 3rd paragraph, add to the end of the paragraph : "Future system modifications may allow an 
increased rating for the SWIP.". 

Page 1-2, delete 4th paragraph beginning with "A direct current..." replace with the fo llowing four 
paragraphs: 

"The [PCo chose not to develop this project as a Direct Current (DC) transmission system 
because a DC system for transmitting 1200 MW of power between Midpoint and the Dry Lake 
area would cost about $488 million compared to $356 million for the proposed AC project. The 
DC termina l installations (i.e., stations that convert AC to DC and DC to AC) cost about $ 144 
mill ion each. Two DC terminals are required. The cost of a DC transmission line is generally 
less than its AC counterpart by about $200 million. However, the line savings are overshadowed 
by the additional terminal expense. 
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Additionally, an AC system was selected because it would allow the SWIP more flexibility to 
connect to other AC systems. There is more difficulty and expense associated with connecting 
the DC system to intermediate AC busses. Such interconnections for a DC system would require 
construction of additional converter stations for local AC electricity use. The cost of each 
converter site is an order of magnitude greater than an AC interconnection ($100+ million versus 
$10+ million). This inflexibility does not meet the objectives of the SWIP. 

DC systems can be an economical alternative to AC systems in some circumstances. DC systems 
can become economical when the distance exceeds 400 to 500 miles and the desired capacity 
exceeds the capability of a single AC line (generally above 1600 MW). One primary benefit of a 
DC transmission system is greater control of power flows. However, this benefit does not justify 
the considerable increase in project costs. 

The actual efficiency of a comparable DC alternative would depend upon economic factors used 
in the design of that system (i.e., voltage rating and conductor selection). For example, for a 
1200 MW flow on the existing Pacific DC Intertie line, the losses are currently about 5.7 percent 
compared to the estimated 6 percent for the SWIP.". 

Page 1-2, 6th paragraph, 1st line: change " ... between the Midpoint Substation and Las Vegas ... " to 
" ... between the Midpoint Substation and a proposed substation in Dry Lake located northeast of 
Las Vegas ... ". 

Page 1-2, 1st paragraph, 2nd line: change " ... and a new substation near Las Vegas." to " ... and a 
proposed substation in Dry Lake Valley near Las Vegas.". 

Page 1-4, last Paragraph, 1 st sentence: change "(Midpoint to Ely to Las Vegas line)" to "(Midpoint to 
Dry Lake line)". 

Page 1-10, 2nd paragraph, 3rd line: change " ... defer the construction of new capacity ... " to " ... defer 
the construction of new generation capacity ... ". 

Page 1-11, 5th paragraph, 2nd line: change "buyer to the seller." to "seller to the buyer". 

Page 1-13, 1st paragraph, 5th line: change " .. .feasible alternative to building new resources." to 
" ... feasible alternative to building new generation resources.". 

Page 1- 13, Summary, last line: change:' .. defer new resource construction." to " ... defer new 
generation resource construction.". 

Page 1-13, Planning Requirements, Environmental Review and Licensing: Reference BLM Manual 
1620, "Supplemental Program Guidance" and BLM Manual 1623.5, "Supplemental Program 
Guidance for Land Resources." 

Page 1-14, 2nd Paragraph, lines 2 through 5: change "The Forest Service, Bureau of Reclamation, 
National Park Service, and the Bureau of Indian Affairs would have lands affected by various 
routing alternatives and are federal cooperating agencies during the EIS process." to, 

"The Forest Service, Bureau of Reclamation, National Park Service, , and the Bureau of Indian 
Affairs would have lands or resources (potential visual impacts to NPS lands) affected by various 
routing alternatives and are federal cooperating agencies during the EIS process." . 

4-3 



Table I-I, page I of 8, under Agency, last item: delete "Lake Mead National Recreation Area 
(LMNRA)". 

Table I-I, page I of 8, under Permit, Approval or Review: change" Authorization to Cross LMNRA 
Lands" to "Compliance with Land and Water Conservation Act". 

Table I-I, page I of 8, under Relevant Legislation: change "Title 18 USC, 36 CFR 14" to "Title 16 
USC, 460L-4". 

CHAPTER 2 - ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING THE 
PROPOSED ACTION 

Page 2-5: add the following section: 

"Without adequate regional transmission, the cost effectiveness of conservation programs must be 
determined on the basis of the avoidable generating resource costs of an individual or local 
utility. Utilities having a lower avoided cost will be able to develop conservation resources to a 
lesser degree than utilities with a higher avoided cost. 

Conservation is an integral part of the resource strategy of every utility considering partnership in 
the SWIP. Regulatory requirements dictate that conservation should be considered on an equal 
basis in a utility's plan to acquire the lowest cost resources. Conservation and other demand 
management programs are expected to reduce, but not eliminate, the region 's need for new 
generating resources. Therefore, conservation plans cannot alone be considered an alternative 
action to meet the stated need for the project. 

Transmission facilities like the SWIP would contribute to the region' s task of meeting future load 
growth most efficiently with the least amount of new generating capacity. First, seasonal load 
diversity within the WSCC regions would allow transmission to meet the requirements in one 
part of WSCC with another region's existing generating capacity. Total regional resource 
requirements can be reduced as a result of such use. Secondly, when new generating capacity is 
needed within WSCC, transmission such as the SWIP would make more options available for the 
selection and location of those resources to minimize their cost and environmental impact. 

Because of the seasonal diversity which exists between the Pacific Nortbwest and the Desert 
Southwest loads and resources, purchases and exchanges over the SWIP are expected to help the 
entire WSCC region meet load growth by utilizing existing resources more efficiently. Regional 
conservation potential may be developed more fully given the availability of adequate regional 
transmission." . 

Page 2-6, 2nd paragraph, 5th sentence: change "The LTIAP allows a very small amount of firm 
intertie access to the northwest utilities. IPCo's share of firm access is 87 MW, and uses an 
allocation method to limit other northwest utilities non-firm access to the Intertie. Moreover, 
LTIAP restricts use of a utility's firm access for non-firm sales or firm contracts which BPA 
considers advance arrangements to sell non-firm energy." to "The L TIAP allows a very small 
amount of firm intertie access to the northwest utilities and uses an allocation method to limit 
other northwest utilities' non-firm access to the Intertie. The IPCo's share of firm access is 87 
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MW. Moreover, LTIAP restricts use of a utility' s firm access for non-firm sales or firm contracts 
which BPA considers advance arrangements to sell non-firm energy.". 

Page 2-7, add the following paragraphs: 

"A direct current (DC) system can be an economical alternative to an AC system when a line 
exceeds 400-500 miles in length with no intermediate substations. The SWIP, however, would 
provide interconnections to other utilities at intermediate substations and would have the 
capability to integrate regional generation resources. Such interconnections for a DC system 
would require construction of expensive converter stations for local AC electricity use. 

A DC transmission alternative for transmitting 1200 MW of power from Midpoint to the Dry 
Lake Area would cost about $488 million compared to $356 million for the proposed AC project 
($200M for line and $144M for each line terminal). There must be a requirement for substantial 
additional capacity to justify a DC alternative. 

The actual efficiency of a comparable DC alternative would depend upon the design of that 
system (i.e. voltage rating and conductor selection). For example, the Pacific DC lntertie line has 
been uprated twice in its history, once to increase its voltage rating and the other to increase its 
current rating. The line was originally designed to operate at 1600 MW at +/- 400kV. A 1200 
MW flow at +/- 400kV would have generated 8.6 percent loss. In the 1980s, the Pacific DC 
Line was uprated to +/- 500kV and is now capable of 3100 MW. For a 1200 MW flow on the 
current DC system, the losses are currently about 5.7 percent compared to 6 percent for the 
SWIP. 

Additional load taps are not nearly as feasible with a DC alternative. The cost of each site is an 
order of magnitude greater ($ 100+ million vs. $10 million) and are not included in the $488 
million for the basic line. 

From an environmental point of view, the DC vs. AC alternative would be similar in nature. DC 
line structures have one less conductor than those of an AC line. However, the DC substations 
are larger and also require neutral ground mats that are quite large." . 

Following page 2-10, Figure 2-1, Legend: change "indentified" to "identified". 

Page 2- 16, replace last paragraph with: "If installed, access to the fiber optic ground wire by a 
commercial communications company would be allowed upon completion of all environmental 
permitting activities (e.g., NEPA) and obtaining the right-of-way. Regeneration stations, which 
are typically small concrete buildings approximately 10 feet by 10, would be needed at 20-40 
mile intervals along the transmission line right-of-way. They would likely be placed on or 
immediately adjacent to the SWIP right-of-way. 

Page 2-17, 2nd paragraph: change "land rights" to "rights-of-way". 

Page 2-17, 4th paragraph, add the following to the end of the paragraph: "The conveyance of the 
Delta Grant would be contingent on the BLM's approval.". 

Page 2-19, 1st paragraph, after " ... overhead lines, ... ": add "(both Midpoint to Dry Lake and Ely to 
Delta routes)". 
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Page 2-19, 4th paragraph. after ..... natural source for new growth.": add ...... however. reseeding may 
be required .... 

Page 2-20. 6th paragraph. end of last sentence: add ..... and approved by the permitting agency .... 

Page 2-21. 5th paragraph. after first sentence: add "About one acre per mile would be used for 
construction yards and batch plants .... 

Page 2-22, 4th paragraph. under "Ground Rod Installation": add to end of paragraph "Counterpoise 
could extend to the edge of the right-of-way. but are typically parallel with conductors in the 
right-of-way." . 

Page 2-22. 6th paragraph. 4th line: change to "Oils. explosives. pesticides. chemicals and other 
hazardous materials would be hauled to a disposal facility authorized to accept such materials .... 

Page 2-22. 6th paragraph. before the last sentence in the paragraph: add "Explosives would also be 
disposed of at an authorized disposal facility .... 

Page 2-23. insert before last sentence in the I st paragraph: "The IPCo would be responsible to fully 
remediate (i.e .• clean up) any releases of any hazardous substances. hazardous materials. or 
petroleum products .... 

Page 2-23. 6th paragraph. 1st sentence: change ..... would be permitted .... to ..... could be allowed by the 
permitting agency ...... 

Page 2-23. 6th paragraph. I st sentence: delete" ... adjacent to ...... 

Page 2-23. 7th paragraph. 1st sentence: delete ..... adjacent to ...... 

Page 2-24. 6th paragraph. add to the end of the last sentence: ..... as specified by the permitting 
agency .... 

Page 2-28. under "Develop Scope/Preparation Plan". third bullet item: add ...... and the Schell 
Resource Area of the Ely District in Nevada". 

Page 2-28. under "Develop Scope/Preparation Plan". fourth bullet item: change .... . the Elko and Ely 
Districts ... .. to ..... the Elko and Ely Districts. and the Caliente Resource Area of the Las Vegas 
District... .. . 

Page 2-29. under "Human Environment". first bullet item: add .... , and prime/unique farmlands" . 

Page 2-29. 4th paragraph, "Prehistory" entry: change "lithic scatters" toe "artifact scatters". 

Page 2-30. 5th paragraph. 5th line: change "Fossil Beds National Monument" to "Hagerman Fossil 
Beds National Monument". 

Page 2-31. 9th paragraph. 5th line: change ..... new ..... to ..... proposed ...... 

Page 2-35. 6th Paragraph. last line: change "(refer to page 2-23)" to "(refer to page 2-25)". 
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Page 2-38, under "Midpoint to Dry Lake Transmission Alternatives": add "260" to Route B: add 
"250, 259, 260," to Route D: and add "260" to Route E. 

Page 2-41, 6th paragraph under "Route B: 345kV-Trout Creek-Wendover-Steptoe-Antone Pass-Dry 
Lake Alternative": after " .. . Nevada Northern Railroad right-of-way ... " add "(Link 270)."; after 
" ... Egan Range ... " add "(Link 280)."; in the third sentence, after " ... , the route would traverse 
Butte Valley ... " insert "(Link 280)"; at the end of the last sentence " ... site from the north." add 
"(Link 310).". 

Page 2-46, the lists of microwave communication facilities sites under the headings at the top of this 
page are transposed. They should read as follows: 

Robinson Summit 

Hansen Butte* 
Cottonwood 
Ellen D (L&D)* 
Six-Mile 
Rocky Peak* 
Spruce Mountain* 
Long Valley 
Copper* 
Cave Mountain* 
Mount Wilson* 
Highland Peak* 
Beaver Dam Mountain* 
Glendale* 

North Steptoe 

Hansen Butte* 
Cottonwood 
Ellen D (L&D)* 
Rocky Point* 
Proctor 
Bald Peak* 
Raiff 
Squaw Peak* 
Cave Mountain* 
Mount Wilson* 
Highland Peak* 
Beaver Dam Mountain* 
Glendale* 

* - indicates existing developed microwave communication facilities sites" 

Page 2-47, under "Direct Route", 3rd paragraph, last sentence: should be "If the SWIP is constructed 
on this route, Hill AFB would request that towers be designed and built at a height no taUer than 
30 feet. This would make this route technically infeasible because the minimum clearance for 
conductors on the proposed 500kV transmission line is 31 feet, per the National Electric Safety 
Code.". 

Page 2-48, 6th paragraph: delete last sentence and replace with "The proposed ways ide stations 
discussed in the Draft Great Basin National Park (GBNP) General Management Plan have been 
included in the SWIP analysis. The GBNP Enabling Act specifies that the Park Service may 
enter into cooperative agreements for the purpose of interpretive facilities outside the park. 
However, the SWIP document should not be considered as an allowance or non-allowance of this 
proposed action for GBNP. No agreement for the proposed interpretive facilities has been 
entered into as of this date. In any case, the National Park Service will require appropriate 
authorization and input for any project involving the BLM and Forest Service administered lands. 
The Notice of Intent for the SWIP was published on March 3, 1989, prior to the release of the 
Draft GBNP General Management Plan on September 9, 1991.". 
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Page 2-5 I, 7th paragraph, 1st sentence: change "The alternative substations sites at Robinson Summit 
(S ites #9 or #10) are very similar environmentally and there is no distinctive preference (also 
refer to Appendix E)." to "The alternative substations sites at Robinson Summit (Sites #9 or # 10) 
are very similar environmentally, but because none of the alternative routes pass through Site #9, 
Site # 10 is preferred.". . 

Page 2-53, under "Ely to Delta", 3rd paragraph, 8th line: after " ... Hill AFB." add "(refer to Table 2-
5)." Start new paragraph with the sentence that begins "The cumulative ... ". 

CHAPTER 3 - AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Page 3-1, lInder "Cultu ral Environment": delete "archaeology". 

Page 3-3: replace the 2nd full paragraph with "Three Class I areas, as defined by the federa l 
Prevention of Significant Deterioration (PSD) rules (40 CFR 5 I. I 66), are identified as being 
within or near the study area corridors: 

• Jarbidge Wilderness Area 
64,667 acres; approximately 26 miles from a study corridor 

Under the federal PSD Program, Class I areas are afforded the most stringent degree of protection 
from air pollution sources, in the form of max imum allowable ambient air pollutant concentration 
increments over baseline concentrations (refer to Table AQ- l of the Volume II - Natural 

. Envi ronment technical report). 

Class I areas are identified as international parks of any size, national parks exceeding 6,000 
acres, nat ional wilderness areas exceeding 5,000 acres and national memorial parks exceeding 
5,000 acres. 

All other lands within the United States were initially designated under the PSD rules as Class II. 
These areas are afforded a less stringent level (e.g., hi gher ambient air pollutant concentration 
increments) of protection from air pollution sources (refer to Table AQ- I of the Volume II -
Natural Environment technical report). 

The federal PSD rules also provide that certain other lands which exceed 10,000 acres in size and 
were established prior to August 7, 1977, may be redesignated as Class 1. However, only 
national parks and national wilderness areas exceeding 10,000 acres and established after August 
7, 1977 can be designated as Class I through state or federal legi slation.". 

Page 3- 10, "Route F", 2nd paragraph, 13th line: change "Hagerman Fossil Bed National Monument" 
to "Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument". 

Page 3-1 I , "Route G", 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence, 3rd line: change "180" to "280" . 

Page 3-34, 2nd paragraph, 2nd bullet: add "Oasis". 
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Page 3-37, 3rd paragraph, last sentence: revise to "The AGL for the Restricted Area R-6405 (located 
in all or portions of Links 222, 224, 225, 226, 611, 610, 620, 621, 630) is 100 feet, the Lucin A 
MOA (Links 211, 221, 222), Gandy MOA (Links 222, 226, 266, 267, 610, 620), and Sevier A 
and B MOAs (Links 267, 268, 451, 461, 462, 470, 480, 490, 500, 510, 520, 530, 540, 550, 560, 
571, 572, 580, 590, 600, 640, and 650) all have an AGL of 200 feet.". 

Page 3-37, 4th paragraph, last sentence: revise to "There is a 100 foot AGL in the R-6405 Restricted 
Area (Links 222, 224, 225, 226, 610, 611 , 620, 621, 630, 640, 650). There is a 200 foot AGL in 
the Lucin C MOA (Link 222); the Gandy MOA (222, 226, 266, 267, 610, 620); the Sevier A 
(Links 268, 461, 462, 470, 480, 630, 640, 650); and the Sevier B (Links 451 , 470, 480, 490, 
500, 510, 520, 530, 540, 550, 560, 571, 572, 580, 590, 600, 640, 650).". 

Page 3-39, 7th paragraph, end of the last sentence: add " ... and in the Conger Range (Link 452).". 

Page 3-49, under "Southern Route", 2nd paragraph, 3rd sentence: change "Nevada State Highway 21" 
to "Utah State Highway 21". 

Page 3-60, 5th paragraph under "Route F", 3rd line: change "Hagerman Fossil Bed National 
Monument" to "Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument". 

Page 3-61, 2nd paragraph under "Route G": " ... along the southern edge of the Windmere Hills (Link 
180), in the Pequop Mountains (Link 190) and ... ". 

Page 3-63, 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence: revise to "Views from dispersed recreation users in the 
Notch Peak WSA (Link 462), the Swasey Mountain WSA (Link 470), the Howell Peak WSA 
(Link 462), Mt. Moriah Wilderness (Link 267), and the Marble Canyon WSA (Link 267) were 
also considered to be of high sensitivity.". 

Page 3-64, 4th paragraph, after the fourth sentence: add "The proposed wayside stations discussed in 
the Draft Great Basin National Park (GBNP) General Management Plan have been included in 
the SWIP analysis. The GBNP Enabling Act specifies that the Park Service may enter into 
cooperative agreements for the purpose of interpretive facilities outside the park. However, the 
SWIP document should not be considered as an allowance or non-allowance of this proposed 
action for GBNP. No agreement for the proposed interpretive facilities has been entered into as 
of thi s date. In any case, the National Park Service will require appropriate authorization and 
input for any project involving the BLM and Forest Service administered lands. The Notice of 
Intent for the SWIP was published on March 3, 1989, prior to the release of the Draft GBNP 
General Management Plan on September 9, 1991.". 

Page 3-81, last paragraph, 3rd line: replace "RI" with" ... radio interference (RI).". 

Page 3-81, 2nd paragraph, 1st line: change " .. .Idaho or Nevada." to " .. .Idaho, Utah, or Nevada.". 

Page 3-82, 1 st paragraph, I st line: replace "TVI" with" ... television interference (TVI) ... ". 

Page 3-83, under "Methods", 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence: change "define a process" to "mandate a 
process" . 
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Page 3-85 , 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence: change to "Other than old buildings, historic resources 
include ghost towns, mines, historic ranches, and a variety of structures, roads, railroads, and 
trails." . 

Page 3-86, 4th paragraph, I st sentence: change to "At about AD I 200 to 1300, the Formative and 
Archaic cultures are hypothesized to have been replaced by Numic speaking groups.". 

Page 3-88, under "Regional Studies", 3rd paragraph, end of sentence: add " ... (refer to p. 2-26).". 

Page 3-89, I st paragraph, end of paragraph: add "It must be noted that this analysis is based only on 
information about the most significant known cultural resources. Although this is a reasonable 
methodology for such regional siting studies, it must be recognized that because much of the 
region has never been thoroughly inventoried, it is likely that other significant unrecorded cultural 
resources are present within the various alternative corridors." 

Page 3-90, 3rd paragraph, 2nd sentence: revise and insert "Historic resources in this group include 
such sites as: 

• the Minidoka Japanese-American Relocation Center 
• segment of the Nevada Northern Railroad operated as a historic tourist train 
• segments of the Oregon, California, and Hastings Cutoff trails 
• Kelton Road 
• the Old Spanish TraillMormon Road 
• the Pony ExpresslLincoln Highway and other Pony Express routes 
• the Osceola Ditch 
• various historic cemeteries, burials. residences, and town sites 

In addition, the remaining 133 miles of the Nevada Northern Railroad that now lie unused were 
ranked as having moderate-high sensitivity. The entire railroad was recently determined to be 
eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places and was considered to be an 
important historic resource as impacts were assessed.". 

Page 3-9 I, 5th paragraph, last sentence: revised to "The highest sensitivity sites along this segment of 
the route are two alignments of the California Trail and the historic town of Contact.". 

Page 3-91, 7th paragraph, end of the paragraph: add "This segment of Route A parallels portions of 
the historic Nevada Northern Railroad, as do other segments to the south. A total of 51 miles of 
the I SO-mile-long railroad are within the Route A corridor.". 

Page 3-92, 6th paragraph, after first sentence: add "This segment of Route B parallels 4 miles of the 
I SO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad.". 

Page 3-93, 2nd paragraph, end of paragraph: add "Route C parallels 5 I miles of the I SO-mile-long 
Nevada Northern Railroad.". 

Page 3-93, 4th paragraph, after 5th sentence: add "Route D parallels approximately 35 miles of the 
ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad.". 

Page 3-93, 6th paragraph, end of paragraph: add "Route E parallels 19 miles of the ISO-mile-long 
Nevada Northern Railroad.". 
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Page 3-94, 1 st paragraph, end of paragraph : add "Route F parallels 51 miles of the 150-mile-long 
Nevada Northern Railroad.". 

Page 3-94, 3rd paragraph, end of paragraph: add "Route G parallels 66 miles of the 150-mile-long 
Nevada Northern Railroad. ". 

Table 3-1: Add a double asterisks (""") after 230kV Corridor. 

CHAPTER 4 - ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Page 4-31, under "Route B", 2nd paragraph, 2nd sentence, after "R-6405 Restricted Area (Link 222, 
224,226)": add " ... and 42.3 miles of low residual impacts to portions of the Gandy MOA (Links 
222, 226) and the Lucin A MOA (Links 221, 222) which are ... ". 

Page 4-32, under "Route E", 3rd paragraph, 1st sentence, after " ... R-6405 Restricted Area (Links 222, 
224,226) ... ": add " ... and 42.3 miles of low residual impacts to portions of the Gandy MOA 
(Links 222, 226) and the Lucin A MOA (Links 221, 222) which are ... ". 

Page 4-33, under "Direct Route", 2nd paragraph, 1 st sentence: change to "The route would result in a 
total of 55.1 miles of moderate residual impacts to the R-6405 Restricted Area (Link 620, 621, 
630) and would cross 44.1 miles through portions of the Gandy MOA (Links 266, 620), the 
Sevier A MOA (Links 630,640), and Sevier B MOA (Links 572, 580, 640).". 

Page 4-34, 1st paragraph, 1st line: change "30-foot-2" to "30-foot". 

Page 4-34, under "Cutoff Route", 2nd paragraph, 1st sentence, 2nd line: change Link "265" to "266". 

Page 4-34, under "230kV Corridor Route", 1st paragraph, 2nd sentence: add " ... , Utah" after "Delta". 

Page 4-34, under "230kV Corridor Route", 3rd paragraph, 2nd line: add Link "461". 

Page 4-35, 1st full paragraph, 2nd line: delete Link "450" and add Links "572 and 580". 

Page 4-43, 1st full paragraph, 4th line: change "Fossil Beds National Monument" to "Hagerman Fossil 
Beds National Monument". 

Page 4-45, 2nd paragraph, third sentence: add "The proposed wayside stations discussed in the Draft 
Great Basin National Park (GBNP) General Management Plan have been included in the SWIP 
analysis. The GBNP Enabling Act specifies that the Park Service may enter into cooperative 
agreements for the purpose of interpretive facilities outside the park. However, the SWIP 
document should not be considered as an allowance or non-allowance of this proposed action for 
GBNP. No agreement for the proposed interpretive facilities has been entered into as of this 
date. In any case, the National Park Service will require appropriate authorization and input for 
any project involving the BLM and Forest Service administered lands. The Notice of Intent for 
the SWIP was published on March 3, 1989, prior to the release of the Draft GBNP General 
Management Plan on September 9, 1991.". 

Page 4-45, 2nd paragraph, last sentence: change " ... Spring Valley ... " to " ... Snake Valley ... ". 
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Page 4-72, I st paragraph: change to "Construction of Route A would introduce visual intrusions into 
the settings of the Minidoka Relocation Center (Link 20), the Oregon Trail (Link 41), the historic 
Shafter town site (Link 211), Pony Express/Lincoln Highway route (Link 291), the California 
Trail (Link 1612), the City of Rocks archaeological district (Link 362), and for 51 miles of the 
ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad (Links 212, 230, 270, and 291) .". 

Page 4-72, 5th paragraph, end of paragraph: add "In addition, Route B would result in visual 
intrusions along about 4 miles of the ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad (Link 270).". 

Page 4-72, 8th paragraph: revise to "Potentially high indirect impacts could result from visual 
intrusion into the setting of the Minidoka Relocation Center (Link 20), Oregon Trail (Link 140), 
the California Trail (Link 140), the historic Shafter town site (Link 211), the Hastings Cutoff 
(Link 212), the Pony ExpressfLincoln Highway route (Link 291), and the City of Rocks 
archaeological district (Link 362). In addition, Route C would result in visual intrusions along 51 
miles of the ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad (Links 212,230,270, and 291).". 

Page 4-73, 3rd paragraph, end of paragraph: add "In addition, Route 0 would introduce visual 
intrusions along 35 miles of the ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad (Links 230, 270, and 
291).". 

Page 4-73, 6th paragraph, end of paragraph: add "In addition, Route E would introduce visual 
intrusions along 19 miles of the ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern RaiJroad (Links 212, 230, 241, 
242, 244, and 270)". 

Page 4-74, 2nd paragraph, end of paragraph: add "In addition, Route F would introduce visual 
intrusions along 51 miles of the ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad (Links 212, 230, 270, 
and 291)". 

Page 4-74, 5th paragraph, end of paragraph: add "In addition, Route G would introduce visual 
intrusions along 66 miles of the ISO-mile-long Nevada Northern Railroad (Links 212,230,241, 
242, 244, and 270)". 

Page 4-78, under "BLM Utility Corridors" , last sentence: change" ... utility projects within the 
corridors that is established." to " ... utility projects adjacent to compatible existing rights-of-way 
and within designated or planning corridors established by the BLM". 

Page 4-79, 3rd paragraph, 4th line: change " ... 600kV .. . " to " ... 500kV ... ". 

Page 4-82, 4th paragraph, 4th line: change "Hagerman Fossil Bed National Monument" to "Hagerman 
Fossil Beds National Monument". 

Page 4-86, 2nd paragraph: revise to "In general, site densities throughout the region seem to average 
about 2 to 6 per square mile. Linear features would encounter a disproportionately larger number 
of sites because of a statistical "edge effect," but there are few directly comparable prior linear 
surveys through the region to indicate how many sites might be encountered. The surveys for the 
Intermountain Power Plan project in southwestern Utah and southern Nevada. resulted in the 
discovery of an average of one cu ltural resource occurrence every linear mile, but three-fourths of 
these were isolated artifacts. Occurrences designated as sites were found on average of every 4 
to 5 miles. Some additional sites were found on access roads that had to diverge from the 
corridor. It can be conservatively estimated that surveys along the various alternative SWIP 
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corridors might encounter a cultural resource every 2 to 3, miles on the average. This indicates 
that some 200 to 400 cultural sites could be present along the selected alternative. Many of these 
could probably be avoided by minor adjustments in the project, but the project would 
undoubtedly diminish the regional resource base". 

Page 4-89, I st paragraph, 2nd sentence: revise to "The pipeline planned to transport the water from 
north of Clark County would utilize existing corridors designated by the BLM or Congress, ·or 
prepare a plan amendment". 

Table 4-1, page 2 of 3, #13, end of paragraph: add "Towers would be sited with a minimum distance 
of 200 feet from streams". 

Table 4-1, page I of 3, #5: add " ... natural springs and/or ... " before "developed". 

Table 4-2, page I of 2, second line: change "Recommended" to "Committed". 

Table 4-2, page I of 2, #6: change "water courses" to "perennial or intermittent streams with riparian 
vegetation" . 

Table 4-3a, page I of 2, under Allotment Name: add 

CUTOFF 230kv Corridor 

Total Total Viable Total Viable 
Acres Acres Acres Acres Acres 

"Conger Spring 78,971 26.3 21.9 43.00 38.60"" 

Table 4-3a, page 2 of 2, in the "Smith Creek" row: change 

"Smith Creek 

" 

Total 
Acres 

17,820 

CUTOFF 

Total 
Acres 

14.3 

230kv Corridor 

Viable Total 
Acres Acres 

6.0 0.0 
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Table 4-4, page I of I, table is revised to include Tax Revenues for Agency Preferred and Utility 
Routes. 

TABLE 4-4 

Estimated County Tax Revenues 1 by Alternative Route 

Mid~oint to Da Lake Alternative Routes 
Stale/ 

County Agency Utility 
Route A Route B Route C Route D Route E Route F Route G Preferred Preferred 

IDAHO 

Cassia 20,800 20,SOO 20,SOO 20,SOO 20,SOO ----- 20,SOO 20,SOO 20,800 

Gooding --.-. ----- ----- -._.- ----- 211.500 ----- ----- ._---

Jerome 455,700 455.700 455.700 455.700 455,700 144,100 455,700 455.700 455.700 

Twin Falls 570,700 570.700 570.700 570.700 570,700 916,600 570,700 570.700 570,700 

NEVADA 

Elko 759,200 769,100 727,100 767,600 SOI,200 727,100 729,200 729,200 729,200 

White Pine 582,000 588.300 582.000 576,200 596,100 582,000 568,400 560,000 552,200 

Lincoln 539.400 539.400 539.400 539.400 539,400 539,400 539.400 539,400 539,400 

Nye 26 1,800 261.800 261.800 261.800 261,800 261,800 261,SOO 261,800 261.800 

Clark 150,SOO 150,800 150,800 150.800 150,800 150,800 150.300 150,300 150.300 

EI~ to Delta Alternative Routes 

State/ Direct Cutoff 230k V Conidor* Southern 
County 

UTAH 

Millard 355,200 846,000 853,700 998,700 

Juab 296,100 ----- ----- -----

NEVADA 

White Pine 255,700 289.200 320,500 494.900 

Estimates are based on average 1990 property tax rates in each county and an average COSI for the transmission lines and 
nssocintcd microwave communication and substation facilities. Figures are rounded to the nearest hundred , Estimates represent 

revenues during the first year of operation without depreciation. 

• Agency Preferred Route 
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CHAPTER 5 - CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Page 5-10, 3rd paragraph, last sentence: change to "The only route preference identified was an 
alternative that would traverse Dry Lake Valley from west to east (Link 671 to Link 673).". 

CHAPTER 6 - PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

Page 6-4, under "Philip Zeig": add the title "Soil Conservationist". 

Page 6-5, under "Mark A Pierce": add the title "Wildlife Conservationist". 

Page 6-5, under "Melanie Mendenhall": add the title "Range Conservationist". 

Page 6-5, under "F. Rex Rowley": add the title "Area Manager - House Range". 

Page 6-5, under "Lynn T. Fergus": add the title "Outdoor Recreation Specialist". 

Page 6-9, under "William 1. Lindsey": change to "Supervisory Range Conservationist". 

Page 6-9, under "Mark Henderson": change "13 years with BLM" to "seven years with the BIA and 
seven years with the BLM". 

Page 6-13, first item under Name/Title: change "Hagerman Fossil Bed National Monument" to 
"Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument". 

Page 6-13, first item under Involvement, change "Hagerman Fossil Beds" to "Hagerman Fossil Beds 
National Monument" 

REFERENCES 

Add to list: Chadwick, D.H. 1989. Mission for the 90's: The Biodiversity Challenge. Defenders 
Magazine Special Report. 
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APPENDICES FOR THE SWIP DEISIDPA 

Appendix C 

Page C-7, under "National Park Service", under "Idaho": delete "Fossil Beds National Monument
Twin Falls". 

Appendix D 

Page D-5, under "Subroute Set 22", last sentence: add "Link 680 would traverse 5.6 miles of 
Category 1,7.4 miles of Category II, and 5.6 miles of Unclassified desert tortoise habitat while 
Link 690 would traverse approximately 15.5 miles of Category I and 4.3 miles of Category III 
desert tortoise habitat". 

Appendix F 

Page F-5: the lists of microwave communication facility sites under the headings at the top of this 
page are transposed, they should read as follows. Also, Beaver Dam Mountain and Glendale 
should have been added. 

Robinson Summit 

Path I 

Hansen Butte 
Cottonwood 
Ellen D (L&D) 
Six-Mile 
Rocky Peak 
Spruce Mountain 
Long Valley 
Copper 
Cave Mountain 
Mount Wilson 
Highland Peak 
Beaver Dam Mountain 
Glendale 

North Steptoe 

Path 2 

Hansen Butte 
Cottonwood 
Ellen D (L&D) 
Rocky Point 
Proctor 
Bald Peak 
Raiff 
Squaw Peak 
Cave Mountain 
Mount Wilson 
Highland Peak 
Beaver Dam Mountain 
Glendale 

/ 

Table F- I, page 2 of 3, under "Location for the Six Mile site": change "E. of Oasis" to "W. of Oasis". 

Table F-I, page 2 of 3, under "Jurisdiction for the Six Mile site": change "BLM" to "private". 

Table F-4, page 2 of 2, under "SOILS, for Cave Mountain Site": change "Calcic" to "carbonatic" and 
delete "carbonic". 
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Appendix G 

Page G-2, under "National Park Service" : change "Fossil Bed National Monument" to "Hagerman 
Fossil Beds National Monument" . 

Appendix H 

Page H-3, Additional Technical reports avai lable for review at the following locations: 

University of Nevada Las Vegas 
James Qickenson Library 
4505 S. Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas, NV 89 154 

Charleston Heights Library 
800 Brush Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89108 

Henderson Library 
55 Water Street 
Henderson, NV 89105 

Lincoln County Library 
Pioche, NV 89043 
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Rainbow Library 
6010 W. Cheyenne 
Las Vegas, NV 89108 

Clark County Library 
1401 E. Flamingo Road 
Las Vegas, NV 89109 

Sunrise Public Library 
100 N. Nellis Boulevard 
Las Vegas, NV 89110 



MAP VOLUME 

Panel 2 - Alternative Routes Map: Route D was incorrectly labeled on this map. The map shows 
Route D following Links 250, 259, and 260. Route D should actually follow Links 241 , 243, 
and 245. Figure 4-1 indicates the corrected labeling of the alternative routes. 

Panel 3 - Alternative Routes Map: Route D was incorrectly labeled on this map. The map shows 
Route D following Links 250, 259, and 260. Route D should actually follow Links 241, 243, 
and 245 . Figure 4-2 indicates the corrected labeling of the alternative routes. 

Panel 4 - Alternative Routes Map: The labels for the "230kV Corridor Route" and "Cutoff Route" 
are transposed on this map. Figure 4-3 indicates the corrected labeling of these alternative routes. 

Panel 2 - Land Use Resources: The Big Springs Ranch private grass airstrip is missing from this 
map. Figure 4-4 indicates the location of the airstrip. 

Panel 3 - Land Use Resources: Marble Canyon WSA is not shown on this map. It is located on 
Link 267 and illustrated in Figure 4-5. 

Panel 3 - Land Cover: Between miles 15 and 20 on Link 267, portions identified as playa are 
labeled incorrectly. The correct identification is sage scrub. 

Panel 4 - Land Use Resources: - The label indicates this map to be "Panel 3 - Land Resources", it 
should read "Panel 4 - Land Resources" . 

Panel 4 - Map Index: correct the name "Wah Wah Mountains" to "Wah Wah Mountains North" 

Panel 4 - Land Use Resources: The R-6405 Restricted Area is mapped incorrectly. Figure 4-6 
shows the corrected boundary and labeling. The proposed Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds was 
not mapped. The location of the Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds is illustrated in Figure 4-7. 

PanelS - Land Use Resources: Labels identifying MOAs operated by Nellis AFB are missing. 
Figures 4-8 and 4-9 illustrate the labels for these MOAs. 

Panel 4 - Jurisdiction Map: This map is missing a small area of State land at Tl4S, RI8W, Section 
28, NWl/4, SWI/4 and a small area of private land of TI4S, RI8W, Section 28, NE1I4,SWI/4, 
S II2SW 1/4. Figure 4-10 indicates the locations of these parcels. 

Panel 2 - Visual Resources: The BLM low visibility corridor around Interstate 80 did not appear on 
the map. The VRM Class II area is shown in Figure 4-1 I. 

Panel 3 - All Maps: The boundary of the Humboldt National Forest South of Ely was left off of all 
the Panel 3 Maps. Figure 4-12 shows the approximate location of the boundary. 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 2 - Alternative Routes 

The labels for Route D were incorrect 
on this map. The correct labeling for 
Route D is shown below. 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 3 - Alternative Routes 
The labels for Route D were incorrect on 
this map. The correct labeling for the 
Route D is illustrated below. 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 4 - Alternative Routes 
The labels for "230 kV Corridor Route" and 
"Cutoff Route" were transposed on this 
map. The correct labeling is illustrated 
below. 

CUTOFF ROUTE 

461 
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Errata for Map Volume 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 2 - Land Use Resources 

A private grass airstrip near Big Springs 
Ranch was not shown on this map Its 
location is illustrated below. 

Note: The black dots on the map 
indicate corrals, wells, gravel pits, and 
various other land uses. Please refer to 
the map volume accompanying the 
DEISjDPA for specific color identification 
of these land uses. 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 3 - Land Use Resources 
Marble Canyon WSA was not shown on 
this map. The boundary for this area is 
illustrated below. 

Note: The black dots on the map 
indicate corrals, wells, gravel pits, and 
various other land uses. Please refer to 
the map volume accompanying the 
DEIS/DPA for specific color iaentification 
of these land uses . 

•• 

• 
266 

Errata for Map Volume 

• 
5 10 

• • 

Inset 

Panel 3 

Gandy 
Mountain ACEC 

Marble Canyon 
WSA 

N 

Note: Not to Scale 

Figure 4-5 



CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 4 - Land Use Resources 

The Restricted Area R-6405 was mapped 
incorrectly on the Panel 4 - Land Use 
Resources Map . It is illustrated in the 
below diagram. 

Note: The black dots on the map 
indicate corrals, wells, gravel pits, and 
various other land uses. Please refer to 
the map volume accompanying the 
DEIS/DPA for specific color iaentification 
of these land uses . 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 4 - Land Use Resources 

The Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds were 
not shown on the land use map in the 
Map Volume accompanying the 
DE IS /DP A. The boundary of this is 
illustrated below. 

Note: The black dots on the map 
indicate corrals, wells, gravel pits, and 
various other land uses. Please refer to 
the map volume accompanying the 
DEIS/DPA for specific color identification 
of these land uses. 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 5 - Land Use Resources 

The labels identifying MOAs are missing 
on this map. These additional labels are 
illustrated 5elow. 

Note: The black dots on the map indicate corrals, wells, 
gravel pits, and various other land uses . Please refer to 
the map volume accompanying the DE IS jDP A for 
specific color identification of these land uses. 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 5 7 Land Use Resources 

The labels identifying MOAs are missing on this 
map. These labels are illustrated below. 

Note: The black dots on the map indicate corrals, 
wells, gravel pits, and various otner land uses. Please 
refer to the map volume accompanying the DEIS jDP A 
for specific color identification of these land uses . 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 4 - Jurisdiction 

A small area of State Land at T14S, R18W, 
Section 28, NW1/4 SW1/4 and a small area of 
private land at T14S, R18W, Section 28, NE1/4 
SW1/4, Sl/2 SW1/4 were missing on this 
map. These lands are illustrated in the map 
below . 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 2 - Visual Resources 

This map shows the portion of the 
alternatives that wou1d cross VRM Class 
II in the Wells District (Interstate 80 
low-visibility corridor). 
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CORRECTIONS TO: 
Panel 3 - All Resource Maps 

All Panel 3 maps are missing the 
Humboldt National Forest Boundary for 
the area south of Ely. The boundary is 
illustrated below. 

Note: The black dots on the map 
indicate corrals, wells, gravel pits, and 
various other land uses. Please refer to 
the map volume accompanying the 
DEIS/DPA for specific color identification 
of these land uses. 
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corridors might encounter a cultural resource every 2 to 3, miles on the average. This indicates 
that some 200 to 400 cultural sites could be present along the selected alternative . Many of these 
could probably be avoided by minor adjustments in the project, but the project would 
undoubtedly diminish the regional resource base". 

Page 4-89, I st paragraph, 2nd sen tence: revise to "The pipeline planned to transport the water . from 
north of Clark County would utilize existing corridors designated by the BLM or Congress, or 
prepare a plan amendment". 

Table 4-1, page 2 of 3, #13, end of paragraph: add "Towers would be sited with a minimum distance 
of 200 feet from streams". 

Table 4-1, page I of 3, #5: add "".natural springs and/or"." before "developed". 

Table 4-2, page I of 2, second line: change "Recommended" to "Committed". 

Table 4-2, page I of 2, #6: change "water courses" to "perennial or intermittent streams with riparian 
. vegetation" . 

Table 4-3a, page I of 2, under Allotment Name: add 

CUTOFF 230kv Corridor 

"Conger Spring 

Total 
Acres 

Total 
Acres 

78,971 26.3 

Viable Total 
Acres Acres 

21.9 43.00 

Viable 
Acres 

38.60"" 

Table 4-3a, page 2 of 2, in the "Smith Creek" row: change 

"Smith Creek 

" 

Total 
Acres 

CUTOFF 

Total 
Acres 

17,820 14.3 

230kv Corridor 

Viable Total 
Acres Acres 

6.0 0.0 
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Table 4-4, page I of I, table is revised to include Tax Revenues for Agency Preferred and Utility 
Routes. 

TABLE 4-4 

Estimated County Tax Revenues I by Alternative Route 

Midj20inl to Drr Lake Alternative Routes 
State! 

County Agency Utility 
Route A Route B Roule C Route 0 Route E Route F Route G Preferred Preferred 

IDAHO 

Cass in 20,800 20,800 20,800 20,800 20,800 ----- 20,800 20,800 20,800 

Gooding ----- ---- ----- --- -.--- 2 11 ,500 ---- ----- ---
Jerome 455,700 455,700 455,700 455,700 455,700 144,100 455,700 455,700 455,700 

Twin Falls 570,700 570,700 570,700 570,700 570,700 916,600 570,700 570,700 570,700 

NEVADA 

Elko 759,200 769, 100 727,100 767,600 801,200 727, 100 729,200 729,200 729,200 

White Pine 582,000 588,300 582,000 576,200 596, 100 582,000 568,400 560,000 552,200 

Linco ln 539,400 539,400 539,400 539,400 539,400 539,400 539,400 539,400 539.400 

Ny. 26 1,800 26 1,800 261,800 26 1,800 26 1,800 261,800 261,800 261,800 261,800 

Clark 150,800 150,800 150,800 150,800 150,800 150,800 150,300 150,300 150,300 

Ell to Delta Alternative Routes 

Sialel Direct Cutoff 230kV Corridor* Southern 
County 

UTAH 

Millard 355,200 846,000 853,700 998,700 

Juab 296,100 ----- ----- -----

NEVADA 

While Pine 255,700 289,200 320,500 494,900 

Est imates are based on average 1990 property tax r.l.Ies in each counly and an average cost for the transmission lines and 
associated microwave communication and substation facilities. Figures are rounded to the nearest hundred. Estimates represent 
revenues during the first year of operation without depreciation. 

• Agency Preferred Route 
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CHAPTER 5 - CONSULTATION AND COORDINATION 

Page 5-10. 3rd paragraph. last sentence: change to "The only route preference identified was an 
alternative that would traverse Dry Lake Valley from west to east (Link 67 1 to Link 673) .... 

CHAPTER 6 - PREPARERS AND CONTRIBUTORS 

Page 6-4. under "Philip Zeig": add the title "Soil Conservationist". 

Page 6-5. under "Mark A Pierce" : add the title "Wildlife Conservationist" . 

Page 6-5. under "Melanie Mendenhall": add the title "Range Conservationist". 

Page 6-5. under "F. Rex Rowley" : add the title "Area Manager - House Range". 

Page 6-5. under "Lynn T. Fergus": add the title "Outdoor Recreation Specialist" . 

Page 6-9. under "William 1. Lindsey": change to "Supervisory Range Conservationist" . 

Page 6-9. under "Mark Henderson" : change "13 years with BLM" to "seven years with the BIA and 
seven years with the BLM" . 

Page 6- 13. first item under Namerritle: change "Hagerman Foss il Bed National Monument" to 
"Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument". 

Page 6-13. first item under Involvement. change "Hagerman Fossil Beds" to "Hagerman Fossil Beds 
National Monument" 

REFERENCES 

Add to li st: Chadwick. D.H. 1989. Mission for the 90's: The Biodiversity Challenge. Defenders 
Magazine Special Report. 
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APPENDICES FOR THE SWIP DEISIDPA 

Appendix C 

Page C-7, under "National Park Service", under "Idaho": delete "Fossil Beds National Monument -
Twin Falls". 

Appendix D 

Page D-S, under "Subroute Set 22", last sentence: add "Link 680 would traverse S.6 miles of 
Category I, 7.4 miles of Category II, and S.6 miles of Unclassified desert tortoise habitat while 
Link 690 would traverse approximately IS.S miles of Category I and 4.3 miles of Category III 
desert tortoise habitat". 

Appendix F 

Page F-S: the lists of microwave communication facility sites under the headings at the top of this 
page are transposed, they should read as follows. Also, Beaver Dam Mountain and Glendale 
should have been added. 

Robinson Summit 

Hansen Butte 
Cottonwood 
Ellen D (L&D) 
Six-Mile 
Rocky Peak 
Spruce Mountain 
Long Valley 
Copper 
Cave Mountain 
Mount Wilson 
Highland Peak 
Beaver Dam Mountain 
Glendale 

North Steptoe 

Path 2 

Hansen Butte 
Cottonwood 
Ellen D (L&D) 
Rocky Point 
Proctor 
Bald Peak 
Raiff 
Squaw Peak 
Cave Mountain 
Mount Wilson 
Highland Peak 
Beaver Dam Mountain 
Glendale 

I 

Table F-I , page 2 of 3, under "Location for the Six Mile site": change "E. of Oasis" to "W. of Oasis". 

Table F-I, page 2 of 3, under "Jurisdiction for the Six Mile site": change "BLM" to "private". 

Table F-4, page 2 of 2, under "SOILS, for Cave Mountain Site": change "Calcic" to "carbonatic" and 
delete "carbonic". 
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Appendix G 

Page G-2, under "National Park Service" : change "Fossil Bed National Monument" to "Hagerman 
Fossil Beds National Monument" , 

Appendix H 

Page H-3, Additional Technical reports available for review at the following locations: 

University of Nevada Las Vegas 
James Qickenson Library 
4505 S, Maryland Parkway 
Las Vegas, NV 89154 

Charleston Heights Library 
800 Brush Street 
Las Vegas, NV 89108 

Henderson Library 
55 Water Street 
Henderson, NV 89105 

Lincoln County Library 
Pioche, NV 89043 
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Rainbow Library 
6010 W, Cheyenne 
Las Vegas, NV 89108 

Clark County Library 
1401 E. Flamingo Road 
Las Vegas, NV 89109 

Sunrise Public Library 
100 N, Nellis Boulevard 
Las Vegas, NV 89110 



MAP VOLUME 

Panel 2 - Alternative Routes Map: Route D was incorrectly labeled on this map. The map shows 
Route D following Links 250, 259, and 260. Route D should actually follow Links 241, 243, 
and 245. Figure 4-1 indicates the corrected labeling of the alternative routes. 

Panel 3 - Alternative Routes Map: Route D was incorrectly labeled on this map. The map shows 
Route D following Links 250, 259, and 260. Route D should actually follow Links 241, 243, 
and 245. Figure 4-2 indicates the corrected labeling of the alternative routes. 

Panel 4 - Alternative Routes Map: The labels for the "230kV Corridor Route" and "Cutoff Route" 
are transposed on this map. Figure 4-3 indicates the corrected labeling of these alternative routes. 

Panel 2 - Land Use Resources: The Big Springs Ranch private grass airstrip is missing from this 
map. Figure 4-4 indicates the location of the airstrip. 

Panel 3 - Land Use Resources: Marble Canyon WSA is not shown on this map. It is located on 
Link 267 and illustrated in Figure 4-5. 

Panel 3 - Land Cover: Between miles 15 and 20 on Link 267, portions identified as playa are 
labeled incorrectly. The correct identification is sage scrub. 

Panel 4 - Land Use Resources: - The label indicates this map to be "Panel 3 - Land Resources", it 
should read "Panel 4 - Land Resources". 

Panel 4 - Map Index: correct the name "Wah Wah Mountains" to "Wah Wah Mountains North" 

Panel 4 - Land Use Resources: The R-6405 Restricted Area is mapped incorrectly. Figure 4-6 
shows the corrected boundary and labeling. The proposed Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds was 
not mapped. The location of the Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds is illustrated in Figure 4-7. 

Panel 5 - Land Use Resources: Labels identifying MOAs operated by Nellis AFB are missing . 
Figures 4-8 and 4-9 illustrate the labels for these MOAs. 

Panel 4 - Jurisdiction Map: This map is missing a small area of State land at TI4S, RI8W, Section 
28, NW1/4, SWI14 and a small area of private land of Tl4S, RI8W, Section 28, NE1I4,SW1I4, 
S 1I2SW 1/4. Figure 4-10 indicates the locations of these parcels . 

Panel 2 - Visual Resources: The BLM low visibility corridor around Interstate 80 did not appear on 
the map. The VRM Class II area is shown in Figure 4-11. 

Panel 3 - All Maps: The boundary of the Humboldt National Forest South of Ely was left off of all 
the Panel 3 Maps. Figure 4-12 shows the approximate location of the boundary. 
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TECHNICAL REPORTS 

Volume II - Natural Environment 

Earth Resources 

Table ER-4, under the heading "Site" , the name "Ellen 0" should be followed by "(L & 0)" 

Biological Resources 

Figure BIO-I, Bureau of Land Management District Contacts for Biological Resources: add "Mark 
Barber" to Ely District. 

Page 4-29, Wildlife Species of Concern in NV, Baking Powder Flat Blue Butterfly: change, "souls" to 
"soils". 

Page 4-34, Birds, Long-Billed Curlew. The categorization has been changed from 2C to 3C. The 
status of this specie was changed on FWS Federal Register listing of 11 /21/9 1. 

Page 4-42: Add the desert dace to discussions of wildlife species of concern in Utah. The dace as 
well as the other three species, least chub, western spotted frog, and Great Basin sil ver-spot 
butterfly, are all federal candidate, Category 2, species for listing among the threatened or 
endangered wildlife of the United States. 

Page 4-46, Sensitive Features: Floodplains, Riparian, and Wetlands: The reference is incorrect. 
Wetlands are defined by the Corps of Engineers (1987) as "those areas that are inundated 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 for life in 
saturated soil conditions." This definition will apply to areas that are included as riparian, and in 
some cases, shallow ground water. . 

Page 4-62, paragraph 3, replace the first sentence with: "Committed mitigation for sage grouse leks 
includes numbers 6 and I I and for sage grouse wintering areas, 2, 4, 6, and II" . 

Page 4-83, last line: add, "It is also found along the centerline of Links 451 and 462." 

Page 4-84, "Cumulative Effects to Botanical Resources": insert: 

"Cumulative effects to special status plant species would result from add itional ground 
di sturbance resulting in habitat destruction and, in the case of some species, increased public 
access. The effects of multiple adjacent transmission lines cou ld result in additional habitat loss 
where the corridors occur, however thi s may leave areas where known populations occur 
undisturbed. Access roads would serve more than one line, reducing the need for additional road 
construction and increased public access. Where construction activities occur, these effects are 
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generally short-term and can be mitigated by saving top soil and seed bases to utilize in 
revegetating the area". 

Table BI0-13: delete the Amargosa toad. 

Table BlO-14: Astragalus atratus var. inseptus was included in the appendix of the Technical Report 
and shou ld be added to Table BlO- 14 and page 14. 

Table BI0- 17 : Under Federal Codes: add "S = BLM Sensitive". 

Under Authority Codes: add, "BLM-Las Vegas District Office". 

"Arctomecon california" should be "Arctomecon californium" 

ADD: 

"SPECIES 

Astragalus gilman ii-Gilman Milk-vetch 
Cympoterlls ripleyi var. saniculoides-

Sanicle bi scuitroot 
Epilobium nevadense- Nevada willowherb 
Gymnosteris nudicaulis-Iarge-flowered gymnosteris 
Gymnosteris parvula-small-flowered gymnosteri s 
Jamesia tetrapetala-waxflower 
Petalonyx parryi-Parry's sandpaper plant 
Phacelia palmeri-Palmer beardtongue 
Tiquilia latior- no common name 

DELETE: 

"Mentzelia mollis" 

FED 

S 

C2 
C2 

C2 
S 
S 
C2 

STATE AUTH 

BLM 

W NNHP, BLM 
W NNHP, BLM 
S BLM 
S BLM 

BLM 
BLM 
BLM 
BLM" 

Table BI0-18, paragraph one: change the state of "Nevada" to "Utah". Also add "Swert;a gypsicola 
and Eriogonum natum". Delete footnote. 

Table BIO-20: add the following candidates for federal listing (Category 2) in the project area in 
Nevada. Four butterflies, the Baking Powder Flat blue butterfly (Euphilotes balloides spp.), 
Mattoni 's blue butterfly (£. pallescens malloni), White River wood nymph butterfly (Cercyionsis 
pegala spp.), and the Steptoe Valley crescent spot butterfly (Phyciodes pascoensis). 

Table BlO-20: Change status to long-billed curlew from "C2" to "3C". 

Volume IV - Cultural Environment 

Page 9-37, 5th paragraph: replace last two sentences with, "A portion of southern Nevada was 
originall y part of the Territory of New Mexico, and when the Arizona Territory was split off in 
1863, the southern part of what is now Nevada became part of Pah-Ute County of the Arizona 
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Territory. In 1866 Congress passed an act transferring thi s land to the new State of Nevada, and 
it became part of Linco ln County". 

Page 9-38, 1 st paragraph, 3rd sentence: replace with, "Following the Virgin River, the party entered 
what is now Nevada near modern Bunkerville. Approximately fi ve miles south of the confluence 
of the Virgin and Colorado rivers, they crossed to the east side of the Colorado Ri ver, which 
Smith called the Seedskeeder, and traveled south until reaching the vicinity of present day 
Needles. Here the party turned west and crossed the Colorado again. They traveled on to the 
Spani sh missions in what is now southern California". 

Page 9-73, 2nd through 5th paragraphs: replace with the following : "The ISO-mile Nevada Northern 
Nevada Railroad was completed in 1906. It ceased regular commercial operations in 1983, and is 
no longer in use except for an hi storic train operated by the White Pine Historical Foundation as 
a tourist attraction along 17 miles of the railroad at the southern end of the line in the vicinity of 
Ely, fro'm McGill Junction to Keystone Junction. The East Ely Depot, an historic property 
directly associated with the rail road, is listed on the National Register of Historic Places. 
Although trains currently do not operate along the railroad north of McGill Junction, the railroad 
has not been formally abandoned and, in fact, proposals to restore commercial operation have 
been made. The Los Angeles Department of Water and Power (LADWP) obtained control of the 
right-of-way in conjunction with their proposed White Pine Power Plant. The Magma Copper 
Company also has approached the BLM and the City of Ely with a proposal to restore 
commercial operation of the line for transporting crude oil and copper concentrate . 

[n 1989 the Interstate Commerce Commission ·consulted with the State Historic Preservati on 
Officer when rights to operate the railroad were transferred from Kennecott Copper to the 
LADWP. These consultations resulted in the execution of a Memorandum of Agreement, which 
indicated that the SHPO and ICC agreed the entire ISO-mile line was eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places under criteria A and C (Alice Baldrica, Nevada State Historic 
Preservation Officer, Personal communication, 1993). No survey was undertaken at that time to 
document the integrity of the entire line, but it is generally acknowledged that most of the 
alignment retains integrity although some sections may be compromised. Records donated by 
Kennecott to the rai lroad museum in Ely may contain information related to integrity issues, such 
as maintenance and repair records. Specific assessment of effects of the SWIP will require 
detai led engineering data regarding the distance to the line, and the types and visibility of towers, 
as well as information on integrity of the railroad. 

For the purposes of the planning studies undertaken for this environmental impact analysis, the 
southern 17 miles of the Nevada Northern Railroad were assigned a high sensiti vity rating. The 
remaining 133 miles were rated as having moderate-high sensitivity, one level lower. The site of 
the historic railroad town of Shafter, located adjacent to the rail road, was assigned a high 
sensitivity rating as well. 

Several links paralle l, within approximately one mile or closer, the segment of the Nevada 
Northern Railroad ranked as hav ing moderate-high sensiti vity. These include Links 2 12, 223, 
230, 241, 242, 244, 270, and 291, which in the aggregate extend from approximately 4 miles 
south of Cobre, at the northern end, to approximately 20 miles north of McGill, for a total 
di stance of approximately 102 miles (Table CR- lla). In addition, the 230kV alternative for the 
crosstie route crosses the highly ranked segment of the Nevada Northern Railroad approximately 
2 miles south of McGill Junction (near the juncture of Links 352 and 270), and parallels thi s 
segment within a mile or less for approximately 5 miles". 
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Page 9-8 I , 2nd paragraph, to end of paragraph: add, "In addition, Route A closely parallels 5 I miles 
(about 34 percent) of the Nevada Northern Railroad, which has been determined to be eligible for 
li sting on the National Register of Historic Places". 

Page 9-82, 4th paragraph, after I st sentence: add, "In this area, Route B closely parallels 4 miles 
(about 3 percent) of the Nevada Northern Railroad, which has been determined to be eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places". 

Page 9-82, 7th paragraph, to end of paragraph: add , "Route C would parallel about 5 I miles (about 34 
percent) of the Nevada Northern Railroad, which has been determined to be eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places". 

Page 9-83, I st paragraph, to end of paragraph: add, "Route D closely parallels approximately 35 miles 
(about 23 percent) of the Nevada Northern Railroad, which has been determined eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places". 

Page 9-83, 4th paragraph, to end of paragraph: add, "Route E closely parallels 19 miles (about 12 
percent) of the Nevada Northern Railroad, which has been determined eligible for listing on the 
National Register of Historic Places". 

Page 9-83, 5th paragraph, to end of paragraph: add, "Route F closely parallels 51 miles (about 34 
percent) of the Nevada Northern Railroad, which has been determined to be ebgible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places". 

Page 9-84, 2nd paragraph, to end of paragraph: add , "Route G closely parallels 66 miles (about 44 
percent) of the Nevada Northern Railroad, which has been determined to be eligible for listing on 
the National Register of Historic Places". 
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Appendix CR-ll 

Add the following table: 

Table CR- II a 
Summary of Potential Visual Impacts to the Nevada Northern Railroad 

Alternati ve Routes 

Link Length En vironmentally Utility Agency 
(miles) Preferred Preferred Preferred 

A B C D E F G (mix of A & G) 

Midpoint-Dry Lake 

2 [2 ... 16 .2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 16.2 

223 '" 13.2 

230· 16.4 16.4 16.4 16.4 16.4 16.4 16.4 

24 1 ** 29.6 

242 'II 1.0 

244 • 6. 1 

270 '" 4.2 4 .2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 4.2 

29 1 ... 14.4 14.4 14.4 14.4 14.4 14 .4 14.4 

TOlals 10 1.1 5 1.2 4.2 5 1.2 35.0 18.6 5 1.2 65.5 79.9 

% of NN RR 34% 3% 34% 23% 12% 34% 44% 53% 

Crosslie (Cutofr Route) (230kV Route) (230kV Route) 

no crossin g .... • crosses·""'· crosses···· 

• Nevada Northern Railroad parallc ls link within approximately one mile or less 
•• Nevada Northern Railroad paralle ls link within approximately one mile or less for a ll but about 8 miles o f the link ... assumes Northern Steptoe substation is selected ; if Robinson Summit is se lected, 230kV Route would cross hi storic touri st train as 

we ll 

230kV Route crosses section of Nevada Northern Railroad used as lOurist hiSTOric train. and runs paralle l wi thin a mile fo r about 5 

miles 

Note: The lotal length o f the Nevada Northern Railroad is approx imately 150 miles. A historic train is operated as a tourism 
attraction for 17 miles al thc southern end of the line from Ruth . through El y. to McGill Junction. A commercial lea..<;e is held for the 
re mai ning trackage. but has not been used since 1983. The Nevada SHPO has indicated that the entire right-or·way is e li gible for 
listin g on the National Register of Histori c Places. 
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DATA TABLES FOR NATURAL ENVIRONMENT 

Biological Resources 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species, page 74 of 79, Link 690, replace "Desert 
Tortoise Unc lassified" to "Desert Tortoise Category III" 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species, page 75 of 79, Link 720, replace "Desert 
Tortoise Category II" to "Desert Tortoise Category III" 

DATA TABLES FOR HUMAN ENVIRONMENT - LAND 
USE RESOURCES 

Impacts to Military Operating Areas 

All references to "RESTRICTED AIR SPACE (R-6045)" should be changed to "RESTRICTED AIR 
SPACE (R-6405)". 

Page 7 of 9, second "Link 620" should be "Link 63O". 

Change Link 630 Data to the following: 

0.0 - 44.5 44.5 RESTRICTED AIR SPACE (R-6405) 4. 
44.5 - 52.5 8.0 MOA - SEVIER A 2. 

Link 640, change: "RESTRICTED AIR SPACE (R-6045) 4. 
to: "MOA - SEVIER A 2. 

Link 650, change: "RESTRICTED AIR SPACE (R-6045) 4. 
to: "MOA - SEVIER A 2. 

DATA TABLES FOR HUMAN ENVIRONMENT
VISUAL RESOURCES - VOLUME 2 

Compliance with Agency Visual Management 

5. 
0. 

5. 
0. 

5. 
0. 

Page 24 of 150 and 25 of 150, Link 170, miles 7.0 to 10.7, replace "CLASS IV" to "CLASS II". 

Page 28 of 150, Link 180, miles 6.5 to 11.0, replace "CLASS IV" to "CLASS II". 

Page 34 of 150, Link 21 I, miles 2.5 to 7.3, replace "CLASS IV" to "CLASS II". 
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Page 41 of 150, Link 223, miles 1.1 to 5.3, replace "CLASS IV" to "CLASS II". 

Page 38 of 150, Link 222, miles 8.6 to 9.7, 9.8 to 9.9 , 10.1 to 10.2 and 13.8 to 16.0, replace "CLASS 
IV" to "CLASS II". 
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LETTER #A-l 
COMMENTS 

; 

Myron Alexander~ 
REALTORIJ] 
llO<XXl'lX~X;Vv.;~U»:'9~ REALTOR" 

XI\JlCllm(K~r.211,.9';=:&X 

Post Office Box 912 Lone Pine, CA, 93545 September 3, 1992 

Karl Simonson 
BlM 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, Idaho, 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson, 

In response to the EIS issued for public comment regarding the construction 
ORa high voltage power line to be constructed between Idaho and Las 

veifas, Nevada, I would appreciate having the following points considered 
and addressed in the public response: 

A [(1) It seems to me that there is no compelling need for this project. 

B 

(2) The project could be completed by using existing and already built
upon right-of-ways. 

(3) 

(4) 

The visual impact to now-open valleys will be immense. The BlM 
role if considering the traditional role of judging a project 
in terms of the greatest good for the most citizens and knowing it 
must act for them, should be defending the open public lands 
against any new, unne~essary encroachments. 

I do not think enough consideration has been given to the impact 
on desert tortoise, hawks, eagles and other wild species. 

I of 2 

RESPONSES 

A Please refer to Chapter 3 of this document for an expanded discussion of the 

purpose and need. 

B The SWIP will require a new right-of-way specific for a 500kV transmission 

line. It is not possible to utilize existing rights-of~way that were granted for 
other uses. These existing or designated corridors have other utilities in them 
and may be considered "already built upon rights-of way". The SWIP routing 
alternatives utilized designated or planning corridors whenever feasible in 
meeting the project needs. 

The SWIP would require a 200-foot wide right-of-way which mayor may not 
overlay with other rights-of-way~ that may be within a designated corridor 
(also refer to Chapter I of Ulis document). 

The BLM acknowledges that there will be impacts to the scenic quality of the 
region due to the development of the SWIP. 

The consideration given to biological impacts is sufficient to make a decision 
on a proposed action (refer to Chapter I of this document). However, there 
will be additional work completed, including a Biological Opinion and Section 
7 Consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (refer to Appendix A 
of this document), surveys, and mitigation prior to construction of the project. 

Prior to any construction activities a pedestrian survey will be completed of 
all potentially disturbed areas to inventory all cultural and historic sites. 
Mitigation will be done to protect all resources. 



LETTER #A-l 
COMMENTS 

B l (5) As many as 50 to 125 archaeological and/or historical resource 
sites (No inventory has been made!) are in the direct path of the 
powerlines and will be destroyed or at best ' disturbed. 

[

I wish to state that in my opinion the Environmental Impact Statement 
C is weak and does not deal ~th specifics regarding the economic justific

ation for the powerline~or demonstrate and substantiate any real need 
for this extra power carrying capacity. 

SINCERELY \ . 
Myr~ ~ It",,;y --"G" _exander 

\ 
, , \. 

2 of 2 

RESPONSES 

C Please refer to Chapter 3 of this document for an expanded discuss ion of the 

purpose and need. 
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LETTER #A-2 
COMMENTS 

De.alt Mit ShnonMn 

" 

8/27/92 

WLth Ite.galtd to the. Southwe.~t Inte.ltt~e. Pltoje.ct Dltaot 

Env~onme.ntai Impact state.me.nt/Dltaot Pian Am e.ndm e.nt , I 

am ~n navolt 00 the. pe.ltoe.Jtlte.d AUe.ltnate. powe.1t tine. Itoute.. 

I have. voiunte.e.lte.d many hoult~ wLth the. BLM ~n the. pa~t OW 

ye.alt~. 

Thanh you 001t yoult atte.ntion ~n th~~ matte.lt, 

S~nc e.1t uy , 

2/# 
Ruth Ax 

3606 V~ia Knoii~ 

La~ Ve.ga~, .Nv 89 72 0 

1 of 1 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision 

process. 
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LETTER #A-3 
COMMENTS 

~~/~3 
RESPONSES 

~u~~ 
6'/L ~ I 110. fY3// 
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::4 -~ __ ~A-a:../. --~ - ----1 - //' _1,-<:"--:: -- c:4---LC-/~ -

~~U771-a7 -d--r~---CZ7--k-:/d-r-/~r~ 
I of 2 

Your comments are noted and wi ll be considered in the BLM 's decision 

process_ Also refer to Electric and Magnetic Fields oll page 3-72 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA and Recent EMF Research Results in Chapter 3 of this document 
on page 3-19. 
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LETTER #.A-4 
COMMENTS 

KtvzL~ 
!3J..M) 8~ 7J~ ~ 
£~ :; I r3~/ 
~) ~ ~~318' 

;I 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 
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LETTER #A-5 
COMMENTS RESPONSES 

NEVADA LAND & CATTLE CO. 
BIG SPRINGS RANCH 

OASIS, NEVADA 89835 

A The community of Oasis was inadvertently not listed on pages 8 and 3-34 of 

the SWIP DEIS/DPA. This error is corrected in the Errata in Chapter 4 of 
this document. Oasis was, however, considered in the impact assessment and 
is documented in the Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report and 
the SWIP DEISIDPA Map Volume . 

SEPTENBER 18, 1932 

MR. KARL SIMONSON 
BUREAU OF LAND MANAGEMENT 
BURLEY DISTRICT OFFICE 
ROUTE 3 BOX 1 
BURLEY, IDAHO 83318 

DEAR MR. SIMONSON: 

I AM WRITING TO ADDRESS OUR CONCERNS RELATIVE THE DRAFT 
ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT/DRAFT PLAN AMENDMENT ON THE 
PROPOSED IDAHO POWER COMPANY 500 KV TRANSMISSION LINE, THE 
SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT. 

WE ARE PRESENTLY THE LEASEHOLDER ON THE BIG SPRINGS RANCH WHICH 
IS OWNED BY CSY INC. THE HEADQUARTERS OF THE RANCH IS SITUATED 
JUST SOUTH OF OASIS, NEVADA IN THE IMMEDIATE PROXIMITY OF THE 
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE ROUTE OF THE TRANSMISSION LINE. THE 
SEGMENTS OF ROUTE A THAT IMPACT OUR OPERATION ARE NUMBERED 200 
AND 211 ON THE ALTERNATIVE ROUTES MAP. 

THE DRAFT EIS DOES NOT ADDRESS THE NEGATIVE IMPACT IT WOULD HAVE 
TO THE DEVELOPMENTS AND RESIDENTS OF THE WEST SIDE OF GoSHUTE 
VALLEY. IN FACT IT FAILS TO EVEN RECOGNIZE OUR EXISTENCE 
ACCORDING TO PAGE 8 AND 3-34 OF THE DRAFT. THE COMMUNITY OF 
OASIS SHOULD BE CONSIDERED AS MUCH AS, OR MORE OF, A POPULATION 
CENTER/RESIDENTIAL AREA AS CONTACT AND CURRIE. 

10f3 

The development plans for Northern Holdings would have been included in 
the impact assessment had they been made public or been on file with the 
county . There was also no mention of these developments during the public 
scoping meetings held in March 1989, during the public planning workshop 
held on January 8, 1991 (attended by representatives of Big Springs Ranch), 
or in response to the numerous newsletters mailed to Big Springs Ranch 
throughout the over three-year EIS process. Future planned developments by 
Northern Holdings have been considered in the SWIP FEISIPPA (refer to 
Impacts to the Oasis Area in Chapter 3 of this document). 
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ALSO WE HAVE A PRIVATE AIRSTRIP JUST EAST OF THE RANCH 
B HEADQUARTERS WHICH WAS NOT IDENTIFIED IN THE DRAFT AND IS 

SITUATED CLOSE TO THE PROPOSED ROUTE. 

B Please refer to Chapter 4, Figure 4-4 of this document for a map of this 

airstrip in relation to the alternative routes and a discussion of the potential 

impacts. 

C Historic data the BLM reviewed revealed that major historic immigrant wagon 

C 

D 

E 

F 

THE CULTURAL VALUE OF THE IMMIGRANT TRAIL ROUTE THROUGH GOSHUTE 
VALLEY WAS NOT ADDRESSED IN THE PLAN. WHAT IS NOW THE BIG 
SPRINGS RANCH HEADQUARTERS WAS AN IMPORTANT STOPPING POINT FOR 
THE DONNER PARTY AS WELL AS MANY OTHER IMMIGRANT PARTIES, AND 
PUBLIC INTEREST IN THESE ROUTES IS CONSIDERABLE. WE HAVE HOSTED 
A NUMBER OF GROUPS THAT WERE FOLLOWING THESE VARIOUS IMMIGRANT 
TRAILS. 

WE ARE OPPOSED TO SEGMENTS 200 AND 211 OF THE PREFERRED 
ALTERNATIVE-ROUTE A, FOR THE FOLLO~JING REASONS: 

D 

1. THE NEGATIVE VISUAL IMPACT TO THE RANCH HEADQUARTERS WOULD 
BE SUBSTANTIAL. THE JUSTIFICATION YOU HAVE GIVEN US FOR 
PREFERRING THE ROUTE ON THE EAST SIDE OF THE VALLEY IS ONE 
OF VISUAL IMPACT TO 1-80. THE LOCAL RESIDENTS WHO LIVE AND 
WORK IN THIS AREA SHOULD BE CONSIDERED MORE IMPORTANT THAN 

>-. 

[ 
.:, 

[ 3. 

THE FREEWAY TRAFFIC. E 

THE FUTURE PLANS OF CSY INC. FOR THE DEVELOPMENT OF THEIR 
PRIVATE LAND IN GOSHUTE VALLEY WOULD BE HEAVILY IMPACTED. 
THE PROPOSED ROUTE CUTS .RIGHT THROUGH THE CENTER OF THE MOST 
PRODUCTIVE PART OF THE VALLEY. F 

ALTHOUGH THERE SEEMS TO BE CONFLICTING RESEARCH RELATIVE 
THE HAZARDS OF THE ELECTRIC AND MAGNETIC FIELD EFFECTS OF 
TRANSMISSION LINES, WE WOULD PREFER NOT TO BE EXPOSED TO 
THE POTENTIAL HAZARDS THAT EXIST. 

2 of 3 
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trails were networks of tracks with many minor variations and alternate 
routes--not simple two-track roads. Many of the details regarding the routes 
of the trails and their variations, as well as distinguishing subsequent uses of 
these transportation corridors , have yet to be documented. It is possible that 
what is now the Big Springs Ranch Headquarters may have been a stopping 
point on one of the variations of the Hastings Cutoff Trail; the historic data 
we reviewed indicate that this cutoff, which was followed by the Donner 
party, was located in the Shafter vicinity some five miles south of the Big 

Springs Ranch Headquarters. 

Visual impacts were assessed from Big Springs Ranch and all other residences 

along the alternative routes . It is true that residences are more visually 
sensitive than travelers on Interstate 80, and this was part of the criteria used 
in assess ing visual impacts. Table VR-7 of Volume III - Human Environment 
Technical Report documents that all residences were considered to have high 
visual sensitivity while travelers on Interstate 80 received a moderate visual 
sensitivity rating (refer to Appendix H of the DEISIDPA for the locations 

where the technical reports can be reviewed). 

CSY Development's intent to develop within the valley was not disclosed to 

the BLM until the public meeting in Wells on August 4, 1992. Conceptual 
development plans have now been received from CSY Development and are 
incorporated into analysis (refer to Impacts in the Oasis Area on page 3-36 of 

thi s document) . 

\ 

EMFs are an especially difficult issue and conclusive results may not be 

known for years. Refer to the EMF sections in Chapters 3 and 4 of the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA and Recent EMF Research section on page 3-19 of this document 

for more information. 

\ \ . .. ,,,,', " \ .... --..... 
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WE UNDERSTAND AND CONCUR WITH THE IMPORTANCE OF THE SWIP PROJECT. 
THE JUSTIFICATION FOR THE PREFERRED ROUTE IS NOT VALID HOWEVER 
AND WE ARE ANIMATELY oPPoSSED TO SEGMENTS 200 AND 211 OF ROUTE A. 
THERE IS A ROUTE THE LINE COULD FOLLOW THAT WOULD HAVE MUCH LESS 
IMPACT TO THE VALLEY AND WE HAVE SHOWN IT ON THE ENCLOSED MAP. 

YOUR CONSIDERATION FOR OUR CONCERNS IN THIS MATTER ARE 
APPRECIATED. 

~Y~~~ 
BOB BARTON 
NEVADA LAND & CATTLE CO. 

3 of 3 
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Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, 10 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson, 

l 

September 8, 1992 
236 B Frisbie st 
Oakland, CA 94611 

RESPONSES 

A As stated in the revised Purpose and Need (refer to Chapter 3 of this 

document), there is a need for greater power transfer capacity because the 
SWIP would provide the ability to better utilize power resources that are 
currently available and push into the future the need to construct new 
gencration resources. Open access to thc power market means that many 
utilities would be able to compete for energy supplies. This competition 
would create market forces that tend to hold down price increases. It would 
also make it difficult for any utility to "broker" power since all utilities would 

have more open access to the market. 

This letter concerns the proposed 500 Volt powerline from 
Idaho to Las Vegas. 

I am appalled at this proposal. Please select the "NO 
ACTION" alternative to safeguard the PUBLIC lands. 

No powerline should be built through the unspoiled desert 
valleys as proposed without dire need. The justification for 

A I this proj ect is very weak. "Marketplace" power brokering does 
not create any new power. Moreover, in this market, existing 
power transfer capacity is already adequate. 

If any new power transfer capacity is needed, it should be 
added to existing right of ways. Such an incremental change 
would have far less visual impact than the proposal in question. 
As a lover of the open spaces of Nevada, I can tell you that 
these undeveloped valleys are a national treasure. There's just 
no need to destroy them for higher profits for power companies. 

Please protect the nearly pristine viewsheds of the region. 

Sincerely, 

~i r:')u~.LI 
Fred Beddall 

I of I 
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RESPONSES 

A Please refer to Purpose and Need in Chapter I of the SWIP DEIS/DPA and in 

Chapter 3 ofUlis document. Also refer (0 page 2-31 of the SWIP DE[SIDPA 

for a discussion of how in early 1990 Ule [PCo discovered that the UNTP 
would be fully subscribed and would not have the capacity (0 fulfill the 

purpose and need of the SW[P. It was in July 1990 that the IPCo decided to 
expand the project SOUUl from the Ely area to Dry Lake. 

Your oUler comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process. 
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3eptember' lB, 1332 

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

A As stated in the SWIP DEIS/DPA, there will be visual impacts as a result of 

constructing the SWIP, Visual impacts were assessed from Big Springs 

Ranch, Oasis, and all other residences along the alternative routes . The Visual 
Resources section in the Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report 
documents in more detail the potential visual impacts to this area (refer to 
Appcndix H of the SWIP DEIS/DPA for the locations where these reports can 
be reviewed). 

Burley, Idaho 8331B 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

I am presently leasing pasture from Nevada Land 
in Goshute Valley and live on the Big Springs Ranch. 
like to make the following comments on the SWIP line 
proposed to run right through the ranch. 

B 

~( Catt Ie Cc .. 
I vlould 

that is 

The proposed transmission line goes right through the 
pasture that I lease for breeding my heifers. From the 
information I have read concerning the effects of electric and 
magnetic fields on livestock, I am very much opposed to the line 
in this area. 

The negative visual impacts to not only Big Springs Ranch, 
but to the whole western side of Goshute Valley would be 

Aldevastating. In reading your draft EIS on the project it appears 
to me that you have not even considered the impacts to 8ig 
Springs or the people living in the Oasis area. 

Adverse effects to water resources in the area of the Big Springs Ranch are 

not expected. The IPCo would work with the Big Springs Ranch to mitigate 
any effects to the cattle in the area during construction. The transmission line 
will span about 1/4 mile between towers and would be designed to avoid 
impacts to water resources (e.g., wetlands, streams, and springs). Overland 
access to construction sites would be done in this area to avoid adverse 
impacts. 

The effects of EMF are inconclusive. Refer to Electric and Magnetic Fields on 
page 3-72 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA and Recent EMF Research in Chapter 3 of 
this document. 

;... B 

The only live water in this whole valley lies right in 
proximity to the proposed line. Therefore there is always a 
concentration of livestock in this area. This would be a problem 
not only from the possible effects on the livestock, but also in I 

00 

the construction of the line. 1 of2 
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The historical value of the West side of Goshute Valley has 
not been addressed in the draft EIS. The statement on page 3-91 

C referring to a single ethnohistoric area near Oasis is incorrect 
inasmuch as the area has many ethnohistoric areas. 

In conclusion I would like to thank you for the opportunity 
to comment on this project. I am very opposed to the preferred 
route however and would like to see it on the other side of the 

valley. 

Sincere 1 Y yours, 

n llUI JU&! 
~~Brayfke{t . 

2 of 2 
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RESPONSES 

C The referenced paragraph identifies only one ethnohistoric locality in the 

vicinity of Oasis, but it is quite large encompassing some 4,000 to 5,000 
acres. The paragraph also mentions other archaeologiyal and historic sites 
recorded in the vicinity. However, the existing site files indicate that 

relatively few cultural resources have been recorded in this area. As along 
many segments of the evaluated alternative routes, this may very well reflect 
the lack of prior survey rather than absence of cultural resources. The 
sensitivity model developed to deal with these data gaps did not project high 
sensitivity zones on the west side of Goshute Valley. There will be complete 
surveys for cultural resources along the selected alternative route prior to 
construction. All s ites discovered during these surveys will be mitigated. 

\ \, '- \ , 
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BROOKE t;) SHAW 
A:rTO R~EYS A T LAw 

WIL LIA M JAC S .... AW 

T. S CO T 7 8MOCo<.E 

K E NN E 7H N C~LDw E LL 

POST OF"FrC E B OX 2860 

1590 FO U R TH STR EE , 

MIND E N , N E VA D A 89423 

TEL E PHO'H: 

1702 ! 762·7 17 1 

~A;( 

18 September 1992 

CERTIFIED MAIL RETURN RECEIPT REQUESTED 

Mr. Carl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley ID 83318 

RE: Southwest Inter-tie Project 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

! 702 1 762·1 -:; 81 

This firm represents Nevada Big Springs, Inc. which is the 
owner of the real property in the vicinity of the Goshute Valley, 
Nevada, comprising what is commonly known as the Big Springs Ranch. 
This letter will constitute additional comments to the Draft 
Env ironmental Impact Statements and Draft Plan Amendment (DEISjDPA) 
issued under cover of June 12, 1992 regarding the Southwest Inter
tie Project (SWIP). Verbal comments were presented at the meeting 
in Wells, Nevada on 4 August 1992, and such comments are 
incorporated herein by reference. The property involved is located 
within the area depicted on Panel 2 of the maps, generally to the 
north and south of Oasis, which is between Wendover and Wells, 
Nevada, on Interstate Highway 80. 

As you will note, the Big Springs Ranch consists of in 
excess of one hundred thousand (100, 000) acres of alternating 
sections in the Goshute Range and Goshute Valley, both north and 

r south of Interstate Highway 80, together with allotment rights to 
~ various of the interspersed and adjacent sections. The ranch has 
~been historically and consistently used for agricultural purposes, 
~which continue to date and are expected to continue. Additionally, 

» I of 5 
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since its acquisition in 1989, the current landowner has expended 
significant resources in a land planning program which is designed 
to expand the variety of uses and add significant residential and 
recreational uses to the property. 

As you will also note, various of the studied alternate 
routes and all preferred routes pass directly through and 
significantly affect the Big Springs Ranch. Accordingly, the 
landowner has commented, and will comment herein, on the 
appropriateness of the designation of the alternative routes for 
study and construction. The landowner's main concerns relate to 
the process for identifying and selecting alternate study routes, 
and selecting the preferred route. 

1. No reasonable notice was provided. 

As stated at the BLM Hearing in Wells on 4 August 1992, 
the landowner first received actual notice of this entire project 
only within two (2) weeks of that date from its new ranch tenant. 
No prior written, verbal or telephonic notice of this process, or 
the presumed intended condemnation of its land, and subsequent 
construction of this significant powerline across its land, was 
ever given. Accordingly, the opportunity for and actual input by 
this landowner was effectively denied, resulting in the premature 
and improper rejection of any participation by this landowner. 

The public notice which has been provided to date has 
AI clearly been inadequate in light of the lack of receipt of actual 

notice. Accordingly, it may be concluded that public notice 
provided was clearly not designed to and did not, give reasonable 
notice to this landowner of the activities undertaken and proposed. 

It appears that the Big Springs Ranch constitutes the 
majority of the private land affected by this entire project. In 
light of the certain fact that the proj ect manager or those 
involved with the proj ect knew of the existence of this large 
landholding, and knew how actual notice could be given, and knew 
that no actual notice was given because of the lack of 
participation, one questions both the intent of effect of the 
notice procedures. As a result, this landowner has been denied the 
opportuni ty to participate and comment regarding selection of 
alternative study routes, and is relegated to commenting to 
previously dictated and adopted study routes and alternates. 

2 of 5 
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RESPONSES 

A 

\ 

We believe that the notification of the SWIP EIS process was adequate. A 

public scoping meeting was held in Wells in March 1989, a-public planning 
workshop was held on January 8, 1991 (attended by representatives of Big 
Springs Ranch), and numerous newsletters were mailed to Big Springs Ranch 
throughout the over three-year EIS process. All the public meetings were 
announced in local newspapers and on posters (refer to Chapter 5 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA). There were also over 3,000 newsletters sent out announcing 
these meetings. 

The SWIP DEIS/DPA states the preferred alternatives but does not presume to 
make a decision about condemnation of private lands at this point in the 
decision process . The landowners have clearly had an opportunity to attend 
the public meetings and to comment on the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

The public participation process was not designed to exclude participation by 
private landowners. In addition to the private land owners on the SWIP 
mailing list, the BLM also notified affected public land users. Private land 
owners in the area are generally also livestock permittees. By contacting the 
grazing permittees, many of the private land owners in the area are also 
contacted. Also, private land ownerships change with no notification to the 

BLM. The public planning workshop held in Wells on January 8, 1991 were 
attended by Mr. Bob Barton and Ms. Nancy Brackett of Big Springs Ranch. 
Numerous newsletters were mailed to Big Springs Ranch throughout the over 
three-year EIS process. Refer to Chapter 5 of the SWIP DEISIDPA for a 
discussion of tJle public involvement process . 

Your comment suggests tJlat notification came from a new ranch tenant two 
weeks prior to the meeting in Wells on August 4, 1992. Mr. Bob Barton has 
leased tJle public lands since June I , 1990. There is no information in the 
BLM's grazing case file to cause notification of anyone other than Mr. Barton 
of actions affecting the public lands within the allotment. 

Refer to Chapter 2 of the SWIP DEISIDPA for a discussion about the 
planning process to identity alternative routes. This planning process occurred 
over a several year period and numerous newsletters were sent to a mailing 
list of over 3,000 individuals, agencies, and organizations in order to gain 

public input, including input from the Big Springs Ranch. Alternative routes 
were discussed with the public during a series of public workshops in early 
199 I, as indicated above, and representatives of Big Springs Ranch did 
express concern for Link 211 at the Wells workshop on January 8, 1992. 

t o> \,. ~ ~ \ '. 
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AL Due process requires more. 

2. The selection of alternative routes was flawed. 

In addition to the lack of notice which prevented 
participation in the selection of the study and alternate routes, 
it is clear that inadequate routing was studied regarding the 
Goshute Valley. Routes A, C, F and G all follow the same path, and 
will unnecessarily and improperly affect private property within 
the area, including the residents and landowners of Oasis, 
including this landowner, along its entire length. No satisfactory B 
criteria or facts demonstrate the reasonableness of the selection 
of this route as the only study route through the Goshute Valley. 

As noted above, the Big Springs Ranch and the nearby 
B Icommunity of Oasis comprise the overwhelming majority of the 

private land affected by the entire project. Common sense would 
dictate that private lands and populated areas and lands planned 
for future residential use would be avoided, and further, that a 
disruption of this magnitude would be limited to one side of the 
valley or the other. Instead, all studied routes seem specifically 
designed to impact as much private property and existing and future 
residential development as possible, while at the same time 
adversely impacting the scenic, visual and aesthetic resources of 
the valley, and all property within the valley by essentially 
bisecting the valley. The only apparent justification for this is 
that regarding a visual effect on motorists, but there is no 
distinction or justification made for creating this effect in the 
study routes, as opposed to any other potential areas. 

Attached hereto as Exhibit 1 is a map showing the Big 
Springs Ranch holdings, and with an overlay indicating the 
preferred alternative route. As you will note by a review of the 
panel 2-jurisdiction map, in comparison with the map denoted panel 
2-alternative routes, and by review of Exhibit 1 hereto, the 
preferred routes affect over fifteen (15) sections of land owned by 
this landowner. This route would require the condemnation in 
excess of fifteen (15) miles of private land owned by this 
landowner, and would also adversely affect the thousands of acres 
adjacent to this route owned by this landowner. 

C 

> r These facts, opinions and effects are highlighted by the 
~C almost unanimous public comment received at the meeting in Wells on 

3 of 5 

During the preparation of the SWIP DEISfDPA there was no indication from 
Big Springs Ranch or Elko County that there were any development plans for 
this area. Link 211 was concluded to be the environmentally preferred route 
through this area. Conceptual development plans were received from CSY 
Development on October 7, 1992. The letter accompanying the concept plans 
stated a preference for Link 223 along the rail corridor and centered on the 
BLM's planning corridor. Links 221 and 223 now replace Link 211 in the 
Agency Preferred Altemative in this document (refer to Chapter I of this 
documrnt). 

An extensive regional study was completed for this entire area and was 

coupled with the BLM's corridor studies completed during their Resource 
Management Plan process to plan a set of "reasonable and feasible" altemative 
routes. The regional study and altemative routes developed during this study 
were presented to the public during the scoping meetings in March 1989. 
Refer to Chapter 2 and Chapter 5 of the SWIP DEISfDPA for a further 
discussion of the scoping process. 

Private lands were not intentionally impacted by the routing altematives. In 
fact, during the scoping process the public stated a preference for use of 
public lands over private lands for routing of altematives. Private lands and 
environmental issues were both considered during development and 
refinement of the altemaiives. 

Visual impacts were adequately addressed and they do not overemphasize 
visual impacts of motorists using Interstate 80. Residences were considered 
the highest sensitivity viewpoints because of the long duration of views, while 
travelers on Interstate 80 received a moderate visual sensitivity rating. This 
was part of the criteria used in assessing visual impacts (refer to Table VR-7 
of Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report). Refer to Appendix 
H of the SWIP DEISfDPA for locations where the technical reports can be 
reviewed. 

Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision 

process. 
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7 August 1992, as well as the position taken by the Elko County D 
C Board of supervisors at its meeting of 2 September, 1992. We trust 

that their written comments regarding this action have been duly 
received. 

The map attached hereto as Exhibit "1" designates two (2) 
additional alternative routes which the area landowners and the 
county seek to have reviewed and studied. Both would generally 
relocate the proposed preferred route to the easterly side of the 
Goshute Valley, and along the existing transportation corridor 
within which the Northern Nevada Railroad is located. Alternative 
2 would head easterly at a more northerly point, and result in less 
impact to Big Springs Ranch land in the Squaw Creek area. 

This landowner, as well as all landowners in the area and 
Elko county, urges that these alternative routes be studied, and if 
found to be equal or superior in minimizing adverse impact, that 
one be adopted as the preferred route in this area. 

3. The preferred route does not adequately address future 
impacts. 

Review of the DEIS/DPA clearly shows that the alternative 
routes were established based upon only existing land use, and that 
all design, study and review essentially ignored likely potential 
or future land uses. This is improper, since the overall use and 

Dlvalue of the property owned by the landowner which will be affected 
by this project will be significantly reduced because of future 
impacts and the restriction on future use. 

While we recognize that the diminution in value is a part 
of the compensation which must be paid in the event of 
condemnation, this is a separate issue from the impropriety of 
ignoring future use and effects in evaluating alternative routes 
for study and alternative routes for preference. 

4. Summary. 

The landowner of the Big Springs Ranch, the landowners in 
the adjoining community of Oasis, and Elko County have all 
commented and requested that an additional alternate route study be 
undertaken in the area of the Big Springs Ranch and Oasis. This 
consists of virtually all parties in the area who have an interest. 

4 of 5 

' .. \ '-

Future land uses were considered in the planning process. The BLM was not 

aware of the planned development until the public meeting in Wells on 
August 7, 1992. The BLM would have included the development plans in the 
impact assessment had they been made public or been on file with Elko 
County. The BLM's data collection at Elko County and the BLM Elko 
District never turned up any evidence of this development. ' 

The future planned developments by Northern Holdings and CSY 
Development have now been considered (refer to Impacts to the Oasis Area in 

Chapter 3 of this document). 

~ \ 
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It is requested that the BLM authorize proper and thorough review 
of one or both of the alternate routes depicted on Exhibit 1. In 
the event of the adoption of one of such routes as the preferred 
route in the area, Nevada Big Springs, Inc. would not oppose the 
construction of the project. 

We hope that you will take these comments into account in 
reviewing the DEIS/DPA. In particular, we hope that you will see 
fit to include additional studies along one or both of the routes 
suggested in Exhibit A, as a sUbstitute for the preferred routes 
through the Goshute Valley. 

TSB:aj 
Enclosure 

Sincerely, 

BROOKE & S~W ,i 1 ----rr: --4 ) I 
By _I--!C. ,+,'C( VU-c,'--'fL C.-: 

T. Scott Brooke -'YI--,-.\... 

5 of 5 
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The SWIP will require a new right-of-way specific to a 500kY transmission 

line. It is not possible to utilize existing rights-of-way that were granted for 
other uses . These existing or designated corridors have other utilities in them 
and may be considered "already built upon rights-of way". The SWIP routing 
alternatives utilized designated or planning corridors whenever ,feasible in 
meeting the project needs. 

The SWIP would require a 200-foot wide right-of-way which mayor may not 
overlay other rights-of-way that may be within a designated corridor (also 
refer to Right-of-Way on page 3-19 of this document). 

Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision 

process . 
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RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision 

process. 
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RESPONSES 

A All of your concerns are addressed in the SWlP DElS/DPA. Your comments 

are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision process. One of the 
criteria used in the selection of the environmentally preferred route and the 
Agency Preferred Alternative was paralleling existing rights-of-way. 
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September 1 -::· -, 

Karl Simonson 

1992 

Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3 Bm: 1 
Burley, Ida.ho 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson, 

I am writing to support the "No Action" alternative to the 
proposed construction of a 500 Volt powerline from Idaho to 
Las Vegas. No powerline should be routed down our fast 

A [diSappear ing natural val leys, nor has any justification been 
presented in the EIS showing a compelling need for the line. 
In fact this is a redundant line competing with another Utah 
to Las Vegas powerline such that, with two, neither could 
run anywhere near capacty. When more capacity is reall y 
needed, it can readily be added to the existing routes in 
Utah, thu s preserving our public open-va ll eys for our own 
and future generations' enjoyment. The imp act on a new area 
is far greater than expanding an already built-upon right
df-way. The BLM should be defending open public lands 
F~ther than assisting in their destruction. 

The negative environmental, historical, and social 
consequences of this proposal are immense. To mention a 
few, the visual impact to now-open valleys would be 

Bldisa~trous. Ravens are attracted to perch on power lines 
. and teed on young desert tortoIse, thus addIng to the 

precarious struggle of this already threatened species. The 
powerline runs the same north-south route taken by one of 
the largest hawk migrations in North America. Every year 
numbers of hawks and eagles are killed by high v oltage 

C [power. The route runs over Sacramento Pass through Great 
Basin National Park, creating a huge visual disaster in this 

[

popular scenic area. Directly in the path of the powerlines 
D are an estimated 200 to 400 archaeological and historical 

resource sites which will be destroyed. 

I of 2 
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RESPONSES 

A Please refer to the expanded Purpose and Need on page 3-1 of this doc!lment. 

B There would be impacts to desert tortoise, although mitigation measures 

applied during construction should be very eITective in reducing or eliminating 
these adverse eITects. The question of transmission line impacts on hatchling 
tortoises is a subject of ongoing study . Raven predation on hatchlings in 
some portions of the Mojave Desert may be having a deleterious eITect on 
tortoise population structure and the presence of transmission lines (providing 
nesting sites and hunting perches for ravens) may be contributory . The 
phenomenon appears to be localized, however, and generalizations cannot be 
made at this time. Further, given the presence of an existing transmission 
line, it is not obvious that increased perch sites will result in increased raven 
numbers, or raven predation. The BLM believes it is unlikely that perch site 
availability is currently limiting the potential for raven predation in the project 
area. 

Given the structural configuration of SOOkV transmission lines, the BLM feels 
that the potential electrocution hazard to birds of prey is relatively minor. 
The SOOkV transmission towers proposed for the SWIP will utilize V-guyed 
steel lattice towers, self-supporting steel lattice towers, and tubular steel H
frames. The spacing between conductors on these structures is sufficient to 
prevent phase-to-phase or phase-to-ground contact. Conductors are hung on 
the towers at approximately 23 to 32 feet apart Further, conductors are hung 
on insulating systems that will be 14 to 20 feet in length depending on tower 
design (refer to pages 2-12 through 2-14 of the SWIP DEISIDPA). Because 
of the distance between conductors and the towers, other conductor bundles, 
static lines, and the ground, it is virtually impossible for even the largest 
species of raptor to be electrocuted as a result of alighting on conductors or 
the supporting tower. 

The BLM acknowledges that numbers of raptors are killed each year in the 
United States as a result of electrocution. Most such incidents occur, 
however, on lower voltage distribution lines. 

Refer to Avian Collision Hazards on page 3-89 in this document. 

C The SWIP would not pass through Great Basin National Park. It would pass 

approximately two miles north of Great Basin National Park. To further 
minimize visual impacts to travel routes leading into the park, several minor 



LETTER #A-13 
COMMENTS 

[

Clearly, there is no compelling need nor moral justification 
E for the proposed powerline; and there are many very 

compelling reasons to take no action. 

Sincerely, 

j;;E~ 
Kate Cal deJell 
408 North Street 
Oakland, CA 94609 

2 of 2 

RESPONSES 

D 

reroutes through Sacramento Pass have been evaluated (refer to Sacramento 
Pass Mitigation Reroute on page 3·39 of this document). 

No significant visual impacts to viewpoints in the Great Basin National Park 

would occur because of the distance of the alternative routes from these 
viewpoints. Non-specular conductors and steel H-frame towers across the 
highway would minimize other adverse visual effects of the SWIP. 

The SWIP DEISIDPA indicates on page 4-86 that 200 to 400 archaeological 

and historical sites may be present along the selected route; it does not mean 
they will be destroyed. There is substantial flexibility in the design of 
transmission lines and associated access roads. If the project is approved, 
detai led surveys will be conducted to locate sites and assist project engineers 
to avoid and preserve most cultural resources in place. Measures to mitigate 
impacts on other sites will be developed in consultation with appropriate 
regulatory agencies. 

E Please refer to the expanded Purpose and Need on page 3-1 of this document. 

\ I 
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There would be impacts to desert tortoise, although mitigation ,measures taken 

during construction should be very effective in reducing or eliminating these 
adverse effects. The question of transmission line ' impacts on hatchling 
tortoises is a subject of ongoing study. Raven predation on hatchlings in 
some portions of the Mojave Desert may be having a deleterious effect on 
tortoise population structure and the presence of transmission lines (providing 
nesting sites and hunting perches for ravens) may be con,tributory. The 
phenomenon appears to be localized, however, and gener~lizations can not be 
made at this time. Further, given the presence of an existing transmission 
line, it is not obvious that increased perch sites will result in increased raven 
numbers, or raven predation. The BLM believes it is unlikely that perch site 
availability is currently limiting the potential for raven predation in the project 
area. 

Given the structural configuration of 500kV transmission lines, the BLM feels 
that the potential electrocution hazard to birds of prey is relatively minor. 
The SOOkV transmission towers proposed for the SWIP will utilize V-guyed 
steel lattice, self-supporting steel lattice, and tubular steel H-frame towers. 
The spacing between conductors ana towers is sufficient to prevent phase-to
phase or phase-to-ground contact. Conductors are hung on the towers at 
approximately 23 to 32 feet apart. Further, conductors are hung on insulating 
systems that would be 14 to 20 feet in length depending on tower design 
(refer to pages 2-12 through 2-14 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). Because of the 
distance between conductors and towers, othei conductor bundles, static lines, 
and the ground, it is virtually impossible (or even the largest species of raptor 
to be electrocuted as a result of alighting on conductors or the supporting 
tower. 

The BLM acknowledges that numbers of raptors are killed each year in the 
United States as a result of electrocution. However, most of these incidents 
occur on lower voltage distribution lines. 

Refer to Avian Collision Hazards on page 3-89 of this document. 

-~, 
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l:::>r-e..nC\~ 5, C6ns-lo..hQ ~ 
5~ I ( R-o.. e Dr. 
lD..s U e S Q"5, h \) '8 C) 108" 

\ ;1".!. Simonson 
,' !Jr'8au ur :_dnd rlan",g to!1lo?rit 
::',e,ute 3 Box l 

Jur-ley, idaho ~1331S 

Oear Mr. Simonson: 

:O ~: Sou th\~es t J nte rt io= Ii, U i o~':'~ 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process, 

:,,?pte,Tloer ~, L'?92 

With regard t.o the Southwest Illten.ie Pr'oject Ol 'aft Envi,'omental Impact 
Sta tement/Draft Plan amendmellt, l 'N<)u ld like to !, ta te Ulat I d ill l fl 
favor of usillg a ,'oute a way fTom "V i ' O W ;~·d rIYC>Il . ( ,t ' I'O'. Canyon :::hould Ijoe 
fully preserved for flot only future oJenO:'r . .'!tions bUT our (~e neratiofl -:IS 

~.e 11. 

:; lrv:e rp 1 y 

J3--~~4. xl ~ 
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,. 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision 
process. 

JOSep~ [;. (lOhs-tCH,C E' 7r. 
58 Il eCl~]) r. 

LQS U~5CVj, It Ll "69 log 

\·1 '-1 S i /fI r' ll~on 

:'>u,.,?au (jf :_d nd l'ianagement 
fi.Qute 3 Box 1. 

flurley, iJaho 83318 

Dear Mr. Si monson: 

re: South west lntertie Project 

:'o?ptembe r3, U92 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
:)tatement/Draft Plan amendment, i would iii,e to ,:;tate Ulat I am in 
favo,- of lIsing a "oute d way {-r'om I~'-"C'W Canyon . :~ ' '''i)I.~ Canyon s hould /),~ 
fully prc:'ser'led for not ,)niy future ',J en",r.=.tlons but our qeneratiOIl o:l" 
\vell. 

Sincerely, 

9 cJ-cvyJ- c . t 0C~O~ 9./· 

1 or 1 
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rJur{~1 ().sfr,c+ off·uz-

A 

B 

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

Routing alternatives favored designated utility corridors where there were 

already utilities rather than favoring pristine valleys . In fact the impact 
models favor areas that have been previously disturbed (e.g., existing roads, 

To LJMvV\. T-f:: HU--j COvt Cf2
(('VI -

. transmission facilities). 

I QUA. W;I h ~( . (V\. I!£Sa.('~ to fi«'- ~..)-ti. we<;-!--- JI/th:_/-tr'e 8h!D ~cf. . J' ,. Travel routes with a large percentage of truck traffic and origin-destination 

-"1 UV' e... c«)u +u SU(fO,r c. -tl-L "f.}o ALhuvt 6./tev Vt of-rve- +0 ,s. travel were considered moderate sensitivity viewpoints, while viewpoints such 
S / ' C. ' fe J as residences , trails , and scenic routes were considered high sensitivity. The 

P Va lee i. tJo VOli"ty-<-///:s e.CUL1 0 VV' / C JU ~ h r' Cc< hoC/] W(~-S. re-- se lA 
Great Basin National Park. is co~sider~d ~ationally and regionally significant. 

J.1-I _ etC to V{,rVc<~H: 5cJck "'- tw &. ~(jwer/'CA1l- 0(1"'0.$" )u((,.~ The potential Impacts to vlewpomts wlthm the park and the highway 
r VI. ltAL \.) If approaches to the park have been considered in the impact assessment and 

Q \/0-'5 t e f<fc~ (A. S" e... Df IAJI I;) 1,,- vtJ S· ;lie va CA- ISO V42.- of tt---<:- /,<-w comparison of alternative routes. Several mitigation reroute alternatives were 
'- II / / ~ "analyzed in the Sacramento Pass area (refer to page 3-39 of this document). 

-sfa..ks l~ ~ ulAlOIA -t~a.-f Sf! &lcc!: IAVl1 {...J, CI~ uf..1..+oucLULc.J 
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r"<..kV' f4"-<..vt. iAD.V1 0 ~~ fG.ra..lle..t e,..-c'sh''':5 r or_ .. .ds q""J 
rO~v"/rI.,oL(2.S "VI~ua..1 l'vur"<-cf-

r 

J_u IJe..II~s [~vIJ !Je..- Yf l ';";:; 

D.-f;- le",-sf o..s sl--r,cH7 I:n UiASfo,(<2.d "<ve..a.S C\,s tiull" o,.V'e.. 

-to true/::- routes ( AqJ if: IS 0... visuctl 1v<..<UtE. to ruV, 
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Kurt E. criss 
1722 Crestwood Dr.A 
Elko, Nevada 89801 

Septembe~ 18, 1992 

Bureau of Land Management 
US Department of the Interior 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

Re: Comments on Draft Ers of the Southwest rntertie Project 

Dear Gentlemen and Ladies: 

After review of the Draft EIS on the proposed Southwest Intertie 
Project, I offer a few comments regarding its accuracy. t1y 
particuler concern is the crosstie project's routing and potential 
impact tc the Greet Basin Nationel Park (GBNP) and surrounding 
area. 

The agency and utility preferred crosstie routing, the 230kV 
Corridor Route, will undoubLedly visually impact sensitive existing 
and proposed viewpoints as it passes immediately north of the GBNP. 
Quantifying such an impact is difficult. In furnishing readers 
with information to make such a judgement, an EIS should provide 
accurate and thorough daLa for review. It does not appear that 
this draft EIS provides either. 

Photo simulations providing a ba sis for quantifying the project's 
visual impact to the GBNP when viewed from Highway 50 are taken 
from a ventage point which conveniently hides a very significant 
visual resource, Wheeler Peak . Had this photo been taken from a 
slightly different perspective , Bald Mountain and Buck Mountain 
would not have obstructed Wheeler Peak. This particular camera 
angle does not give a reader the true picture by which to judge the 
visual sensitivity of this resource. 

I of 2 

B 

The SWIP OEISfDPA adequately addresses the visual impacts to Great Basin 

National Park. The visual studies showed that from the viewpoints identified 
by the NPS (located outside the study corridors), impacts would be low and at 
extended viewing distances from the park viewpoints . The SWIP DEISfDPA 
needs only to summarize the significant issues and impacts. A complete 
description of the visual analysis can be found in Volume III - Human 
Environment Technical Report (refer Appendix H of the SWIP DEISfDPA for 
locations where this technical report can be reviewed). 

The photo simulations provided in the SWIP DEIS/OPA depict the alternative 

SWlP routes quite accurately. Simulation viewpoints were selected to show 
typical views. The Highway 6/50 simulation you refer to was selected 
because it is the approximate location for a proposed interpretive facility in 
Great Basin National Park's Draft General Management Plan. Additional 
simulations were prepared to analyze the Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute 
(refer to Figures 3-13 to 3-19 in 'Chapter 3 of this document). 
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C A simulation looking north or northeast from Great Basin National Park 

further, no photos are included to simulate visual impacts to 
vie'tlers within the GBNP looking north and northeast to gain an 
understanding of the basin and range terrain. It is my 
und€rstanding that officials of the GBNP plan to develop northerly 
viewpoints and a new tourist center to educate visitors about this 
distinctive geology. certainly a simulation or assessment should 
be included which depicts the impact of a power line that would 
span a viewers entire peripheral vision. 

I must close by pointing out that I am not opposed to projects of 
this type which benefit both the public and industry; however, I 
believe routing of the transmission line should not unduly impact 
a resource as significant as the Great Basin National Park. 
Selection of the proposed Cutoff Route would mitigate these visual 
impacts - it is the environmentally preferred routing. 

Sincerely, 

#L 
Kurt E. criss 

20f2 

\ , .. \ , 

viewpoints was not completed because the towers generated by computer
generated perspectives were too small to be accurately painted into a 
simulation. Based on the modeling done for the simulation, the 230kV 
Corridor Route would have been barely perceptible, if seen at all. Concern 
for visual impacts to views from the park were primarily under specific 
lighting conditions where towers or conductors may cause sunlight to reflect. 
This could create visibility conditions greatly exaggerated over that of normal 
lighting conditions. To mitigate these special lighting effects the use of non
specular conductors has been specified. 

" \, , \ \ " ~. ' - ' , . , 
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RESPONSES 

A The SWIP would require a new right-of-way specific for a 500kV 

transmission line. It is not possible to utilize existing rights-of-way that were 
granted for other uses. These existing or designated corridors have other 
utilities in them and may be considered "already built upon rights-of way" . 
The SWIP routing alternatives utilized designated or planning corridors 
whenever feasible in meeting the project needs (refer to Chapter I of this 
document). 

There would be visual impacts to the open vaileys that the swn' may cross. 
These impacts are disclosed and documented in the SWIP DEISfDPA on 
pages 4-35 through 4-45. 
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The question of transmission line impacts on hatchling tortoises is evolving. 

Raven predation on hatchlings in some portions of the Mojave Desert may be 
having a deleterious effect on tortoise population structure, and the presence 
of transmission lines (providing nesting sites and hunting perches for ravens) 
may be contributory. The phenomenon appears to be localized, however, and 
generalizations cannot be made at this time. Further, given the presence of an 
existing transmissio'n line, it is not obvious that increased perch sites will 
result in increased raven numbers or raven predation. We believe it is 
unlikely that perch site availability is currently limiting the potential for raven 
predation in the project area. 
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The potential deleterious effect of electrical transmission lines on raptor 

migration, suspected or otherwise, has never been documented in the scientific 
literature to the BLM's knowledge. There is no question that raptors 
occasionally collide with transmission lines. The reasoned opinions, however, 
suggest that raptors, as a group, are possessed of such keen eyesight and 
finely-tuned flying skills, that such collisions usually occur during the pursuit 
of aerial prey or in defense of territory. Collisions with man-made structures 
are a very minor aspect of raptor population mortality. Refer to Avian 
Collision Hazards on page 3-89 of this document. 

Raptors do not migrate at night (as do most songbirds), nor do they migrate in 
flocks (as do most shorebirds and waterfowl). Consequently, the BLM has 
difficulty envisioning a situation in which a large, highly visible electrical 
transmission system, occupying a very, very, small percentage of the total 
landscape could interfere with migration patterns of raptors. 
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The SWtP DEIS/DPA acknowledges that a number of cultural resources are 
likely to be adversely affected by construction of the SWIP. but also 
documents that planning studies have considered and avoided the most 
significant known cultural resources in the region. A programmatic agreement 
(rerer to Appendix CR-12 in the Volume IV - Cultural Environment Technical 
Report) has been executed to ensure that continued data collection and 
regulatory review result in appropriate avoidance and mitigation measures if 
the project is approved and detailed design work is undertaken. For example, 
after the centerline is surveyed, a cultural resource inventory along the right
of-way would be made and appropriate mitigation made prior to any ground 
disturbing activities . These procedures will minimize impacts and ensure that 
important archaeological data are retrieved prior to construction. 
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P.O. 81. 140 
Baker, tlV 89311 
September 17, 1992 

Karl Simonson , Dist r ict Hgr. 
Burley District Office, BLH 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, ID 83318 

Re: Cros s t ie Route, SW Intertie Project 

Dear Hr. Simonson, 

A 

I ' m from Baker, Nevada. You don't have to be a prophet to know I'm 
going to object to your choice of the 230kV Corridor Route. 

Your commenl.'i are noted and will be cons idered in the BLM 's decision 

process. 

But I won't waste your time recapping the 
choice. You've probably heard them al l . 
couple of questions, 

arguments against your route 
r'd just like to ask you a 

Have you ever had to make decisions regard ing the welfare of your kid s 
or grandkids? Did you make a di(ferent decisi on than you rnight for 
yourself or another adult? 

I suggest that's what we have here, and it's the only important reason 
f or the Cutoff Route being a better choice than the Corridor Route, 
Expedient decisions work fine when you're thinking a year or two, not 
so fine when you're thinking a generation or two. 

Hundreds of thousands ot visitors over the next halt dozen decades 
will see our Great Basin valley dissected by something tha t from the 
Snake Range will look l ike surgery staples, marching across the belly 
of the valley, Unlike surgery stap~es, these staples won't be coming 
out. 

I 01'2 
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Then there will be the kids that will live under this 500 kv line. 
There will be several hundred of them over the life of this line. 
Will these kids suffer biological ramifications? The jury's out, 
know. I also know there would be no "jury" unless some fin e 
professional scientists believed that the initial evidence indicates 
cause for alarm. Yet you are apparently willing to mortgage these 
kids future to save yourself some has s le. 

My point is made, Hr. Simonson: you're choosing today at the expense 
of tomorrow. Detroit did that, as did the 5 & L' s . Maybe you'll be 
luckier. 

Sincerely, ,/- -

: . .-
!/ .. ' ·r 
j I:~( 

/ c... __ /.. . --- , " / 
~::- ... t: I f • 

Peter Ford 
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Mr. Kerl Simonson 
Bureeu of Lend Menegement 
Burley DIstrict Office 
Route 3 Box I 
Burl ey, I deho 833 I 8 

Deer Mr. Simonson, 

\ 

Ruth M. Fricker 
905 West MiddlefIeld '944 
Mountein View, CA 94043 

September 7, 1992 

As e member of Desert Survivors I heve been informed of the proposed 
construction of e 500 Volt powerl1ne from Ideho to les Veges. Our group has 
reviewed the Envlronmentellmpect Statement end wes estounded et the HUGE 
Imp~ct. It eppears to be uncleer whether there Is eny reel economic Justification 
for~(hls powerllne. Issues thet concern me are listed below: 

A [ -Pleese support the NO ACTION Alternative. I understand there Is elreedy e 
Utah to Les Veges powerllne that would be redundant to this proposed line. 

-Support the use of existing alreedy bu1lt-upon right-of-weys rether than 
eny new right-of-ways. The impect is upon a new area is far greeter then the 

. Impect creeted by expending upon an already existing right-of-wey. 
B I -There would be en Incredible vlsuel Impect to now open velleys. The BlM 

should be defending the open public lends egelnst new encroechments, not 
assist Ing their destruction. 

, , , 

RESPONSES 

A Page 2-31 of the SWIP DEISIDPA discusses the reason that the SWIP was 
expanded south of the Ely area to the Las Vegas area. It states that in early 
1990, it was determined that the UNTP was fully subscribed and would not 
have the capacity to allow access to marketplace (the Las Vegas area) for the 
SWIP. In June 1990 the SWIP was expanded from the Ely area to Dry Lake. 

The SWIP is not redundant to any other project. The existing line between 
Utah and Las Vegas, Sigurd to Harry Allen 345kV line, is limited to a 
maximum 0[300 MW, significantly below the 1200 MW capability ofSWIP. 

B The SWIP will require a new right-of-way specific for a 500kV transmission 
line. It is not possible to utilize existing rights-of-way that were granted for 
other uses. These existing or designated corridors have other utilities in them 
and may be considered "already built upon rights-of way" . The swrp routing 
alternatives used designated or planning corridors whenever feasible in 
meeting the project needs . 

C 

The BLM agrees there would be significant visual impacts to some of the 
scenic areas of public lands. 

The BLM agrees that there would be impacts to desert tortoise. although 
mitigation measures laken during construction should be very effective in 
reducing or eliminating these adverse effects. The question of transmission 
line impacts on hatchling tortoises is a subject of ongoing study. Raven 
predation on hatchlings in some portions of the Mojave Desert may be having 
a deleterious effect on tortoise population structure, and the presence of 
transmission lines (providing nesting sites and hunting perches for ravens) 
may be contributory. The phenomenon appears to be localized. however, and 
generalizations cannot be made at this time. Further, given the presence of an 
existing transmission line, it is not obvious that increased perch sites will 
result in increased raven numbers, or raven predation. The BLM believes it is 
unlikely that perch site availability is currently limiting the potential for raven 
predation in the project area. 

[

-There would be e slgniflcent desert tortoise Impact where power lines end 
C hlghweys compete for spece with w1ldllfe. Powerllnes allow predators to perch 

end find young tortoises es prey. D Given the structural configuration of 500kV electrical transmission lines. the 
BLM feels that the potential electrocution hazard to birds of prey is relatively 
minor. The 500kV transmission systems proposed for the SWIP will utilize 
tubular steel H-frame andlor steel lattice towers. Spacing of conductors on 
such structures is sufficient to prevent phase-lo-phase or phase-Io-ground 

[

-There would be e slgnificent hewk end raptor Impact where power lines run 
Delong the migration route. Every yeer many raptors are k1lled by high voltage 

power. 

lof2 



LETTER #A-21 
COMMENTS 

E[ -There would be an Impact on the Great Basin National Parle 

RESPONSES 

F [ -There are en estimated 200 to 400 archaeological and historical resource 
sites In the direct route of the powerllnes. 

contact. In order to achieve th is safety measure, conductors are hung on the 
supporting structure in such a manner that they are 23 to 32 feet apart. 
Moreover, conductors are hung on insulating systems that will be 14 to 20 
feet in length depending on tower design (See SWIP DEISIOPA pp. 2-12 
th rough 2-14) . Because of the distance o f conductors from the support 
structure, other conductor bund les, static lines, and the ground, it is virtually 
imposs ible for even the largest species of raptar to be electrocuted as a result 
of alighting on conductors or the supporting tower. 

As we humans over-populate the earth, let's try to leave some room for the other 
creatures. The BlM acknowledges that numbers of raptars are killed each year in the 

United Stales as a result of electrocution. Most of these in cidents occur, 
however, on lower voltage distribution lines. 

/' 
'-
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E 

Refer to Avian Collision Hazard in the Biological Resources section of 
Chaptcr 3 of this document. 

The BLM agrees that there would bc visual impacts to the routes lead ing to 

Great Basin National Park and to a lesser degree from some of the park 's 
viewpoints. However, because of the distance of all of the alternative routes 
from the park and the commitment to utilize non-specular materials in the 
construction, v isual impacts would not be significant. 

F If one of the routes is approved by the BLM, there will be a cultural survey 

completed for any potentially disturbed areas (e.g., rights-of-way, access 
routes, assemb ly yards). Cultural rcsource impacts will be mitigated. 

\ 
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A 

Karl S imonson 
BLM, Burley District Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, 10 833'8 

Re: 
Dear Mr . Simonson : 

September 3, 1992 

Comments on DEIS for SHIP 

Congratulations on a well-designed, readabl e and thorough Draft 
EIS on the Southwest Intertie Project . 

In the matter of the Cross tiE route, unfortunately, the document 
is seriously flaHed. The choice by your agency and by LAD\-lP 
of the 230kV Corriclor Route, rather than the environmentally 
preferred Cutoff Route, is hard to understand and certainly 
unconscionable . 

The overriding rationale cited for this choice is the FLPHA 
policy of consolidating corridors where possible . That is of 
course a correct policy, but the "where possible" provision 
surely is included for precisely the 5ituat ion at hand . Surely 
any general policy must be applied only when it makes sense . 

In this case consolidation of corridors does not compute. The 
environmental havoc created by a SOOkV line is of an entirely 
different order of magnitude than the damage associated with 
the present 230kV installation . 

The 230kV lines were subject to a far less careful environmental 
scrutiny, and were built before the establishment of Great Basin 
National Par k . The wooden poles are relatively inconspicuous, 
and from a great distance blend with the terrain in a way that 
\~ould be totally impossible for the proposed steel towers. 

In 1986, largely because of tile relatively pristine nature of 

A 

B 

the Snake Range and its adjacent valleys, the decades-long effort 
to establish a national park in the Great Basin culminated in 
the choice of this site . The federal legislation establishing 
the Park specifies that both basin and range be embraced by 
the Park's interpretive and educational efforts. 

r 

The viewshed from the Park is oriented to Snake Valley, and 
an integral part of the unique beauty of this place is just 

B that prospect: a fifty-mile view to the east across the 
unspoiled basin to the !7lountain ranges beyond, and to the north 
from the valley depths to the 12,000 ' heights of Mt. Moriah. 

1 of3 

The BlM believes that it does make sense to construct the SWIP within the 

existing corridor. The surface disturbance and potential environmental 
impacts of constructing and operating a 500kV transmiss ion line are not 
significantl y different from a 230kV system, with the exception of greater 
visual impacts. 

The 230kV lines likely did undergo less public and agency scrutiny when they 
were pennitted and constructed than tlley would if they were proposed today. 
However, given the connection points and purpose and need for the 230kV 
lines, their siting was proper. The 230kV system would likely have been 
permitted where it is even if the Great Bas in National Park had existed at that 
time because the visual impacts to viewpoints with in Great Bas in National 
Park frOIll these lines are almost imperceptible. 

Generally, wood-pole structures tend to be more acce ptable visuall y in the 
landscape, especially in near (foreground) views. However, steel lattice 
towers tend to blend in better at a distance, whereas, wood lowers tend to be 
more visible from a greater distance. 

Because of the distance of the proposed transmission lines from the 
viewpoints in Great Basin National Park, the Ely to Delta segment built on the 
230kV Corridor Route would not have significant visual impacts on views. 
There wo uld, however, be visual impacts to traveler's views from the U.S. 
Highway 6/50 app roaching the p·ark. Several alternative crossings of U.S. 
Highway 6/50 have been evaluated to minimize visual impacts to highway 
travelers and to avoid private lands (refer to Sacramento Pass Mitigation 
Reroute on page 3-39 of this document). 

There would also be visual impacts to views from dispersed areas within the 
Marble Canyon WSA and Mt. Moriah Wilderness area if the Cutoff Route is 
se lected. 
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B 

C 

The steel towers of the proposed SOOkV line would be clearly 
visible to everyone of the 70,000 annual visitors, both from 

C 

the Park and from their approach on highway SO through the 
exquisite Sacramento Pass. The quality of the present experience 
would be fundamentally changed. 

This concern would seem to be legitimated by the agency ' s own 
admission on page 2-48 relating to Marble Canyon and Mt . r·loriah 
Wilderness areas: "BLM is concerned about the visual effects 
(of the Cutoff Route) from dispersed areas within both of these 
areas . " 

Furthermore, in Snake Valley the 230kV lines cross very near 
to several ranch homes where small children live , and each of 
these families wishes daily tJlat the power lines were not so 
close. This is because of the physical discomfort experienced 
at close range, together with the unsettling scientific reports 
of biological damage possibly caused by high voltage 
installations (as well as the considerable inconvenience of 
far~ing around the poles). 

As you undoubtedly knoH, people in Nevada and utah are not 
readily mollified by government and industry assurances that 
possible health risks from technology are " unproven " . As your 
Draft EIS itself suggests, the jury is still out on thiz one . 

Needless to say, the families already severe l y impacted by the 
present 230kV installation are unalterably opposed to the 
imposition of the proposed SOOkV project . They take no comfort 
in 2.n unintelligent adherence to FLPt·1A policy, which would 
disregard their rights on the basis that their homes are already 
somewhat spoiled. 

Fortunately, in response to some of these considerations which 
were voiced during the scoping process, an alternative route 
for the Crosstie was worked out, and deSignated as the 
environmentally preferred Crosstie route. Not only does the 
Cutoff Route avoid major visual damage t o the National Park ; 
it is preferable for most other human and en v ironmental reasons, 
too . 

20f3 

\ '. I 

EMF is an especially difficu lt issue for which there may be no conclusive 

results for many years. Please refer to the EMF discussions in Chapters 3 
and 4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA and to Recent EMF Research in Chapte r 3 of 
this document for more infonnation. 

It is true that the Ely to Delta segment would cause visual and land use 
impacts from its construction and operation. However. impacts to the 
agricultural lands along the ex isting 230kV lines in th is area would be avoided 
by the 230kV Corridor Route (refer to Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute in 
Chapter 3 of this document) . 

" 
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In this r egard specifically, the Draft EIS is self-contradictory: 

[ 

1) The statement on page 2-56 that the LAD1'lP preference 
D for the 23QkV Corridor Route "reflects LADWP ' s cor,lmitmcnt to 

minimize environmental impacts whenever possible even at 
reasonable increased project costs" is pure doublespeak. 

"230kV Corr idor Route and the Cutoff Route have similar 

[ 

2) So also is the agency assertion on page 2-58 that the 

E environmenta l impacts. II The l atter route affects neither the 
private landholders referred to above, nor the 70,000 National 
Park visitors . 

Thanks again for a mostly admirable Draft EIS. I trust that 
the Final EIS \dll be amended to favor e1 ther the Cutoff Route 
o r better yet, since no need fo~ the Crosstic is demonstrated, 
no nction at all. Obviously , any environnentill degradation 
a.round Great Basin National Park can have real economic 
consequences for th i s who le geographic area . 

Post Office Box 13 0 
Baker, Nevada 09311 

Yours truly, 

.~~~ 
Jo Anne Gar: t 
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RESPONSES 

o The LADWP's preference for the 230kV Corridor Route is largely because of 

their preference to interconnect at the Rob inson Summit substation site and in 
response to FLPMA's mandate to consolidate utilities "In order to minimize 
adverse environmental impacts and the proliferation of separate rights-of-

E 

way .. . " Although, other routes (e.g., the Direct Route) are shorter and would 
be less costly, the LADWP would use the longer 230kV Corridor Route to 
avo id public environmental concerns (e.g., not impacting undisturbed valleys). 
Further, the 230kV Corridor Route would result in the least cumulative effects 
for connecting to the Robinson Summit substation site (refer to Scenario 3 on 
page 3-1 3 of Chapter 3 of this docu ment). 

Although the specific impacts between the Cutoff Route and the 230kV 

Corridor Route are different, the impact comparisons and tradeoffs make these 
two alternative routes difficult to distinguish. In any environmental 
comparison it is necessary to compare impacts that are dissimilar. The BLM 
has provided an additional discussion of environmental preference under 
Cumulative Effects in Chapter 3 of this document. The future foreseeable 
utility "buildout" (i .e., cumulative effects) in the Ely area has helped 
distinguish an environmental preference between these two alternative routes. 
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Damun Gracenin, Ph.D. A 
.. " ......... ", .. ,,, .... , ... ,"",· .... ..... ...... · .. "u ....... , .... .. "u,·,.""'< ....... ,, .. , ............. ','."",'u, ... " .. ,·,t"H.., .. ., ."'H·.U',., .. , , ................ , .... .... ""''''''U'' .. <O<lI.II1<H 

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

September 14, 1992 

re : Southwest Intertie Project EIS 

Dear Sir : 

508 Clayton Street 
San Francisco, CA 94117 

Just say no to the powerline they want to route across some 
of my favorite parts of this earth. Please expand existing 
right-of-ways to carry power from Idaho to Las Vegas . 

The new proposed corridor would uglify some very pretty 
country. You folks s hould he defending unspoiled land 
rather than assisting in its destruction. 

Maybe you don ' t care about setting the young Desert Tortoise 
up for Ravens who like to perch on power lines, or about 
impeding the migration of large hirds of prey. Perhaps it 
means little to you that the proposed power-line corridor will 
have a had impact on 200 to 400 archeological and historical 
resource sites , or that it will disfigure Great Basin National 
Park. Maybe all you care about is money. There is no 

1 0f 2 

Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision 
process. Refer to the expanded Purpose and Need section in Chapler 3 of this 
document. 
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economic justification for the powerline. Las Vegas does not, 
and will not , need that kind of extra power capacity in spite 
of rapid growth out towards its radio-active boundaries to 
the north and into the urban decay at its center. 

I support the "No Action" alternative. 

Thank you. 

Sinc;;;reIY, _ 

. ~. - ----.. -----. .. --.~-------...... -.. -~:~~;~~-~ 
--.. -.. --.---- ~-'"---.-.. - ... --- Ed ucation~11 ~~431-21 09 
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The primary need for the SWIP is to postpone construction of additional 
generation facilities within the WSCC region by providing the capability to 
take advantage of seasonal diversity between regions and regional economy 
power sales. Please refer to the Purpose and Need for the SWIP in Chapter 1 
of the SWIP DEISIDPA and an expanded Purpose and Need section in 
Chapter 3 of this document. 
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The visual impacts to Great Basin National Park viewpoints, to the highway 
approaches to the park, and to proposed interpretive facilities outside the park 
boundaries are documented on page 4-45 of the SWIP DElSIDPA and in the 
Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report (refer to Appendix H of 
the OEIS/OPA for the locations \"here these technical reports can be 
reviewed). 1 0 / 
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A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 

Las V€3QS, 10-) (SCJ 123 
3;~ptemoer .~, l'?92 
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Oear Mr. Si monson : 

,' \ ~ : So u t hwest [ilte rt.i'1 :~'I~"~'~': '~ 

Witt, regard t o th~ :';out hwes t Inte n .i e Pr~oj ect Draft tnviromental Impact 
:I t.ate ment /O raft Pl a n a me ndment , !. w,)u l d ii k~ t o ~ ; t3te Ulat : .3m in 
favo r of using a r oute dway ~rGm (~ : ' row Canyon . ~ r ,. ow Canyon s hould b,,,, 
f u l ly pres erved f o r not ,)nly future gen~rdtions but. our ge ne rat i on as 
~~el l . 
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Visual impacts were assessed using a model based on the criteria of the 

BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The VRM System 
tends to focus on impacts to sensitive viewpo ints. Although undisturbed 
natural landscapes of open desert valleys in Nevada and Utah possess inherent 
scenic value, the scenic quality of these areas is considered "minimal" to 
"common" based on the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM 
System. Scenic quality classes are determined in context with the regional 
landscape character. Open desert valley landscapes are characteristic and 
common to much of the project study area. 

The BLM will consider public concerns fo r scenic quality in its decision 
process. The BLM uses the VRM System to manage the visual resources of 
public lands . For a detailed explanation of the VRM System and the visual 
impact assessment model , refer to the Methods section under Visual 
Resources in Volume III • Human Env ironment Technical Report (refer to 
Appendix H of the DEIS/DPA for the locations where these technical reports 
can be rev iewed). 
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In response to yo ur and other comments about impacts to private lands in the 

area, several minor reroute alternatives were evaluated (refer to Sacramento 
Pass Mitigation Reroute in Chapter 3 of this document). 



, 



r/] 

"" r/] z 
0 
0... 
r/] 

~ j ) ~ ~ :\ 
M ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
0 

M 

.~ ~ ~ Z 'i, ~ 

" ~\.' \ ~, ~ '... ~ t 
~j I ~ ~ 
'~ ~ 'N ~ ~ ~:s~. .~ 
~1 ~ ~ 

1 ·~~~l~ '1 ." 'v 
~ ~ ~ \' 

i ~, " ~ " ·~t ~ ~ '\ . t ~ ~ '1 \~ -- ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ .~ '" ~ r--

'\ ~ 1 N 
'r/] 

-<f- . ~ ~z ~ 
! l"'i l ,~A ~~ '-' 

f-~ 
~ ~ ~ ~~~ f-o ~ " ~ ir~~ ~u '-.J "\> "" '" . ~ ~ .... >.... 

::l: ~~ 

LEITER A·27 



r 

~ 
~ 
N 
00 

LETTER #A-28 
COMMENTS 

j) b.j U'~ J n t.. (L.S 

bD~ tJ, {V"A,+/lvvt Dr
lvw V,5.-,">, rJV fr l

C>7 

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

Dear Hr . Simonson: 

rp. : Southwest Intertie PI-oject. 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 

3eptembe r 3. 1992 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon s hould be 
fully preserved for not on ly future generations but our generation ~s 
well. 

Sincerely, 

3~LJU~ 
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Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Hr. Simonson: 

re: Southwest Intertie Project 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments 3re noted and wi ll be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 

September 3, 1992 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only future generations but our generation as 
well, 

~ "oo.ro". @p;;l/~ 
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jun:?dU vr '_and Ma nagement 
f.'.oute :. Box 1 
Burley , Idaho A3318 

Oear" Mr. Simonson : 

r1: : Southwes t Intertie P I 'oj~ct 

Diana Hewitt 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process. 

530 Delfern Lane 
Las Vegas 
Nevada 89109 
702-731 - 4191 

'}t?ptemoer 3, i'?92 

With regard to the Southwest Interti l? Project Draft Enviromental Impac t 
:1tatement/Draft Plan amendment, [ would lik~ to ~tate that I am in 
Tavor of using a ,-oute away from f~~-r()W Canyon. hrr:>w Canyon should be 
Tully preserved for not only fu ture Ge nerations but ou r gene ration <3.S 
Ivell. 

::t~c~ 
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Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Hr. Simonson: 

re: Southwest Intertie Project 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process . 

September 3, 1992 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only future generations but our generation as 
well. 
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Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley •. ..Idaho 83318 

Dear Hr.- Simonson: 

re: Southwest Intertie Project 

September 3, 1992 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only future generations but our generation as 
well. 

Sincerely. 
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RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and wi ll be cons idered in the BlM's decision 
process. 
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September 7, 1992 

Karl simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley Dis t rict Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson, 

RESPONSES 

A Please refer to the Purpose and Need section in Chapter 1 of the SWIP 

DEISIDPA and in the expanded section in Chapter 3 of this document. Also 
refer to page 2-31 of the SWIP DEISIDPA for a discussion of how in early 
1990 the IPeo d iscovered that the UNTP would be fully subscribed and 
would not have the capacity to fu lfill the purpose and need for the SWIP. It 
was in July 1990 that the IPCo decided to expand the project south from the 
Ely area to Dry Lake. The two major e)(isting transmission lines between 
Utah and the Las Vegas area are the Sigurd·Allen 34SkV and the IPP· 
McCulloch SOOkV DC transmission lines. There is no available capaci ty on 

either of these lines. 

[

lam writing t o express my concern regarding the proposed Southwest 
Intertie Project. This project appears to be only marginally (ifB 

A at a l l) necessary and would greatly disrupt the character of the 
l ands cape i n its path and surrounding areas. In fact r there is 
already a powerline running from Utah to Las Vegas making the 
proposed project at least somewhat redundant. 

It is true that there cou ld be visual impacts to valleys that are remote and 

largely undisturbed. Impacts in undisturbed landscapes that are not seen from 
sensitive viewpo ints are documented as impacts to scenic quality in the SWIP 
DEISIDPA and in Volume III • Human Environment Technical Report. 

[

Of primary concern is the disruption and negative visual impact to 
B now remote and natural valleys which are PUBLIC LAND . These areas 

can be seen and experienced by individuals as they were a century 
ago but if disrupted can never be replaced . There are numerous 
archaeological and historical sites in the path of this powerline 

C [
which would be greatly and permanently impacted . Further, bird 
migration and tortoise habitats would be disrupted by the 
construction of this proposed powerline. 

[

I am opposed to the construction of this powerline particularly 
over new right - af - ways . Even over existing right - af-ways, the 

D economic justification for this project seems marginal at best 
given the lack of real need for the transfer of power and the 
significant cost associated with the construction. 

r 

~ 
:;<l 

» . , 
w 
w 

,'<~I''!llixtable 
ellogg Way 

nta Cl ara, Ca. 95051 
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Visual impacts were assessed using a model based on the criteria of the 
BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The VRM System 
tends to focus on impacts to sensitive viewpoints . Although the undisturbed 
natural landscapes of open desert valleys possess inherent scenic value, the 
scenic quality of these areas is considered "minimal" to "common" based on 
the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM System. Scenic quality 
classes are deteml ined in context with the regional landscape character. Ope n 
desert valley landscapes are characteristic and common to the project study 
area. The BLM will consider public concems fo r scenic quality in its decision 
process. The BLM uses the VRM System to manage the visual resources of 
public lands. For a detailed e)(planation of the VRM System and the visual 
impact assessment model refer to the methods section under Visual Resources 
in Volume III • Human Environment Technical Report (refer to Appendix H 
of the DEISIDPA for the locations where these technical reports can be 

reviewed). 

For most species of birds , migration occurs at night at altitudes well above the 

maximum he ight of the SWIP transm ission line. For species that migrate 
during the dayl ight hours, most are characterized by keen eyesight. (e.g., 
swal lows, swifts, and raptors) and are very unlikely to be deterred by the 
presence of an electrical transmission line. It is unlikely that the SWIP would 
have any effect on local or regional bird migration patterns. 
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RESPONSES 

Construction of the SWIP north of Las Vegas, Nevada will have some impact 
on desert torto ise habitat. However, judicious planning and careful 
monitoring during the pre-construction and construction phases of this project 
arc expected to reduce potential impacts to desert torto ise to indiscernible 
levels. Soil disturbances resulting from activities at tower sites and other 
construction areas may enhance growth of spring annuals and actually 
increase the forage base for desert tortoise in the area of construction. 

D The SWIP will require a new right-of-way specific for a 500kV transm ission 

line. It is not possible to utilize exisling rights-of-way that were granted for 
oUler uses. These existing or designated corridors have other utilities in them 
and may be considered "already built upon rights-of way". The SWIP routing 
alternat ives utilized designated or planning corridors whenever feasib le in 
meeting the project needs (also refer to Chapter I of this document). 
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RESPONSES 

A Please refer to the Purpose and Need section in Chapter 1 of the SWIP 

DEISfDPA and in the expanded section in Chapter 3 of this document. Also 
refer to page 2-31 of the SWIP DEISIDPA for a discussion of how in early 
1990 the IPCo discovered that the UNTP would be fully subscribed and 
would not have the capacity to fulfill the purpose and need for the SWIP. It 
was in July 1990 that the IPCo decided to expand the project south from the 
Ely area to DI)' Lake. The two major existing transmission lines between 
Utah and the Las Vegas area are the Sigurd-Allen 345kV and the IPP
McCulloch 500kV DC transmission lines. There is no availab le capacity on 
either of these lines . 
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Oasis is th~ only commercial development along 1-80 between 
wells and Wendover. It is also the o nly residential :1eve l opment in 
this area directly adjacent to the interstate. The p roposed power 
line route is within one half mile o f the Oasis commercial area and 
residence at Oasis. I~ is within a mile of the residences at the 
Oasis Mobile Home Park. 

RESPONSES 

Oasis is a natural place for further development . It is at an 
itlters~ction of a state high'",ay (233) with Interstate 80 . A. 
(;ommercial developmen t already exists wi ,th services for the highway 
travel~rs: f!..lel. mechanical services, motel, convenience store, and 
cafe . There is a 48 unit mQbile home park that serves as a 
residential area for the Oasis employees and re op le who work in 
Wer.dover. An elec'trical subst-3l:.ion 1s located at Oasis and a 
substantial water system with firp. fighting capabilities 1 s in place . 

Northern Holdings Incerpor-ated acquired the t.wo sections of 
property at. Odsis in 1988 with the intention of pursuing hoth 
Gommercial and residential development thel"e. The previous owner . 
I:lyinq '5 ' Land i.e Cattle Compdny. hau demonstrated ar. intention of 
development ~y its activities from 1983 to 1988 . These activities 
incluJp.u ~ number of meetings with the Elko County Planning 
Conunission. the Elko County Commissioners. and the BLM . 

NOt"thern H,>lding' s plan of development for sections 2 & 3 
includes both residential and commercial use under dnd near the 
propo~~d location of the power lines" The power lfne path runs 
directly through the middle of section 3 . virtually destroying the 
po~slbliity of development:. 

S~C'ti,>n 1 is th~ most visually appealing part of the Oas is 
property. The property lies ~t the base of the Pequop Mountains. 
across tlh~ mouth of payne Basis. a beautiful area with many 
recrp.;.tiondl rossibilities. Much of this visual beauty will b~ 
spoil ~ d by th~ ~'l'opose u 150 foot towers dnd power lines. 

I of2 
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There arr: several ways t.hat the power line will adversely affect 

[

the atnlJ.ty of North~rn Holding::: to develop its property. The first 
A is the direct 10s5 of prorJerty. If the easement. is 1,000 wide for- a 

tnilf' that amounts to a (hrect loss of 121 acres. Since the line goes 
oown the center of the section it severely restricts the ability to 

1 utilize the remaining portions of the section . The visual impact 
B w0u1 ,1 further reduce the ability to utilized section 3 and would also 

make section 2 less desirable residentially. The concer-n about 
Eler.:::'rornagneti r. fields, real or imagined, would certa.inly reducp. the 
number of potentii::l.l residents of the Oasis area. EVen if it turns 

C lout t.hat there rtre no 1009 term detrimental effects of living or 
working near powerful Electromagnetic Fields, many, if not most, 
people are not convince (i of that today, and would not knowingly 
purchase or rent land near a lar'ge po wer line . 

The visu8l impact and concern over EMF's would adversely affect 
the desireability of Oa~is as a stop for the traveling public as well 
~s the pot~nti~l prop~rty owner or tenant . 

Inter'est in Oasis as a rt?sidential community is increasing. The 
population at o"J.sis rose 24% in the past year: primarily from pf-:ople 
;,.rho work in wendover, but .would r'ather live in a more rural setting, 
The growth has been in tenants at the mobile horne park, but there 
have been inquiries about property in the area av~ilable for 
purchase. Currently, of cour~e, there is none . 

Pressure on Wendover housing is high, and with all the possible 
developments in the gaming and recreation industries, this pressure 
' .... ill likely increase , creating more interest in Oasis as a bedroom 
community . It is our clear intent to pursue development to satisfy 
the demand. 

Nocthern Holdings would encourage 
placement of the SWIP power lines to a 
least to i:.he Nevada Northern railroad . 
preferable. 

the BLM to reconsider the 
locatioll east of Oasis, at 
Further east would be 

20f2 

RESPONSES 

A The right-of-way requested for the SWIP is 200 feet wide or about 24.5 acres 

per mile. 

B 

C 

J, 

The BLM is unable to assess the specific visual impacts to future residential 
areas of Section 3 because there are no specific development plans for this 
land. Potential visual impacts to future land uses of mixed residential and 
commercial within Section 3 are addressed under "Impacts to the Oasis Area" 
in Chapter 3 of this document. 

The numerous studies that have been conducted on EMF demonstrate that we 

are all affected in everyday life. EMFs are generated by microwaves, 
fluorescent lights, waterbed heaters, hair dryers, and any other device powered 
by electricity. The right-of-way width of 200 feet is intended to minimize 
these effects. Outs ide of the right-of-way, EMFs are expected to be no higher 
than those that normally occur it) househo ld appliances. Please refer to pages 
3-72 through 3-82 of the SWIP DEISIDPA and the Recent EMF Research 
section on page 3- 19 of this document for additional information on EMFs. 

While various studies of property vaJue impacts have been conducted in the 
U.S., there is no conclusive evidence to suggest that transmission lines reduce 
the value or interest of adjacent properties. Some studies have shown no 
substantial decrease in value, while others have indicated property values and 
interest to be depressed. 
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Mr. Karl Simonson 
BLM Project Manager 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley,lD 833 18 

NorlhernHoldin-'. Inc. 
\ Box 2124 / 
Wells. NY 89835 
~ 

September 16, 1992 

Regarding: Comments on the EIS for the SWIP in Elko Counry. Nevada. 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

" , , 

RESPONSES 

A The development plans fo r Northern Holdings would have been included in 

the impact assessment had they been made public or been on file with Elko 
County . Further, there was no mention of these developments during the 
public scoping meetings held in March 1989, during the public planning 
workshop held January 8, 199 1 (attended only by representatives of Big 
Springs Ranch), or in response to the numerous newsletters mailed out 
throughout the over three-year EIS process. 

B 

Future planned developments by' Northern Holdings and CSY Development 
have been considered in the SWIP FEISIPPA (refer to Impacts to the Oasis 
Area on page 3-36 of this document). 

This letter is a follow up to the presentation made by Northern Holding,s, Inc. (Nlll) at the August public 
hearing on the Southwest Intertie Project in Wells, Nevada. At that time we were asked to comment on the 
adequacy of the EIS. We have also been requested to add any specific suggestions as to route alternatives. 

[

It is the cooten tion of Northern Holdings that the EIS did not adequately address the adverse impact of the 
A power line route on the private land owners whose properties are to be affected by the construction and 

cOIHinuai presence of the power lines. In looking through the EIS it was difficult 10 find reference to Oasis 
and even more difficu lt to see tha t it had been considered any more than a reference point. 

The altern ative routes evaluated in the SWIP DEISIDPA in the Oasis area 
were identified during the regional env ironmental study (refer to Chapter 2 of 
the SWIP DElSIDPA), were presented to the public during the scoping 
meetings in January 1989, and discussed in several of the newsletters. Some 
of the alternative routes do deviate from the BLM-designated or planning 
corridors established by the Wells Resource Management Plan (1985). Some 
of these deviations are due to environmental issues (e.g., cultural sites and the 
BLM low-visibility corridor along Interstate 80) along the established 
corridors and some are a result of project requirements. The SWIP . 
DEISIDPA contains a draft. plan amendment that proposes to change the 
utility corridors to include these deviations along the selected alternative route . 
If an alternative route outside of the designated corridors within the Wells 
Resource Area is selected in the Record of Decision for the SWIP, this 
decision will serve as a plan amendment to the 1985 Wells RMP Record of 
Decision. Refer to Plan Amendment on page 1-32 of this document for more 

information. 
[

Northern Holdings received a copy of the SWIP EIS in June 1992. We were surprised to see the projected 

B path of the power lines running through the middle of NHI property at the Oasis interchange on 1-80. This 
was quite a change from tbe utility corridor publisbed in the 1985 Wells Record of Decision by the BLM. 

C 

C 

~ 
~ 
w 
'" 

Northern Holdings acquired two sections of property at Oasis in October 1988 with the intention of pursuing 
both commercial and residential deve lopment on the property. The previous owner, Flying 'S' Land and 

Cattle company , had d~monstrated an intention of development as documented by its acr;vities from 1982 to 

1988. These activities included a number of meetings with the Elko County Planning CommissioD, the Elko 
County Commissioners, and the ELM. (please see Exhibit 'A'; Chronicle of Planning Activities.) This 
chronicle also includes the fact that Northern Holdings has been before the Elko County Planning Commis

sion requesting change to commercial zoning of a portion of tbe impacted property . 

I of 5 

Research with BLM realty speCialists and the Elko County planning 
department did not reveal any proposed developments in the Goshute Valley. 

Refer to response "An above. 
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Oasis is the only commercial development along 1-80 between Wells and Wendover. It is also the only 
residential development in this area directly adjacent to the interstate. The proposed power line route is 
within one half mile of the Oasis commercial area and residence at Oasis. II is within a mile of the resi
dences at the Oasis Mobile Home Park. 

Oasis is a natural place for further development. It is at the intersection of State Highway 233 and Interstate 

D 

SO. A commercial development already exists with services for the highway travelers: fuel, mechanical 
services, motel, convenience store, and cafe. There is a 48 unit mobile home park that serves as a residential 
area for the Oasis employees and people who work in Wendover. AIl electrical substation is located at Oasis E 
and a substantial water system with fire fighting capabilities is in place. 

In our discussions with representatives from the BLM, Dames & Moore, aDd Idaho Power, we were told that in 
the urban areas where the engineers live, power riDes a mile away are not considered a problem. In rural areas, 
though, power lines of this size a mile away from people create a tremendous visual impact. This is the reason 
the BLM suggested moving the lines out of the utility corridor as mapped in the Wells Record of Decision 
(1985). If the power lines create a negative visual impact on the 1·80 traveler, the impact must surely be greater 
on the residents of an area who have that visual impact every time they look out the window of their homes. 

This became evident to Northern Holdings after the impressive turn out of Oasis residents at the public hearing. 
Their comments made it clear that the lines would have an even greater negative impact on the economic and 
development potential of the Oasis property than was previously anticipated. It was quite clear that the Oasis 
residents would like to see the power line as far away from Oasis as possible. 

The development plan put together by Northern Holdings is phased. The early phases deal with development of 
the commercial area. Recently 38,000 gaUoes of underground fuel storage was installed. The next step is to 
build new fuel islands aod extend a water line to connect the mobile home park water system with the water 
system at the commercial area. Residential subdivisioe is to follow the commercial area development or possi. 
bly proceed at tbe same time. The first area of subdivision will be io section 2 near the existing residential 
development at the mobile borne park, within a mile of the proposed power line. Planing work has begun on this 
subdivisioo. Subdivision of section 3, the sectioo currently proposed as the location of the power lines, would 
be farther down the road. There is no detailed subdivision plan of section three at the moment, but we are 
submitting a copy of the Oasis Master Plan that was submitted to the BLM in 1986 by flying'S' for the as on 
the Thousand Springs Power Project. 

The record clearly shows the prior intent of flying'S', and more recently Northern Holdings, to develop the 
two sections at Oasis. This development would be made impossible by the presence of the SVlIP power lines on 
or directly adjaceot to Northern Holdings property. 

2 of 5 

Visual impacts were assessed from all residences along the alternative routes. 
Residences were considered more visually sensitive than travelers on Interstate 
80. This was part or the criteria used in assessing visual impacts. Table YR-
7 of Volume III • Human Environment Technical Report documents that all 
residences were considered to have high visual sensitivity while travelers on 
Interstate 80 received a moderate visual sensitivity rating (refer to Appendix H 
of the DEISIDPA for the locations where the technical reports can be 
reviewed). 

Future planned developments by Northern Holdings and CSY Development 
have been considered in the SWJ.P FEISIPPA (refer to Impacts to the Oasis 
Area on page 3-36 of this document). 

I 
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F 

Nonhero Holdings would like to offer an alternative route to tile onc proposed in the EIS. Since the public 
hearing, it has become evident that the residents at Oasis feel their lives would be adversely impacted by the F 
re lative close proximity of these lines and they would like to see the lines located as far from Oasis as possible. 

The reason given by the BLM representatives for moving the lines out of the utility corridor and running them 
through the only developments in the valley was that they would be less visible to the highway travelers. With 
Ihis in mind we would like to suggest that the lines be run along the foot of the hi'lls on the east side of the 
valley instead of the west side. There they would be less visible than if they were in the center of the valley for 
both the valley residents and the highway travelers. This would place them much further away from the existing 
developmenLS than if they were on the west side. There currently are no developments on the east side of the 

valley to affect. G 

I understand that this proposal will most likely require additional study. It is unfortunate that it was not consid· 
ered before, but it wasn't and we need to proceed from where we are' today. This version of the EIS is a draft, 
and it would be best if all the options were taken into consideration before the final proposal is made in the final 
version of the EIS. 

If it is impossible to perform another study, and the lines must be placed within existing study areas, NID would 
suggest that the utility corridor in the center of the valley be considered above siting the lines on Nm property. 
If this alternative is selected NHI would like to sec the lines loca ted as fa r east in the corridor as possible. This 
would put the lines funher away from the developed and developable areas at Oasis. 

[

To be complete, the EIS must adequately address the adverse impact of the power lines on private property. In 
many areas the power lines IDay be enti.rely 00 public land. In the vicinity of Oasis, however, tbere is a great 

G deal of private land aod the criteria for evaluating private land should be quite different than that of evaluating 
public land. 

r 

~ 
:> , 
w 
a, 

In Summary: Nonhern Holdings Inc and the populace in aDd around Oasis strongly recommend that the SWIP 
lines be routed on the east side of the Qoshute Valley. as shown 00 the endosed map labeled Exhibit 'B.' 

Sincerely 

~'(/i7 
Alfred W. Kiog II 
for Northern Holdings inc. 

Enc.·2 
AK/dl 3 of 5 

According to a map of the conceptual development received from CSY 
Development on October 7, 1992, hunting club areas and recreational use 
areas are proposed on the east side of the valley and south of Interstate·80. 
The letter accompanying the concept plan stated a preference for the rail 
corridor which is also the BLM's planning corridor. This corridor appears to 
impact the least amount of CSY's property and the conceptual development 
area. Another reason an alternative was not routed along the east side of the 
valley is because of the proximity to Bluebell WSA and impacts to low·level 
military flight operations in the Lucin C Military Operating Area (MOA). 

An extensive regional study was completed for this entire area and was 
coupled with the BLM's corridor studies completed during their Resource 
Management Plan process to plan a set of "reasonable and feasible" alternative 
routes. The regional study and alternative routes developed during this study 
were presented to the public during the scoping meetings in March 1989. 
Refer to Chapter 2 and Chapter 5 of the SWIP DEISIDPA for a further 
discussion of the scoping process. 

Private lands were not intentionally impacted by the routing alternatives. In 
fact, during the scoping process the public stated a preference for use of 
public lands over private lands for routing of alternatives. Private lands and 
environmental issues were both considered during development and 
refinement of the alternatives. 

Visual impacts were adequately addressed and they do not overemphasize 
visual impacts of motorists using Interstate 80. Residences were considered 
the highest sensitivity viewpoints because of the long duration of views, while 
travelers on Interstate 80 received a moderate visual sensitivity rating. This 
was part of the criteria used in assessing visual impacts (refer to Table VR-7 
of Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report). Refer to Appendix 
H of the SWIP DEISIDPA for locations where the technical reports can be 
reviewed. 



LETTER #A-36 
COMMENTS 

EXHIBIT A: CHRONlCLE OF PlANNING ACDVITIES 

Prior to 1981 Robert J. Beaumont, at that time the owner of Big 
'Springs Ranch, had a preliminary plan drawn for a rest area on 
section 3. 

00 January 25, 1983, flying'S' Land and Cattle Company filed for 
"municipal" water rights for the Oasis area. These rights were 
granted on August 7, 1984. The rights have been maintained 
annually and are currently still in effect. The permit numbers are 
#46579, #46580 and #46581, for a combined duty of 1600 acre/feet 
per year. 

All Oasis Master Plan was presented to the Elko County Planning 
Commission on October 23, 1985 by Flying'S' as part of a request 
for a change in zoning and a conditional use permit for the Oasis 
Commercial Area . This and all other presentations to the planning 
commission can be verified in the planning commission meeting 
minutes . The Oasis master plan included additional sections other 
than sections 2 and 3 that are currently under consideration. The 
portions of section 3 under the proposed power lines are designated 
for Agricultural-Residential and Ag-Recreational zoning for 
housing. 

In July of 1986 Flying'S' and Oasis Energy Corporation presented 
a land use master plan to the Bureau of Land Manageme'nt for use in 
preparing the Environmental Impact Study for the Thousand Springs 
Energy Project. The master plan included a proposal for 
residential · development on section 3 on the present proposed SWIP 
route. 

On October 22, 1986 Flying ·s' presented the master plan to the Elko 
planning commission requesting that the commission give an 
indication that they approved of the concept, that this might 
create a tool for attracting money for development. The planning 
commission seemed in favor of the idea and voiced no objections. 4 of 5 

RESPONSES 
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On January 28, 1987 the planning commISSIOn unanimously approved 
the master plan as stated in the minutes of the meeting. A 
transparency of the map was left with the county engineer. 

00 February 18, 1987, tbe master plan was presented to the county 
commissioners. The commissioners directed the planning commission 
Dot to approve the master plan because it would be a promise of 
zoning . 

On February 25, 1987 the planning commISSIOn under the direction 
of the county commissioners voted that the map was not a master 
plan, but only a proposal of development. 

In the fall of 1987 Flying'S' lost the title to Big Springs Ranch, 
retaining, however, sections 2 and 3. Alfred King was hired at that 
time as Oasis General Manager. 

Nortbern Holdings acquired sections 2 and 3 from Flying'S' on 
October 21, 1988. Alfred King was retained as General Manager, 
due partially to his experience in development planning for the 
Oasis properties. 

On January 25, 1989 Nortbern Holdings, Inc. requested a change of 
zoning on sections 2 and 3, from Open Space to Commercial for 238 
acres at a preliminary hearing before the planning commission. 
Steven Crane, an architect with Niels E. Valentinez and Assoc., 
represented Northern Holdings. Tbe concept presented at tbat time 
included a large motel, casino and recreation complex. 

Tbe public bearing for change of zoning before the planning 
commission was beld on Marcb 22, 1989. Tbe cbange of zoning was. 
denied because the project was too ambitious. 

5 of 5 
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DaW!) k. lam b 
SYlq W Tro-piCOrx:{ #3JJd. 
La~ v«:p5, Nil ~q/o3 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Route 3 Box 1 
8urley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Hr . Simonson: 

re: Southwest Intertie Pr'oject 

A 

September 3, i192 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement /Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only future generations but our generation ~s 
well. 

Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process. 

~ r;;~ 
'" t 
--l 

I of I 
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Karl Simonson 
Bureau of tand Management 
Houte 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idatlo 833 18 

Dear Mr. Simonson : 

re: '3outh~~est Intertie Pr-oject 

A 

September 3, 1192 

With regard to the Sout hwest Intertie Project Draft Envi,-omental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would lil<e to state that I am in 
favor of using a ,-oute away from AtTOW Canyon . An-ow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only futurE! generations but our generation as 

well. 

Sincerely,. 

~ 

u~~ 

1 of 1 

Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 
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Karl Simonson 
8ur-eau of Land Management 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley , Idaho B331B 

Dear Mr. Simonson : 

re : Southwest Intertie Project 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process. 

September 3, l?92 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only future generations but our generation as 
welL 

Sincerely, 

~~c~ 
;J> , 
W 
'D 

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

Dear Sir: 

4221 West Arby Avenue A 
Las Vegas, Nevada 
89118-5107 

September 17, 1992 

r have reviewed the draft of the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) 
DEIS/DPA. I would offer some comments in addition to my_ oral tes
timony. I found the document to be a good piece of work. I am con
cerned with the generality of the alternatives. I would like to know 
which Wilderness Study Ar~as (WSA's) rather than the statement that 
57 miles of viewshed from WSA's will be affected. I suspect that much 
of that detail was included in the technical reports. The only real com
plaint I have concerns the availability of the Technical Reports. The 
Technical Report appears to be the basis for all the substance of the 
SWIP DEIS/DPA document. 

This report was only accessible at one location in southern Nevada. 
There was only one copy in southern Nevada. The report was at the 

I of IS 

The technical reports were prepared to document the detailed studies for the 
SW IP DElSIDPA. Typically the studies are only documented in the project 
files and available· for public review upon request. However, for a project the 
size of the SWIP it was considered important to publish a limited number of 
cop ies of these studies and make them reasonably accessible to the public. 

Additional sets of technical reports have been sent to public libraries' in 
several towns to make them more available for review. Refer to Appendix H 
in the SWIP DEISfDPA and the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document for the 
locations where these technical reports can be reviewed. 
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Las Vegas District Office of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) B This is corrected in the Errata in Chapt.r 3 or this document 

and, while the person! in charge of these reports was most gracious and 
helpful, access was limited to normal working hours. I recognize that 
these Technical Reports are expensive to produce, however additional 

t Her name is Jackie and I compliment her . Her name is not listed in Chapter 6 of 
the document 

copies should have been available. I am sure that had there been more 
than one copy a person could arrange to borrow a copy for a weekend 
or such. I quickly skimmed the Volume IV of the Technical Reports and 
found some things I questioned. I was really surprised when I was told 
that copies were not available. I only had one additional opportunity 
to review these documents. I did return to the District Office and with 
limited time (about a half an hour) did again review parts of Volume 
IV of the Technical Report. The incomplete comments on the technical 
report reflect my lack of access to these documents. 

I have attempted to comment on specific passages. Each passage is ref
erenced by page and paragraph. This reference will be the page number 
of the initial sentence of the paragraph even though that paragraph may 
continue onto an additional page. 

Comments on Technical Report 

rPage 9-37 Southern Nevada was part of the New Mexico Territory in 
B the 1850's. The Post Office name in 1857 for mailing to present 

2 or 15 
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day Las Vegas, Nevada was Bringhurst because of the confusion C 
with the other Las Vegas, New Mexico. The southern portion 
of Nevada was never part of Nevada Territory. It was added to D 
the State of Nevada in 1867 after the Territory of Arizona (1863) 

B I was created. The next to last sentence on this page needs to be 
modified to reflect that southern Nevada was part of New Mexico 
Territory until two years after Nevada Territory was created and 
then was Pahute County, Arizona Territory until January 1867 
when i t was added to Lincoln County, Nevada. A small point, but 
one caught quickly skimming the document and one that makes 
me suspect of the rest of the Technical Reports. 

Page 9-38 Paragraph 1 is erroneous. Jedediah Strong Smith did follow 
the Virgin River2 and he did enter present day Nevada, then Mex
ican Territory at about the present day town of Bunkerville and 
did continue down the Virgin river until it merges with the Col
orado River. This is where the error begins. Smith did not travel 
through Nevada to the Needles area. He did cross the Colorado 

C I into Arizona and traveled around the rugged Eiack Canyon area 
one valley west of the river. Again a small point but this was the 
second page I read3 of the only Chapter is glanced at within the 
technical reports. Since there were at least four books of technical 
reports that concerned me, (and additional books of data tables I 
found uninteresting) and I had only read a page and a half, I was 
get ting concerned . 

r
page 9-38 Paragraph 4 could be improved. Antonio Armijo did fol-

D low the Nevada side of the Colorado from the Virgin River into 
present day Nevada. Unlike Jedediah Strong Smith, who crossed 

3 of 15 

This is corrected in the Errata in Chapter 3 of this document. 

The BlM report by Keith Myhrer and others (1990), which is cited in the 
technical report, reviews the ambiguities regarding Armijo's route. Any 
proposed connection between the Dry Lake and McCullough Substations (e.g. 
the Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project) will have to consider impacts on 
cultural resources, including any remnants of historic trails. . 
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the Colorado there both times, Armijo and his caravan contin
ued down the Nevada side of the Colorado until reaching the Las 
Vegas Wash. Armijo's group then headed westward into the Las 
Vegas Valley and on to California. There is some dispute on the 
route taken out of the Las Vegas Valley but the route into the Las 
Vegas Valley crosses the proposed route for the connection from 
Dry Lake Valley to the McCullough Substation. I suspect that 
connection is an essential link in this project even if not included 
in the DEIS/DPA. Armijo was here in January, while Yount and 

2The proper name for this river should actually be the Rio SulfureD de Las Piramides 
as named by the Dominquez-Escalante Expedition in 1776: Jedediah Strong Smith 
did name the Virgin river. I 've been told it was named for one of his fellow trappers, 
and so the story goes, after the trapper was slain by the Mojaves near Needles, 
California. I've heard the story but cannot cite a source. If that story is true then 
the river was named in his honor sometime in 1828 or 1829. 

3Southern Nevada history is an avocation of mine. I selected this because I am fa
miliar with this subject and frankly was spot checking the accuracy of the technical 
reports. 

crew did not show up until fall . Yount traveled the same route as 
Jedediah Strong Smith's previous two trapping expeditions. Since 
Yount was later and traveled mostly through Arizona, I suggest 
more emphasis on the Armijo Route . 
r did not peruse paragraphs 2 and 3 because I am less familiar 
with Northern Nevada. I was really getting suspect about the 
Technical Report at this t ime. This elusive document which was 
sequestered in a limited amount of places, appears to need more 
public review. 

, , 

4 of 15 
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E 

The thing that prompted me to return to the District Office to further 
review the Technical Document was was an apparent error I found on 
August 20, 1992 at the hearing. I thought I remembered reading about 
the native southern Nevada Nuwuvi4 that implied that bear was an 
important food source and that there was a reliance on winter communal 
rabbit drives. I thought that the reference cited was Robert Lowie. 
There is no such reference in Appendix A of the DEISjDPA. I glanced 
at this at the public hearing and could not relocate it that night, nor 
on my subsequent visit because I ran out of time before rereading that 
portion. I mention this because I would have liked to pursue this further. 

I hope to have some, even if limited, future access to the Technical 
Reports. It goes without saying if an extra set of these Reports was 
available I would gladly accept them. I request a bibliography of cita
tions in the technical reports on the assumption that those citations are 
different from the references cited in the SWIP DEISjDPA Appendix 
A. 

'The Nuwuvi are called Southern Paiute in the DEIS. Nuwuvi is to my mind the 
proper name for these indigenous peoples. 

5 of IS 

Isabel T. Kelly and Catherine S. Fowler report that the Southern Paiute hunted 
rabbits ind ividually and in drives, and bear was not a significant game animal. 
("Southern Paiute" in Handbook of North American Indians, Volume J J: 
Greal Basin, Smithson ian Institution, Washington, D.C., 1986, page 370). 
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DEISjDPA F 

Page 1-11 An open marketplace requires a connection with the Mc
Cullogh Substation. Since that connection must run through an 
Instant Study Area (IS A) that awaits Wilderness Legislation that 
may not occur this century and this Wilderness Study Area (WSA) 
blocks the connection. I suggest that the SWIP may be premature. G 

Page 2-5 Energy conservation has a direct impact on local require
ments. Local requirements have a direct impact on regional re
quirements. I fail to see how energy conservation can be elimi
nated from further discussion simply because energy conservation 
cannot alone be the answer. Why isn't energy conservation and a 
scaled-down interconnect a viable alternative? I believe that en
ergy conservation should be an integral part of every alternative. 

Page 2-5 Alternative methods to generate electricity, especially those 
that do not consume fossil fuels , are important. Again, alternative 
methods of power generation may not alone be a solution but why 
isn't alternative power generation and a scaled-down interconnect 
a viable alternative? 

Page 2-5 If energy conservation and alternative generation methods 
were incorporated then perhaps "the need to transfer power across 

these paths" would not exceed "their capacities". 

Page 2-7 If taken as a package unit which includes energy conservation, 
alternative methods of power generation, and an improvement of 
existing transmission systems, I question if this document can as
sert that interconnect access from the northwest would still be 
needed? 6 of 15 

It is correct that a connection to the proposed marketplace substation near the 
McCullough Substation would require a transmission connection through the 
ISA. Other marketplace substations are planned along the path of the SWIP 
as outlined in the SWIP DElSIDPA on page 2-14. In fact, the planned Dry 
Lake substation at the southern end of the SWIP wi ll a be part of the open 
marketplace concept. Because planning, permitting, and engineering for 
projects the size of the SWIP take many years to complete, it is necessary to 
consider foreseeable future actions that may be related to the project. 

Conservation and demand-side management are an in tegral part of the 
resource strategy of every utility considering partnership in the SWIP. 
Federal and state regulatory requirements dictate that supply-side and demand
side resource options be considered on an equal basis in a utility's plan to 
acquire lowest cost resources. Conservation and other demand side 
management programs are expected to reduce, but not to eliminate, the 
region's need for new generating resources. 

Transmission fac ilities would contribute in several important ways to the task 
of the region's utilities to meeting future load growth in the most efficient 
manner poss ible and with the smallest amount of new generating capac ity. 
First, it is important to recognize the available seasonal load diversity in the 
West (refer to Figure 3- 1 in Chapter 3 of th is document). Transmiss ion 
faci lities can allow existing resources to be used to serve seasonal load 
requirements in one part of the region while also meeting new load growth 
requirements in another part of the region. Therefore, total regional resource 
requirements (e.g., generation) can be reduced by using transm ission. Then, 
when new regional generating resources are needed, transmiss ion, such as the 
SWIP, would make more resource options available, and should help 
minimize costs and environmental impacts. 

\ , 
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Page 2-7 If taken as a package unit which includes energy conserva- H 
tion, alternative methods of power generation, and an improve-

G I ment of existing transmission systems, I question if this document 
can assert that interconnect access from the northwest could not be 
scaled-down . I beleive that this package along with a scaled-down 
interconnect would be a viable alternative? 

H 

Page 2-7 This significant additional transmission reinforcement for volt
ages higher than 500k V suggests to me that as a member of the 
public I can have bigger, uglier, sturdier, transmission lines or ac
cept the increased energy loss. Do higher voltage lines have less I 
loss? If one 500kV line will handle the anticipated load then the 
765k V voltage option does not need to considered unless there 
would be less energy loss with the transmission of higher volt-
ages. The squandering of non-renewable resources should always 
be considered. Again, does higher voltage mean less loss, or just 
less amperage for the same wattage. 
This project does not exist in a vacuum. The White Pine Power 
Project (WPPP) threatens to run three more of these lines to Dry 
Lake Valley. If we could reduce that number of transmission lines 
by running 765kV or higher voltages then "the western system" 
should consider using these higher voltages. 
Could not a package which includes energy conservat ion, alterna
tive methods of power generation, and an improvement of existing 
transmission systems reduce the 1200 megawatt objective. 

i
page 2-7,8 Does DC travel greater distances with less loss? If that is 

r the case then the added expense must be weighed against the value 
by reducing the loss of energy. Since the increase in carbon dioxide 

7 of 15 

A single 76SkV transmiss ion line, by itself, would not have greater system 
capacity than the proposed SOOkV transmiss ion line. While the 765kY 
transm ission line capability theoretically would be about t\vo to three times 
greater than a 500kV transmission line, the system to which it is 
interconnected must be able to withstand its outage. For a transmission line 
of the length of the SWIP. it is this system capab ility that detennincs the line 
capacity. For the foreseeable future. the WSCC system would not t)e able to 
withstand the outage of a 765kV transmission line because it would be the 
WSCC's largest single hazard. 

Perhaps in 50 to 100 years, the WSCC system may have developed a 
sufficient 765kY system to support a 765kV transmission line of the length 
and location of the SWIP. 

A DC transmission alternative for transmitting 1200 MW of power from the 

Midpoint Substation to the Dry Lake Area would cost about $488 million 
($200M for line and S144M for each line DC substation tenninal) compared 
to $356 million for the proposed AC transmission line. As pointed out in the 
SWIP DEISIDPA, the ability to tap is considerab ly more difficult with a DC 
transmission alternative. The cost of each tap is an order of magn itude greater 
(SI00+ million vs. $10 million) and is not included in the $488 million 
estimate for the basic transmission line. 

The actual efficiency of a comparable DC alternative would depend upon the 
design of that system (i.e., voltage rating and conductor selection). For 
example, the Pacific DC Intertie transmission line has been upraled twice in 
its history, once to increase its voltage rating and the other to increase its 
capacity rating. The line was originally designed to operate at 1600 MW and 
+/_ 400kV. A 1200 MW flow at +/- 400kY would have generated 8.6 percent 
loss. In the 1980s, the Pacific DC Intertie was uprated to +/- 500kY and is 
now capable of transferring 3100 MW. For a 1200 MW flow on the current 
DC system, the losses would be about 5.7 percent compared to 6 percent for 
the SWIP. 
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(C02 ) by the rapid consumption of non-renewable fossil fuels may ] 
have climatic, environmental and political repercussions, I would 
hope that the use of Direct Current Transmission; would not be 
dismissed so quickly. 

Page 2-9 I concur that the adverse effects do not outweigh the cost 
and adverse effects of digging up the desert to run power through 
it. 

Page 2-9 Could not the potential of new transmission methods be 
viable answers if we use energy conservation, alternative meth- K 

SIf indeed Direct Current Transmission has lower 1055. 

ods of power generation, and improve existing transmission sys
tems. This would allow the postponement of this action until such 
technology6 is commercially available. 

Page 3-3 Why does Jarbidge rate above Great Basin National Park? L 
Why does Jarbidge rate above the Ruby Mountain Wilderness 
Area? What specifically is a Prevention of Seriou~ Deterioration 

K I (PSD) Class II area? How does a PSD Class II area differ from 
a PSD Class I area? Who ranks these areas? Why does our 
National Park get shorted? This paragraph raised many more 
questions than it answered as far as I am concerned. 

Page 3-5 Soils in "true desert" may erode easily and they may not. 
The composition of the soil determines that far more than the lack 

LI of moisture attributed to being a "true desert". Muck about with 
the surface of chaparral, sagebrush or pinion-juniper and if the 
base is silt it will erode once the protective vegetation is disturbed. 

8 of 15 

[' 
( 

The feas ibility of supcrconducting transmission lines has not been 
demonstrated. For superconducting overhead transmission to be feasible in 
the future, the operative temperature would need to be amb ient air temperature 
instead of the supercooled condition which is required under the current 
technology. Sub-ambient air temperature superconducting transmiss ion would 
generally be installed underground with its assoc iated costs and technical 
difficulties. 

At the present time there is no scientific evidence supporting the hope that 
this transmission technology will be developed in the next 20 years. As a 
result, superconductivity is not believed to provide a basis for the delay of the 
SWIP. 

During preparation of the SWIP DEISIDPA, an error was made with regard to 
the identification of Class I and Class II PSD areas near the study area. 
Jarbidge WSA is not the only Class I area. It is one of three . The other two 
Class I areas are the Great Basin National Park and the Mt. Moriah 
Wilderness Area. 

The PSD classes and the regulations governing the classification of areas are 
described and corrected in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. 

True, all desert is not the same. The statement about desert soi ls in Lincoln, 
Nyc, and Clark counties is general. The erosion hazard potentials vary as is 
indicated in the SWIP DEISIDPA; Table ER·5 (Descriptive Summary of Soils 
by Corridor Link), Table ER·6 (General Soil Units in Project Area), and Table 
ER· 7 (Summary of So il Resource Inventory) in the Volume 1/ - Na/ural 
Environment Technical Report; and the Ground Disturbance Impacts to Soils 
table in the Data Tables for Natural Environment. The construction methods, 
including rehabilitation of all disturbed areas, will be planned in detail during 
the development of the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan (refer 
to page 1-34 of this document). 

.' 
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Muck around in desert with rocks in the soil and the first frost M 
after a rain will repair the surface and erosion will not necessarily 
be a problem. If the desert is silt, fine sand, or whatever you 
have a problem. If it's coarse sand like decomposed granite you 
don't . All desert is not the same! Take that from a motorcycle 
racer who has twenty-five years experience in locating race courses 
where the longterm effects are negligible, and avoiding areas where 
the soil types invi te erosion. There are port ions of your proposed 
route that traverse sections7 any responsible race promoter would 
avoid beca.use they are so sensitive to surface disturbance. The 
dryness of the region does influence erosion. Flash flooding does 

6Transmission line loss over long distances has got to be a major waste of energy 
resources . Superconductors or some other futu re technology may well be the answer 
to such losses. If we can postpone construction until such technology is developed 
we may not need to further degrade our public lands 

7Link Number 671 goes through such an area while the soil six miles west is much 
more stable. This is link number 67l. I would have liked to see the route west of 
the dry lake north of US 93 followed but continuing north to intersect link 673. 

cause erosion and disturbed soils do erode faster than undisturbed 
soils, however the soil type is the primary factor in determining 
the erosion potential.s All soils erode but some erode a lot more 

than others. 

Page 3-34 This is where you discuss dispersed recreation activities. 
Power lines provide roads which allow access and on an individ
ual basis allow access without significant further environmental 
impact . These roads might be welcome if they did increase the 
numbers of those seeking access. The cumulative effects of in-

9 or 15 

The Midpoi nt to Dry Lake segment of the SWIP would be operated and 
maintained by the IPeo. The IPeo proposes to request that the BLM ass ign 
the Ely to Delta segment right-of-way grant 10 the LADWP which would 
construct, operate, and maintain the transmission line on this segmen t of the 
SW IP . Both utilities are concerned about vandalism (e.g., shooting insulators, 
etc.) as well as the potential liability of sanctioning use of their rights-of-way 
for other uses (e .g., motorcycle races). However, ' the LADWP, the IPCo, and 
affected land management agencies will work with any organized group that 
has a legitimate reason to utilize their rights-of-way, if their liability concerns 
can be satisfied. 
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creased access may outweigh the positive effects that low impact 
access provide. The first goal of the Sierra Club was to "explore, 

enjoy, and render accessible ... ,,9 the wildness of the region. The 
enjoyment of these features, so long as that enjoyment does not 
significantly degrade the land, should be encouraged. Powerline 
access roads fill a valid role in the management of the public lands 
for the public. 
This is one of those places that the SWIP DEISjDPA fails. There 
may be no way to include these benefits to the public because 

M I these benefits do not depend on what is decided in this action 
but the attitude of the power company that maintains them. As 
a user of these lands openly question what kind of a neighbor we 
will get . Will it be Idaho Power or will they turn their line over 
to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power? What kind 
of public responsibility can we expect? It has been my observa
tion tha~ those power companies that service the area where the 
transmission lines are located make good neighbors. The Lincoln 
County Power company (?) and Nevada Power Company have al
ways been good neighbors. The California Power companies bring 
their 'Califphobias ' across the border and often don't make good 
neighbors. What kind of a neighbor are we getting? Will this 

81 ain 't a geologist but I'll stake my poke that's true. 

9The Sierra Club's first stated purpose was flto explore, enjoy, and render accessible 
the mountain regions of the Pacific Coast." 

10 of 15 
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neighbor make a concerted effort to discourage others from us- N 
ing his right-of-way? Can amicable relations be established? Can 
responsible individuals hunt without being accused of "only shoot
ing insulators"? Can a motorcycle race be routed along an access 
road without unnecessary protestations from the power company? 0 
The point is one of attitude. The vast majority of land users are 
responsible . These users sympathize with utilities over such ir
responsible actions. The attitude of the power company is much 
more important than requirements written into an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS). 

Page 3-65 The Pahrocs and parts of the Delmar Range also offer view
points that if known better would make your list. There is no 
reason to believe additional special places don't exist along the 
proposed corridor. These hidden treasures are important to those 
who do currently enjoy them. A transmission line is not a welcome 
addition to a pristine area. The routes' selected show planning, an 
attempt to reduce or mitigate effects where possible, and they may 
indeed offer the less offending routes BUT they will still offend 
and they will still intrude on the wildness, wonder, and solitude 
of the land. 

Page 3-72,82 High voltage, the megawattage and extent of the effects 
of this megawatt age are of concern to me. While I am pleased to 
see the extent of consideration developed in the DEISjDPA, I still 
urge mitigation. Ground potential differences trouble me. I am 
not versed enough in ouch hazards to adequately comment. I urge 
those responsible to follow through on this assessment . The pile 
of evidence is mounting and it does not appear to be very good. 

II or 15 

"nlcre may be special places along the alternative routes that may not have 
been considered as sens itive viewpoints. However, the BLM has considered 
all important viewpoints that we are aware of or were disclosed to us by other 
agencies, interested organizations, and the public during the several years of 
studies for the SWIP DEISIDPA process. 

The known effects of EMF are disclosed in Chapters 3 and 4 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA. EMF is an especially difficult issue and conclusive results may 
not be known for years. Refer to the EMF sections in Chapters 3 and 4 of the 
SWIP DEISIDPA and the Recent EMF Research section on Page 3-1 9 of this 
document for more information. Also, refer to the grounding standards that 
would be utilized for the SW IP on page 3-19 and the mitigation measures #11 
and #16 in Table 1-6 in Chapter 1 of this document. 
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Page 4-69,75 Your document, my knowledge of existing regulations, 
and responsible public interest are sufficient to assure me that 
cultural resources will be adequately addressed. 

Page 4-78 Utility corridors scare me. That damnable Kern River Pipeline 
is a utility. The wholesale destruction to habitat, the devasta
tion of the land surface, and the longterm visual scar produced 
is appaUing. Every action needs environmental review! Another 
pipeline fiasco cannot be allowed to happen. The concept of utili ty 
corridors scares me because they reduce the future responsibility 
of agencies to properly manage our public lands. 

P 

Q 

Page 4-78 The WPPP and the Utah-Nevada Transmission Project (UNTP)R 
cannot be divorced from the SWIP. There is a degree of co-dependency 
even if each project could stand alone. Together these projects ex-
ceed the sum of their separate analyses. The cumulative effects 
of these projects must be considered. The role of each project 
must be considered from the broader perspective of the overall 
developement of a western regional grid. 
The connection between Dry Lake Substation and the McCullogh 
Substation is critical. This issue is not decided and the results of 
that decision are critical to any analysis of the SWIP. 

Page 4-88 The Thousand Springs Debacle has been abandoned . This 
was a misconceived plan much better solved with energy conser
vation. The fact that this is listed makes me suspicious. So does 
the Thousand Spring Facility SitiRg Area. Can I expect to see an 
attempt to resurrect this threat lO to the best air in the our nation? 

R r. Page 4-89 That 'or' at the end of the fourth line is mighty scary. Does 
. that imply that if the SWIP corridor is utilized that Clark County 

12 of 15 
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The cumulative effects of the WPPP and the UNTP have been evaluated in 
the SW IP nEIS/OPA (refer to Chapler 4). The SWIP DEISIDPA process 
does not attempt to be a programmatic EIS, as you suggest it shou ld. It is 
instead a proposed project with a specific purpose and need that is in no way 
dependent on the success or failure of the WPPP or the UNTP. Refer to 
response G above, Chapters 2 and 4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA, and the 
Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project section on page 3-14 of this 
document. 

The SWIP is in no way tied to the Thousand Springs Power Project. 
However, NEPA requires that "foreseeable" future projects be addressed under 
cumulative effects. The Thousand Springs Power Project was a current 
proposal during the SWIP EIS process. It appears now that it has been 
withdrawn from further consideration. 

There is no intent to imply anything about the Clark County water project 
However, it was necessary to address it under cumulative effects as a 
reasonably foreseeable future action. 
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Rl 
can construct a 36-inch pipeline without environmental review? 
After the Kern River Pipeline fiasco, such a possibili ty is not 
acceptable. I have seen what irresponsible pipeline construction 
can do to our public lands and it will not happen again ! 

S 

Page 4-89 The Kern River Project was way too destructive. Federal 
and State biologists are not the only ones concerned about the 
effects of such an action on the land. Tortoise migration, habitat, 
and my visual sensibilities were offended by that project. 

lOThe Thousand Springs Site was in the middle of the location of the least polluted 
air in the continental United States. 

Page 4-90 I return to the world of energy conservation. I reject any 
alternative that does not include energy conservation as a integral 
part of the proposal. 

Page 5-4 Distribute the technical report to those who express an in
terest. 

Page 5-10 I attended the workshop in Las Vegas. I objected to the 
east side route because of the silty soil on the east side of that 
valley. I championed a corridor route that ran due south from 
about mile 3 of link 673 to mile 33 of link 671 and then down the 
west side of that valley to Link 690. I am saddened to see that my 
objections and preferences were not recorded. I am discouraged 
to see that they were not even considered. I resent the statement 
that "no route preferences were recorded at this meeting" because 
I indeed raised them at that workshop. 

13 of IS 

The suggested routing alternative would not respond to concerns of Nellis Air 

Force Base for potential conflicts with lowwlevel flight operations. Further, 
impacts to the silty soils on the east side of Dry Lake Valley are more easily 
mitigated than are other potential impacts. The statement that there no routing 
preferences were recorded at the Las Vegas public workshop was an error that 
has been corrected in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document 
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Conclusion 

I expressed my concerns at the public meeting. I found the document 
to be done professionally and for the most part accurately. I do have 
general concerns about the following: 

• Corridors should not automatically allow the construction of other 
utilities. This especially means pipelines and other surface threat
ening c.ctions . 

• Future utility use of these corridors should be subjected to the 
same judicious , environmental, cultural, and economic review. 

• Whatever can be done should be done to assure that the utility 
that has the final control over the transmission line acts like and 
is a good neighbor. 

• Energy conservat ion should be included in all alternatives. 

• The SWIP is a piece in a much larger puzzle. Environmental 
review of the total package should be included. 

• Any option that would reduce or lessen the consumption of fossil 
fuels should be considered. The time to worry has past and the 
time to oct is now . Global warming is a threat Ihftt mllst be taken 
seriously. 

• The loss of energy through transmission line loss should be mini
mized. Any option that would accomplish that should be consid
ered . 

14 of 15 
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The scoping process suggested benefits that I could not find in this 
document. Is there a potential to lose the benefits of renewable energy 
such as when water goes over a spillway during spring thaws? This 
concern was important to me. Could we bank additional energy in Lake 
Mead if this project was completed? Allowing this lake to rise in the U 
spring protects the fry. What precautions will be utilized to protect 
birds from high tension li nes? Will anything be done to promote birds 
like eagles that could use these transmission towers for nesting sites? 
Did I miss this? 

I thank you for your effort in this draft. I would like a copy of the first 
four volumes of the technical report. I do want a copy of the references 
cited in the technical report. I do wish to review the final EIS. 

Sincerely, 

Hk~~ 
Robert W . Maichle 

I S of 15 

Traditionally, the Northwest has not foregone energy production by spi lling 
water past unloaded turbines because of a lack of regional transmiss ion 
capacity. During the spring runoff period, thermal generation in the 
Northwest is either off-line for annual maintenance or at minimum operating 
levels allowing utilities to absorb most of the region's hydro generation . If 
hydro generation exceeds the Northwest's needs, aaditional energy may be 
delivered to the Southwest using the SW IP transmiss ion line . This low cost 
hydro energy could displace higher cost resources in the Southwest. 

There are no plans to encourage species such as golden eagles to use the 
transmission line towers for nest sites. It is likely that eagles will utilize 
towers for nesting without nest-s ite enhancing structures being placed on the 
towers. Interestingly. the use of towers for nest or perch sites along some 
portions of the route. especially in northeastern Nevada., is considered to be a 
negative impact to sage grouse, which may be preyed upon by golden eagles. 

Refer to Avian Collision Hazard on page 3-89 of this document. 
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KEN MILLER 
50 ALAMO 

BERKELEY, CA 94708 

j) .eM. !b (, iJ1 1/IS/92-

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decis ion 

process. 
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September 10, 1992 

Mr. Karl simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 

A The BlM used nine selection criteria as described on pages 2-56 and 2-57 of 
the SWIP DEISfDPA. The selection of the 230kV Corridor Route as the 
Agency Preferred Route is explained on pages 2·57 and 2-58 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA. Also refer to the Cumulative Effects section on page 3-12 of this 
document. 

Burley, IO 83318 

RE: COMMENTS ON DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR THE 
SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT 

Dear Sir: 

B 

[

I am very concerned about the Crosstie route, and the choice by BLM 
and by LAOWP of the 230KV Corridor Route. I feel it is the 

~ responsibility of land managing agencies ' to select ' the best 
alternative for the environment. It is hard for me to understand 
why BLM did not choose the environmentally preferred cutoff Route. 

Great Basin National Park and the Mount Moriah Wilderness unit of 
the Forest service are national treasures located in a rural area 
of Nevada. They should be held in trust for future generations 
without additional development that would degrade their values. 

The environmental damage that would be created by a 500KV line is 
of a much greater magnitude than the damage associated with the 
present 230KV installation. New groundbreaking and associated 
clearing would remain in this area for probably centuries, and the 
500KV line would be much better located away from our National 
Park. The old 230KV lines were not subject to as much 
environmental scrutiny as projects of today, so I would not think 
that consolidating corridors reasoning should be the reasoning that 
is considered for this project. Great Basin National Park had not 
been established, and the Mount Moriah Wilderness had not been 

[

designated at the time the 230KV line was installed. Those wooden 
B poles are relatively inconspicuous, and from a distance they blend 

in with the terrain, BUT they are also not pleasing to see in this 
pristine setting. I would hope that the Bureau of Land Management 
would not select this route today for the 230KV lines, so the 500KV 
line, with its proposed steel towers should not be considered to 
add to this environmental damage. 

I of 2 

It is true that visual impacts will occur if this project is constructed. The 
visual impacts are disclosed and documented in the SWIP DEISfDPA on 
pages 4-35 through 4-45. Wood pole H-frame towers do tend to be perceived 
as more acceptable, visually, in foreground views. However, it is also true 
that in most landscapes, steel lattice towers tend to be less visible at a distance 
than the wood pole H-frame towers, or in this case, corten tubular steel H
frame towers. Notc that the corten tubular steel H-frames (visually similar to 
wood towers) havc been used as visual mitigation in foreground views at the 
crossings of U.S. Highway 6/50 and may also be used in other areas. 
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The people of Nevada now have a National Park in the Snake Range 
after many years of work to create this through legislation. This 
site was chosen over seven other areas in Nevada and Utah, because 
the Snake Range showed both the basin and range in a relatively 
pristine condition. This provides interpretive and educational 
possibili ties for all people, and power lines would detract from 
that experience ... OR the power lines would provide the view that 
would show the land management to be insensitive, uncaring, or not 
responsive to the environment . I feel BLM should be above just 
taking the easy way I and consider the environment first in all 
selections. The view and quality of the present experienc e would 
be fundamentally changed and have a negative impact. 

I feel the alternative route for the crosstie that was worked out 
during the scoping process, and designated as the env ironmentally 
preferred crosstie route is the best for all concerned, including 
the Bureau of Land Management . The Cutoff Route avoids major 
visual damage to Great Basin Nati onal Park and the Mount Moriah 
Wilderness, and is preferable for most other human and 
env ironmental reasons also. Your document reports to be committed 
to minimize environmental impacts whenever possible even at 
reasonable increased project costs. This commitment would be 
verified by placing the lines on the Cutoff Route. I feel the 
Cutoff Route has a much less environmental impact to the National 
Park and Wilderness and also to the people who live in this area. 

[

I would first recommend NO ACTION, since no need for the Crosstie 
was demonstrated. If any action is nece ssary, then I would 

C strongly recommend the Cuttoff Houte to protect Nevada I s only 
National Park and surrounding wilderness areas from this 
significant environmental impact. 

I appreciate you considering my comments when you make y our 
decision. I hope your decision is based on what is best f o r the 
l and on this earth, and especially ours here in Snake Valley. 

~incerely, 

O&S.J> / i1cn5( 
David E. Moore 
P . O. Box 91 
Baker, Nevada 89311 

/ 

2 0[2 

" , 

RESPONSES 

C The purpose and need for the Ely to Delta segment of the SWIP has been 
expanded in this document (refer to Chapter 3). Your comments will be 
considered during the BLM's decision process. 

, 
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Dear Mr . : irnonson: 
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RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BlM's decision 
process. 
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Wittl regard to t!1e :";outhwe5t Interr.i :3 Pr-oject Draft Envir-omental impact 
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Tul l y pr ·~5.~r'led for not ·,)nh i'utur~~ O:.1~ner.=-tion5 b ut ou r generation -3.5 
well . 

":: irv:e rel '{ . 

JiW'-~ ~~ 
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c5' f e ;/11 It VJ IN'" (c 
fo to' C~rlfo fJ Iff 
I-JI6 f}-€rll~, 71 tJ Nt/1 

" ~ r :: 1. iV,r I~on 

·: IJP-:.:au '~/ i :_,;:tnCl M3flagemerrt 
(·:c,UT.e :: t:C)X L 

f~urh~y . :daho fl3313 

lJear' Mr. Simonson: 

:""':0 : ~:')uthl~est Inter·ti.: :)1 ,-'! .:'<:t 

, 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 

'~;'7ptember ." 1 L'?72 

lo.li -tl1 regard to the Southwest Intt2rt i e Project Dratt Envir-ome ntal Impact 
";1.atement/O raft Plan amendment, ... (,uld l.ik,~ to ~:.tate ttlat I am in 
r-,}vor o t using i::l. route d way ':'r-om {~"(OW Canyon . 
fully pr ~?se rlJed for not ')nly ru tur~ gener.3tions 

"e 11. . ., A? 2.".;.JcJ 
:;irh:crtf!y, A!e,I.lo--t{ ' 7'--

htTOW Canyon should be 
but our generation ''is 
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Comments on draft EIS - Southwest Intertie Project 

A 

B 

To: Mr. Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 

This EIS goes into considerable detail describing 
the impacts the SWIP would have on the areas it 
might run through. The differences in various 
impacts along the different proposed routes are 
also laid out it detail. However little attention is 
given to mitigation of these impacts, except in a 
few specific cases such as through Pashranagat 
Wash. General mitigation measures, especially 
applying to construction activities, are described 
briefly in one table; but the benefits from these 
mitigation efforts are not evaluated with any 
care. 

The impact of the powerline, as described in the 
EIS, will clearly be quite significant and 
evidently it will not or cannot be mitigated. 
Although tlle EIS makes a quick reference to the 
economic justification for this powerline, there is 
no credible attempt to balance the environmental 
impact against the alleged economic benefits. In 
fact, it appears that in one case where costs might 
be higher (the option of a route along existing 
corridors through Salt Lake City), that is the basic 
reason to exclude the route from further EIS 
consideration. Since arranging access rights 
along the route from other utilities and working 
out a suitable passage through Salt Lake City are 
hardly unsolvable problems, and since the 

I of3 

RESPONSES 

A The impacts described in Chapter 4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA are those 
remaining after applying the mitigation measures found in Tables 1-5 and 1-6 
of this document. The process of considering mitigation for each specific 
impact location is described on page 4-2 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. Additional 
infonnation on the impact assessment/mitigation planning process is found in 
each of the technical reports (refer to Appendix H in the SWIP DEISIDPA). 

B Dropping the routing options through Salt Lake City from further 
consideration does not make the SWlP DEISIDPA incomplete or flawed. On 
page 2-31 of the SWIP DEISIDPA there is a discussion of the SWIP's need to 
be expanded from the Ely area to Dry Lake (northeast of Las Vegas). The 
first two paragraphs of page 2-10 of the SW IP DEISIDPA discuss the 
elimination of the Salt Lake City alternate route. The additional length 
required by this route from Midpoint to Dry Lake has two effects: I) the 
capacity drops significantly (to 600-800 MW) and 2) the cost increases 
proportionally. The result of these two effects makes the route uneconomical 
and unreasonable. There are also obvious impacts associated with routes 
through the Salt Lake City area (very significant land use and visual effects). 
Please refer to Chapter I of the SWIP DEISIDPA and Chapter 3 of this 
document for more infonnation on the Purpose and Need for the SWIP. 
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l 
excluded route would have better met various 

B environmental goals stated at the beginning of 
the report, I feel its exclusion is symptomatic of 
ways in w hich this EIS is incomplete and flawed. 

The EIS claims that public policy should favor 
this project because it increases the opportunities 
for economic competi tion between utilities. Yet 
I should think the goal of an open marketplace in 

C I the grid system could be well achieved just by 
legally preventing other utiliti es from maintaining 
monopoly-like control over alternate routes. As 
it is, this project looks like a large contribution of 
public resources for the specific benefit of Idaho 
Power. 

Maintaining them as public lands has been one 
of tl,e few forces preserving wha t few remainin g 
open spaces remain in the US. Every effort 
should be made to leave our few remaining 
pristine desert valleys in their current state. Yet 
th e EIS seems to presume that public policy is to 
do just the opposi te. In many cases the 
powerline could be run through already impacted 

D I lands such as those used for ranching, mining, by 
the military, or that are privately owned. Yet the 
EIS explicitly prefers to bypass such impacted 
routes and instead to consume more of the 
pristine public lands that are a rapidly 
disappearing national resource. The EIS never 
attempts to justify this bias, not as a rational 
public planning decision, nor on environmental 
grounds. 

" 
< / F 
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RESPONSES 

C The SWIP would not create a monopoly-like control in the utility industry. In 

fact, the converse is true. On page I-II of the SWIP DEIS/DPA it is staled 
that the SWIP is a "new concept where buyers, sellers, and wheeling utilities 
are part of a coord inated group that allows them to transact business with each 
other without burdensome wheeling charges, access policies or other barriers 
to trade." 

D On page 5-7 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA it is stated thai during project seoping, 
the public voiced preference for alternative routes to cross public lands rather 
than private lands. Nevada is largely public lands managed by the BLM. The 
BLM attempted to avoid private lands where possible. However. for the most 
part, there was little choice but to cross either some public or private land on 
the various alternative routes. The impacted lands were not avoidable. In 
southern Idaho the alternative routes cross large parcels of private lands that 
are irrigated agricultural areas. In these areas the routes impact farming 
operations. Most of the alternative routes were routed along cxisting roads to 
minimize both ground disturbance and increased public access into remote 
areas. Many of the alternative routes also utilize designatcd utility corridors 
parallel to existing transmission lines (refer to the Land Use Map in the SWIP 
DEISIDPA Map Volume). 
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E 

F 

More pernICIous yet, however, are the cases 
where a route is justified based on misplaced 
"environmental" criteria. This is most particularly 
the case where so-called "visual impact" is 
considered. The "visual impact" criteria show no 
respect whatsoever for preservation of intact open 
spaces. Instead, the impact is said to be greater 
when the powerline is visible from areas already 
impacted by human activities, and less when the 
powerline is routed through previously pristine 
remote desert valleys where it would totally 
devastate existing visual qualities. This turns the 
concept of environmental impact on its head! 
There are precious few places one can travel 
nowadays, whe ther by vehicle or foot, where 
human impacts are not terribly evident 

Finally, note that all proposed routes threaten 
desert tortoise habitat nortl, of Las Vegas. This is 
an area tl,at was devoted to providing safe desert 
tortoise habitat, having been traded for other 
areas in the immc::dialt: Las Vegas vicinity to 
allow continued devel opment there. 
Consequently it now deserves more stringent 
protection. While the EIS notes how the 
proposed powerline would furtl,er threaten 
tortoises, it offers no effective mitigation measures 
at all, and no route alternatives are proposed to 
avoid this impact ....--.... , \ 

~j.~-;3iC., ( 
David G. Raich . 
,2463 Scenic Avenue 
Oakland, CA 94602 
3 September 1992 

• 
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RESPONSES 

E 

F 

Visual impacts were assessed using a model based on the criteria of the 
BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The VRM System 
tends to focus on impacts to sensitive viewpoints. Although undisturbed 
natural landscapes of open desert valleys possess inherent scenic value, the 
scenic quality of these arcas is considered "minimal" to "common" based on 
the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM System. Scenic quality 
classes are determined in context with the regional landscape character. Open 
desert valley landscapcs are characteristic and common to the project study 
area. The BLM will cons ider public concerns for scen ic quality in its decision 
process. The BLM uses the VRM system to manage the visual resources of 
public lands. For a detailed explanation of the VRM System and the visual 
impact assessment model refer to the methods section under Visual Resources 
in Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report (refer to Appendix H 
of the DEIS/DPA for the locations where the technical reports can be 
reviewed). 

Construction of the SWIP north of Las Vegas, Nevada will have some impact 

on desert tortoise habitat. However, judicious planning and careful 
monitoring during the pre-construction and construction phases of this project 
are expected to reduce impacts to desert tortoise to indiscernible levels. Soil 
disturbances resulting from activities at tower sit~s and other constl)Jction 
areas may actually enhance growth of spring annuals and increase the forage 
base for tortoises in the area of construction. 
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ierr'l ScI" \ \''5 
0-<-1 \;}. 0\, r G..\'0o.r t r 

L\J - (\j\J Sq 1\)t>J 

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

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

re: Southwest Intertie Project 

, 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 
September 3, 1992 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only future generations but our generation as 
well. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 

I of 1 
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A Your comments are noted ·and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
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RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM 's decision 

:,arl Simonson 
3ur"eau of tand Managt2'meflt 
Haute 3 Box .l 
Burley, Ida ho 83318 

Dear Hr. Simonson : 

re : Southwest Intertie Project 

3eptember 3. l192 

With regard to the Southwest Intert.ie Project Draft Envil~omental Impact 
Statement/Oraft Pl an amendment.~ f would like to state tha t I am in 
favor of using a route away from A:-row Canyon . Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not .)nly future gener.3tions but our generation as 
well. 

'3incerely. 

J)J?~ 
~ UUr~r(l/4 &.fflCt'v 

~ )9-'5il6/a!!e /Jvc-
:>:1 :;- LaI U01Cir 7lr/ Nld'j 
~ () oJ-') ) 15 ~tf!J-I7 
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RESPONSES 

850 E. Desert Inn #712 
Las Vegas, NV 89109 
September 17, 1992 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process. 

Karl Simonson 

Bureau of Land Management 

Route 3 Box 1 

Burley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

Re: Southwest Intertie Project . 

With regard to the Southwest Interie Project Draft 

Envi ronmental Impact Statement/Draft Plan Amendment, I would 

like to s t ate that I am in favor of using a route away from 

Arrow Canyon . Arrow Canyon should be fully preserved for not 

only future generations but our generation as well. 

Sincerely; 

#WgL.~~ 
Bruce Steurer 

t of 1 
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850 E. Desert Inn #712 

Las Vegas, NV 89109 

September 17, 1992 

Karl Simonson 

Bureau of Land Management 

Route 3 Box 1 

Burley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Mr '.,-.?imonson: .. , 
" . . '1 

Re: Southwest Intertie Project. 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process. 

With regard to the Southwest Interie Project Draft 

Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Plan Amendment, I would 

like to state that I am in favor of using a route away from 

Arrow Canyon. Arrow Canyon should be fully preserved for not 

only future generations but our generation as well. 

sinceret';l 

ctc::0?C
Jane Steurer 

7 , 

c:.-;~ 
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TO: ,/ttA' A~~L £,Af ,/".,/.0-./ 

FROM: MdA'IS v.:1'L~SS 
SUBJECT: "<:>e>wcl? {'NC.$, /1c~.r.r /'Vcv,.-fo/f
DATE: 9-/? -72. 

GC/vTL.Cq-CN 

/r /.f My (/Nd~4£I/-I..v,L)//VG, /¥4-T T""r',r~C Ir 
/l .P'40~c:?f"'L To /$.u/LLJ A NC'l-v" r'</~C'<" 

l/N~ [I) "c4?H /v/l-h"O To L4~ 0=C)--r(, AI V 

VIE L/NL'l WClvL£J 6'/ 6::;//L."- /".,/ /IN d/VJ~",,/~LJ 

1f4..~4 . 

A 

I r fh'eJI./L/J 6r" 6!;tf 'j- pULIe y /<..> ,qLs/X!/C / 

6J/,e"v//IIG., o~ /V/.!t1/ /f/?/t"4J /::o/L /??V'I LJevcwP,06v;

I;: IT I J 1fT /'11'..-'- ;9D~f I 13u~ 'v cJJ ~ 

£. '( I I TIN G UkVC La;.) ci.J t1-;z.,CAJ P;z ~ I r=.;/ T.f 0 r-

wtlV. £.vc/r~f JI-/cJULfj t$~ QN.{IIJ~0LJ 

r tT1 It,? r~/? ff {..O~ ,4c~.r~ ;;:Nv,;eo,v~~,.vr4( /A--fr'4CT 

~ H4f 6~1:f..v .(Tt/))/d.4!> , /f,v£) Q/VJI/.J~£47/0.v 
> ~ J-(I./Jr /',(21"...,,4£1 L 'j c.7IV6v TO C""/V1/'2-.D/l/H 6V f-1 L 
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The SWIP DEISIDPA and this document address your concerns. Additional 
infonnation on the Purpose and Need of the SWIP is on page 3~1 in Chapter 
3 of this documenL Your comments are noted and will be considered in the 
BLM's decision process. 
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Karl Simonson 

J 

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

Dear Hr. Simonson : 

re: Southwest Intertie Project 

~ 
. , 

RESPONSES 

A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 
September 3, 1992 

With regard to the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Enviromental Impact 
Statement/Draft Plan amendment, I would like to state that I am in 
favor of using a route away from Arrow Cdnyon. Arrow Canyon should be 
fully preserved for not only future generations but our generation as 
well. 

Sincerely. 

~W~ 
'+~() ~ )~~ 
~ IJ. ». () <11//7 

1 of 1 
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NS~,::-;'· . ;;'": .:l. 
~: .~.~ , 

8ISl"iOi', CAlii'. ;];'14 

l:arl Simonson 
BllA 
Burley District Office 
Route 3 Box I 
Burley, Idaho 

Dear 1'Ir , Simonson: 

~flU:L rtf EI/id.1 
~6~ ~:u.JLml1 .4 

'i3ur..'p. Cd/'935'Q 

Sept.9, 1992 

Was alertedto the Southwe,t Intertie Pro j ect and the EI S put out 
for it by your Office. 

A 

comment time for it is short so \',ri11 use the following printed 
s t atements . They are similar to those my Sister and I used for a 
proposed intertie corridor here in Owens Valley, handled by the B 
Bishop Office of the BLM. As Avocational Archaeologists we depl ore 
the opening up of l arge Archaeologically sensitive areas to Vandal
ism due to easy access from right-or-way maintenance roads. 

(0<3 

Ill' Support the "NO ACTION" Alternati ve. No powerline should be routed down our fast disappearing natural 
valleys unless things are really desperate. No justification is presented in this report which shows a compelling 
need for the tine. In fact it is a redundant line to compete with another Utah to Las Vegas powerline. Neither 
wi ll run anywhere near capacity. 

lIZ' Support the use of existing already built-upon right-of-ways rather than any designation of new right-of· 
ways. The impact on a new area is FAR grealer than expanding an already built·upon right·of·way. When more 
capacity is really needed let it be added to the existing routes in Utah. The study dismissed the Utah alternative 
prematurely based in part upon the assumption thai the now discontinued Thousand Springs plant would be built. 

[

lIZ' Mention the Immense visual impact to now-open valleys. The existing criteria for judging the visual impact 
of powerlines is skewed against preservation of NON·BUILT upon areas . Under the formula an unspoiled valley 

~A where few people go is considered less important than the valley which already has a main truck route through 
~ it. The BLM should be defending the open public lands against new encroachments, not aSSisting in their 

trl destruction. 

:>:J [Gr' Mention signi!!cant des~rt tortoise impact especially in the P2hranagat Wash area where power lines a!'!d 
;>B highways compete for space with wildlife and wilderness study areas. Powerlines are favorite places for ravens 
u, to perch while seeking young tortoises as prey . 
.... 

lof 2 

There would be significant visual impacts to the scenic natural landscapes of 

public lands. Visual impacts were assessed using a mode l based on the 
criteria of the BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The 
VRM System tends to focus on impacts to sensitive viewpoints. Although 
undisturbed natural landscapes of open desert valleys possess inherent scenic 
value, the scenic quality of these areas is considered "minimal" to "common" 
based on the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM System. Scenic 
quality classes are determined in context with the regional landscape 
character. Open desert valley landscapes are characteristic and common to the 
project study area. The BLM will consider public concerns for scenic quality 
in their decision process. The BLM uses the VRM System to manage the 
visual resources of public lands. For a detailed explanation of the VRM 
System and the visual impact assessment model refer to the methods section 
under Visual Resources in Volume III - Human Environment Technical 
Report (refer to Appendix H of the DEISIDPA fo r the locations where the 
technical reports can be rev iewed) . 

There would be impacts to desert tortoise, although mitigation measures taken 
during construction should be very effective in reducing or eliminating these 
adverse effects. The question of transmission line impacts on hatchling 
tortoises is a subject of ongoing study. Raven predation on hatchlings in 
some portions of the Mojave Desert may be having a deleterious effect on 
tortoise population structure, and the presence of transmission lines (providing 
nesting sites and hunting perches for ravens) may be contributory. The 
phenomenon appears to be localized, however, and generalizations cannot be 
made at this time. Further, given the presence of an existing transmission 
line, it is not obvious that increased perch sites will result in increased raven 
numbers, or raven predation. It is unlikely that perch site availability is 
currently limiting the potential for raven predation in the project area. 
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[

-Mention significant hawk and raptor impacts. This powerline runs the same north-south roule taken by one 
C 01 the largest hawk migrations in North America. The Goshute Range is a concentration point lor the birds as 

they travel south from Canada and the northwest in the Fall. Every year numbers 01 hawks and eagles are killed 
by high voltage power. 

o [A" Mention impacts on Great Basin National Park. The favored route run s a powerline over Sacramento Pass 
just north of glaciated Wheeler Peak in the Snake Range. 

E [ 
... Mention the impact on an c.slimated 200 to 400 archaeological and historical resource sites in the direct 
path 01 the powerlines. An estimated 50 to 125 01 these are expected to have ·significant value" , however NO 
consistant inventory has been made. 

Please adopt the NO ACTION Alternative and put e stop to this 
destruction of Public Lands. 

Very truly yours, _ 0 

'jU'tIYlt >l1v' ;,~ J /VCue- !t,~i~' c:r£t' 

Given the structural configuration of 500kV transmission lines, the potential 

electrocution hazard to birds of prey is relatively minor. The 500kV 
transmission line proposed fo r the SWIP would utilize V·guyed stee l lattice, 
self-supporting stee l lattice, and tubular stee l H-frame towers. The spacing 
between conductors on towers is sufficient to prevent phase-to-phase or phase
to.ground contact. Conductors are hung on towers in such a manner that they 
are 23 to 32 feet apart. Further, conductors are hung on insulating systems 
that will be 14 to 20 feet in length depending on tower design (refer to the 
SWIP DEISfDPA pages 2·12 through 2-14). Because of the distance between 
conductors and the tower, other conductor bundles, static lines, and the 
ground, it is virtually impossible for even the largest species of raplor to be 
electrocuted as a result of alighting on conductors or the tower. 

The BLM acknowledges that numbers of raptors are killed each year in the 
United States as a result of electrocution. Most such incidents occur, 
however, on lower voltage distribution lines. 

Refer to Avian Collision Hazard on page 3-89 of this document. 

The proposed 230kV Corridor Route is approximately 2 miles north of Great 
Basin National Park and 4-5 miles north of Wheeler Peak. To further 
minimize visual impacts to travel routes lead ing into the park, several 
mitigation reroutes through Sacramento Pass have been evaluated (refer 10 

Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute on page 3-39 of this document). 

No significant visual impacts to viewpoints in Great Basin National Park 
would occur because of the distance of the alternative routes from these 
viewpoints. Non·specular conductors and steel H-frame towers across the 
highway would minimize other adverse visual effects of the SWIP. 

E If one of the routes is approved by the BlM, there will be a cu ltural survey 

completed for any potentially disturbed areas, (e.g., rights-of·way, access 
routes, assembly yards) prior to any ground disturbing activities. Refer to 
mitigation measure #9 in Table 1-6 of this document. All Cultural resource 
impacts will be mitigated. 

20f2 
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Refer to the Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute section on page 3·39 of this 

document for a comparison of the alternative that crosses your fields versus 
one that avoids your fields on the north side. The alternative route on the 
north side of your fields has been selected as the Agency Preferred Alternative 
(refer to page 1·9 of this document). 
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A 

7 September 1992 

Mr. Karl Simonson 
Burley District Office 
Bureau of Land Management 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, 10 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson, 

RE: Southwest Intertie Project EIS 

A 

I am opposed t o the use of additional public land not now used as 
transmission corridor being used for subject project, particularly 
when the proposed right-of-way transits so close to Great Basin 
National Park and through so many other ecologically sensitive 
areas. To support my opposition, I would call your attention to 
the fOllowing: B 

1. The EIS fails to support the economic need for the powerline and 
therefore there is no justification for routing it through now
open Nevada valleysi 

2. When the economic justification for new powerlines can be made, 
then construction of such should only be allowed within existing 
power-transmission corridors. Adversely impacting now-open valleys 
is indefensible, yet the EIS gives little weight to such; 

[

3. Adverse desert tortise impact can be expected, as powerlines are 
B used by ravens as perches while seeking young tortises as prey. 

Furthermore, powerlines bring roads, roads bring ORV's and smashed 
tortises are the result (I 've seen plenty of it); 

lof2 

Refer to the expanded Purpose and Need section in Chapter 3 of this 
document. It is not possible to route the SWlP parallel to existing utilities for 
its entire length . The BlM has selected the a1ternative routes based on 
planning methodology to minimize impacts, and has subsequently stud ied the 
potential impacts of each route to se lect an alternative that minimizes impacts 
to the degree possible. 

Visual impacts were assessed using a model based on the criteria of the 
BLM 's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The VRM System 
tcnds to focus on impacts to sensitive viewpoints. Although und isturbed 
natural landscapes of open desert valleys possess inherent scenic value, the 
scenic quality of tllese areas is considered "minimal" to "common" based on 
the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM System. Scenic quality 
classes are detennined in context with the regional landscape character. Open 
desert val1ey landscapes are characteristic and common to the project study 
area. The BlM will consider public concerns for scenic quality in its decision 
process. The BlM uses the VRM System to manage the visual resources of 
public lands. For a detailed explanation of the VRM System and the visual 
impact assessment model refer to the methods section under Visual Resources 
in Volume III ~ Human Environment Technical Report (refer to Appendix H 
of the DElSIDPA for the locations where the technical reports can be 
reviewed). 

There would potential1y be impacts to desert tortoise. However, the 

committed mitigation for desert tortoise will help to reduce adverse impacts. 
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4. Adverse raptor 
route and area 
concentration. 

C 

impact is inadequately addressed. The proposed 
are both significant for migration and 

I keep hoping and hoping that BLM will one day give wildlife, 
wilderness and preservation at least equal status with consumptive 
use of our public lands, but am continually disappointed. Is this 
going to be a repeat? 

iJJ/iJI 

The entire SWIP route is not an area of known raptor concentration or 
migration. However, there are portions of the route where raptor populations 
are known to be of significance. The BLM has identified habitat and nesting 
areas of species such as ferruginous hawk, golden eagle, bald eagle, and 
peregrine falcon as areas of concern. The presence of these species has 
influenced the route selection process over the entire suite of alternative routes 
and links considered. 

The introduction of the SWIP transmission line into the habitat of these 
species is not likely to significantly affect the continued existence of any of 
them. On the contrary, concern has been expressed fo r other species (e.g., 
sage grouse) because construction. of the line would provide more nesting and 
hunting sites for some raptor species (e.g., golden eagle) with a resulting 
adverse impact on sage grouse. 
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A Your comments are noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 
process. 

:'I?ptember ~. i.'792 

:(, 1 '~ 1 '3 i :11(",117;.0'1 

3U "'5'dU ( /r ~_dna Nanagl~mEnt 
fJ.outt' :. eox L 

Gurl ey , ;Jaho .'33318 

Oea r Hr. Simonson: 

F"!:!: :,')uthwest [nte rtif:? ('r "oj.::-'::t. 

Wittl regard to the :1outnwest Intertie Project Draf t Envirome ntal Impact 
Jtatement/Oraft Plan amendme nt. ; would like to ~tate that I am in 
favor of us ing ii ,"oute away from I, ITOW r:dnyon. hrrow Canyon should b\:, 
ful l y pre5~rved for not only fu ture '.~en~rdtion5 but our generation ::is 
well. , 
~ ~-.S:L~ 3incerely, 
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45 East 500 North 211 2 .. 

Karl Simonson 

Logan, Utah 84321 
.. 801-753-4647 

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

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

A - '" ., i · · . ' . , ' UG J .L" :..; :; ",: v!.. 

29 July 1992 

The following comments apply to the Southwest Intertie Project 
(SWIP) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), a copy of which you 
were kind enough recently to forward to me. My background for this 
response includes formal training in physics and systems engineering (at the 
master's and doctoral levels), as well as considerable professional experience 
in energy modeling and in other environmental quality areas. 

While contemplating how to respond to this document, I encountered 
words from Mihaly Csikszentmihalyi which seemed particularly apropos, 
"The task is to learn how to enjoy everyday life without diminishing other 
people's chance to enjoy theirs". Unfortunately, philosophy at this level does 
not play much of a part in the current EIS process, despite how much better 
the public could be served thereby. The massive SWIP document set instead 
focuses on minutiae. With the exceptions noted below, it appears to deal 
with the finest details with authority. 

1 0f7 
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A 

However, the DEIS in its present form contains truly pivotal material A 
that is grossly oversimplified in several very critical areas. The document is 
fatally flawed as a result. You will need, accordingly, to revise your time 
schedule for a final decision because of these sins of omission in the current 
publication. The situation regarding the SWIP is not merely a question (as it 
now presented) of where to build a transmission line, or of huw, but also of 
whether this transmission project is justified at all. 

Nevertheless, as one aware of EIS projects' normal progress, let me 
begin with the technical issues that need more specific attention. Where the 
numbers to back up the contention (pages 2-7 and 8) that DC (instead of 
AC) transmission is "too expensive"? In asking this, I am haunted by a 
mailing that I received some years ago from an electric utility (in this 
region) which asked me to join with them, as a CO-OP user, in opposing 
"too expensive" pollution controls. That set of controls, if installed at that 
time, would have spared the atmosphere thousands of tons of sulfur dioxide 
annually. When I got past very similar rhetoric to that found in the present 
DEIS and to the actual calculations used at that time to define "too 
expensive", that actual cost amounted to less than one one-hundredth of a 
cent per kilowatt hour. Hence, especially given the high transmission losses 
involved in long-distance transport of electrical energy (as is the case with 
the proposed SWIP), reviewers need to see the hard numbers used to define B 
the term "too expensive". Next, those calculations need to be explicitly 
compared within the EIS to the cost savings that would come from the 
greater efficiency inherent in DC transport of power. This comparison, to be 
fair, needs to be made at the marginal cost of producing the power that 
would be lost in the AC option - including new, unsubsidized generation 
costs, and the associated pollution impacts - over the full lifetime of the 
project. 

I 
Related to that issue, why is the absolute magnitude of transmission 

B losses never given within the DEIS? Over the distances described, and at 
the intensity specified, they are sure to be quite significant. Power lost 

20f7 
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A DC transmission alternative for transmining 1200 MW of power from the 
Midpoint Substation to the Dry Lake Area would cost about $488 million 
(S200M for line and $144M for each line DC substation tenninal) compared 
to $356 million for the proposed AC transmission line. As pointed out in the 
SWIP DElS/DPA, the ability to lap is considerably more difficult with a DC 
transmission alternative. The cost of each tap is an order of magnitude greater 
($100+ million vs. SID million) and is not included in the $488 million 
estimate for the basic transmission line. 

The actual efficiency of a comparable DC alternative would depend upon the 
design of that system, (Le ., voltage rating and conductor selection). For 
example, the Pacific DC Intertie transmission line has been uprated twice in 
its history, once to increase its voltage rating and the other to increase its 
capacity rating. The line was originally designed to operate at 1600 MW at 
+/- 400kV. A 1200 MW flow at +/- 400kV would have generated 8.6 percent 
loss. In the 1980s, the Pacific DC Intertie was uprated to +/- 500kV and is 
now capable of transferring 3100 MW. For a 1200 MW flow on the current 
DC system, the losses would be about 5.7 percent compared to 6 percent for 
the SWIP. 

DC and AC transmission lines cause similar environmental impacts. Although 
DC transmission line towers have two conductors as opposed to three for AC 
transmission lines, the towers for a DC transmission line would be similar in 
size because of increased clearance requirements for DC. Further, DC 
substations are larger and also require neutral ground mats that are quite large. 

The losses incurred on the SWIP would depend upon the loading at any given 
time. For a 1200 MW transfer, the losses would be about 6 percent. Below 
the 1200 MW level the percent losses would be reduced. For example, at 600 
MW the losses would be about 3 percent. 
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l 
during transimission is also sure to require considerable additional 

B generation capacity to replace, With all the ancillary environmental and 
economic costs that that entails. Transmission losses are not a factor that 
should be wholly ignored, as they now are. 

C 

Further related to such losses is the specification on page 2-13 of 
aluminum as the conductor of choice. The use of copper could nearly halve 
transmission losses (and many of the problems associated with corona 
discharge that were discussed within the DEIS in some detail). Let's see, 
accordingly, a full cost/benefit comparison of a copper conductor 
alternative. That also needs a thorough inclusion of all related costs of 
transmission losses over the life of the project. 

[

Following the discussion of copper versus aluminum, the issue of an 
D underground placement will need to be revisited, since lower losses mean 

less heat generation, thus possibly negating the central objection to the 
underground option. 

C 

D 

Shifting to the issues of soils and vegetation, on page 4-89 the E 
similarity of SWll' and the Kern River Gas Pipeline is mentioned. Why are 
the notable failures in revegetation, and the exacerbated soils disturbances, 
beyond those anticipated in that specifically-called similar project's EIS not 

E I explicitly mentioned, instead of merely hinted at? Many of these failures are 
currently involved in serious litigation, since the damage was so obviously 
done. Why are additional restraints on construction techniques not 
accordingly added to this DElS, and then underlined? The current throw
away line that desert soils are difficult to revegetate is hardly sufficient! 

r 
Under visual impacts, on page 4-39 and in Tables 4-1 and 4-2, "dulled 

metal" is suggested to mitigate disturbance (where bothered with at all) by F 
F the proposed powerline to the visual environment. 1n the closely-related 

case of what are actually less visually disruptive gas and petroleum wells, 
terrain-appropriate painting is now required, since it is well-proven to 

30f7 

The equivalent electrical copper conductor size to the proposed 1590 kcmil 

aluminum conductor is 1000 kcmil. The we ight of this size of copper 
conductor is 3.1 Ib/ft. versus 1.8 Ib/tt. for the aluminum conductor. The cost 
of aluminum conductor is quoted as S.80nb and for copper conductors is 
SI.S2/1b. Therefore, the copper conductor sells for $4.71 per foot versus 
$1.44 per foot for aluminum. Additionally, the copper conductor has a low 
strength to weight ratio which would necessitate additional and higher 
structures than would be required using the aluminum conductor. The project 
estimatcd condu~tor cost using aluminum is about $37.4 million versus SI22.2 
million for copper. 

The SWIP DEISIDPA does not mention the most limiting technical restraint 
to transmitting AC power via underground cables. Voltage control along the 
cable ean limit the distance AC power may be transmitted. The voltage 
control requirements of a 500kV underground cable are 20 times greater than 
a typical overhead line. For the SWIP project, this would require facilities 
spaced evenly (every 5 to J 0 miles). The cost of the reactive facilities alone 
would exceed $220 million (l5,OOO Mvar). Also, copper is a component of 
most high vo ltage underground transmission cables which would further 
increase costs. 

If the SWIP is approved by the BLM, a specific revegetation and restoration 
plan will be developed as part of the Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance (COM) Plan (refer to page 1-34 of this document). The 
reference on page 4-89 of the SWIP DEISIDPA does not draw a similarity to 
the disturbances of the SWIP and the Kern River Gas Transmission Pipeline . 
It states instead that the Las Vegas Valley Water Development Project may 
cause similar disturbance to the Kern River Gas Transmission Pipeline. The 
discuss ion under Cumulative Effects in the SWIP DEISIDPA refers to 
potential reasonably foreseeable future actions within southern Nevada. The 
ground disturbance caused by the SWlP would Q.e much less significant than a 
pipeline project of this magnitude (also refer to Table 2-1 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA). 

"Terrain-appropriate painting" is not considered an appropriate mitigation for 

the treatment of transmission line towers in the landscapes that would be 
affected by the SWIP. First, painting towers would be very expensive and 
maintenance would be very labor-intensive . There are numerous examples of 
this type of tower painting in the West in a wide variety of landscapes. There 

. . 
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l 
dramatically reduce visual-line contrast. Why is a similar option of terrain

F appropriate painting of transmission towers not discussed, and then, why is 
it not required as mitigation? It would seem feasible to satisfy the separate 
needs of the FAA and the on-ground-viewer by angle-specific tinting. 

[

Further, given the ubiquity of additional development activity over 
G time, why is the "out-of-(current)-sight, out-of-mind" mentality preserved in 

this DEIS, and why are not all, rather than just some, towers required to be 
minimally intrusive in their visual design? 

Relatedly, and introduced on page 4-37, the various photo-

G 

simulations of visual impact do not take into consideration the contrast 
actually perceived by area users who wear contrast-enhancing glasses. nus H 
is not a trivial point, since in this bright desert, near-desert, and/or higher 
altitude environment, the use of dark glasses, including polarizing and 
similar ruters (e.g., haze-cutters such as Coming's trade-marked 'Serengeti 

HI Drivers'), will be in fact more common than not. Therefore, in the photo- I 
simulations, the towers need to be darkened by a factor of at least two, and 
their boundaries sharpened. The towers are virtually certain to be more 
noticeable visually than they have been represented in the figures presented 
(even if one cynically adds in the air-quality degradation that will result 
from the additional electrical energy use and generation that would be 
occasioned by this project, through its losses, and if the lower prices it 
promises come about). 

This brings us to the more general issues which have been avoided in 
the DEIS. Primary among these is the downward spiral in environmental 
quality that consistently has been brought on by lowering either economic 

I I or local environmental apparent energy costs to end-point users. In studies 
which seem to have been conveniently overlooked within this DEIS (as it 
now stands), immediately lower out-of-pocket cost are well proven to 
encourage additional electricity use, and to decrease attention to 
conservation or to real productivity. As population and other demands 

40f7 
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are few cases that demonstrate that this technique would be more successful in 
mitigating visual impacts than dulled towers, especially considering the 
substantial cost and the potential for additional env ironmental impacts 
assoc iated with frequent access 10 lowers and spillage of paint, thinners, and 
other chemicals. 

The visual assessment does not usc an "Qut-of-(current}-sight, out-or-mind 
mentality". First, we have considered future land uses wherever possible. 
Second. the visual model assesses impacts to the scenic quality of landscapes 
irrespective of how it is seen. For more infonnalion refer to Volume III _ 
Human Environment Technical Report for the full methodology and results of 
the visual assessment (refer 10 Appendix H of the DEISIDPA for the locations 
where the tech nical reports can be reviewed). 

It is unlikely that the majority of viewers would be wearing "Serengeti 
Drivers". The photo-simulations were prepared to depict typical viewing 
conditions without correcting for weather, atmospheric conditions, or other 
circumstances that might alter the perception of the landscapes viewed. 

The requirements for least cost resource acquisition by the utilities which 
become partners in the SWIP would insure that the SWIP would not be 
developed as an alternative to conservation. Rather, the SWIP would be 
evaluated by potential partners in the project as part of a strategy for meeting 
load growth at lowest cost using conservation programs and the sharing of 
existing regional resources. At some time in the future when new regional 
generating resources are needed, transmission systems, such as the SW[P, 
would make more resource options available, and should help minimize costs 
and environmental impacts. 

Long-tenn costs, not immediate out-of-pocket costs, are used by utilities and 
regulatory agencies to measure the costs of alternative resource options. 
Participation in the SWIP would be evaluated on this basis by the utilities 
considering partnership in the project. Also refer to response J below. 



~ 
;.:l 

;... 
• v. 

co 

, 
\ 

LETTER #A-58 
COMMENTS RESPONSES 

J 

l 
grow, this strategy eventually and inevitably increases, rather than 

I decreases, the kinds of problems that are listed as primary justification for 
the SWIP. 

J 

This consideration, which is not covered within the DEIS, is especially 
important because long distance transmission of electricity is even explicitly 
noted to allow the related degradation that results from of local action to be 
transferred elsewhere. Similar past projects have already pennitted Los 
Angeles and Las Vegas to ship pollution that they themselves could not 
allow to Arizona (e.g. the Page plant that is now being painfully at least 
partially housebroken), to New Mexico (at the Four Comers plant, whose 
airborne effluent was literally visible from the moon), and to Utah (the 
carefully hidden from the public Intermountain facility that is to be tied into 
SWIP). The second-to-the-last comment on page 2-11 in the DEIS seems the 
very essence of the underlying operating philosophy, which could be more 
simply expressed by an Anglo-Saxon containing analogy: my backyard, as a 
result of my activities, is getting stinky; therefore it's now time to start 
pissing over my neighbor's fence so that I can do even more of what created 
the waste· in the first place, without bothering to consider its consequences. 
Accordingly, the opening quote of this letter needs explicit inclusion and 
discussion within the cumulative impacts section of the SWIP-EIS, since it is 
precisely SWIP's long-distance transmission ties that allow such placing of 
ones' electricity-use effluent in somepne else's backyard. K 

Somewhat less sarcastically, perhaps, but no less importantly, on 
page 2-2 and following, how can a complete document discuss the costs and 
potential of conservation without even mentioning the name of Amory 

K I Lovins, or quoting his group's, and so many others (including Southern 
California Edison's), much more encouraging figures? This omission is clear 
proof that considerably more work needs to be done before a fully-informed 
decision on SWIP's justification can be made. 

50f7 

Conservation and demand-side management are integral p.arts of the resource 
strategy of every utility considering partnership in the SWIP. Federal and 
slate regulatory requirements dictate that supply-side and demand-side 
resource options be considered on an equal basis in a utility's plan to acquire 
lowest cost resources. Conservation and other demand-side management 
programs are expected to reduce, but not to eliminate, the region's need for 
new generating resources. 

Transmission facilities can contribute in several important ways to the task of 
the region 's utilities to meet future load growth in the most efficient manner 
possible and with the smallest amount of new generating capacity. First, it is 
important to recognize the seasonal diversity of loads within the region. 
Transmission would allow existing resources to be used to serve seasonal load 
requirements in one part of the region while also meeting new load growth 
requirements in another part of the region. Therefore, total regional resource 
requirements (e.g., generation) c<Jn be reduced by using transmission . Then, 
when new regional generating resources are needed, transmission, such as the 
SWIP, would make more resource options available, and should help 
minimize costs and environmental impacts. 

The SWIP participants are expected to include only utilities which have found 
through their least cost planning that the transmission capacity provided by 
the SW[P would be a cost effective strategy to acquire the new resources 
needed to serve load growth. 

Also refer to expanded discussion of Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this 
document. 

Refer to Response J above. 
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As a sub-point here, on page 2-5 in the OEIS, how was the stated L 
conclusion reached that conservation has only a local impact? As an 
unsupported opinion, as it now stands, it seems both specious and M 
inadequate, especially when the basic decision of whether or not to build is 
so directly related to it, and so much literature exists to suggest quite the 
opposite conclusion. Another issue also should be included as a portion of 
these discussions . A primary fonn of increased productivity is increased 
efficiency, and the very definition of increased efficiency is the use of less 
energy. America's economic competitors, particularly in Europe and Japan, 
have learned this lesson well; why is this factor ignored here? 

Hence, why are the real costs and more complete benefits of 
conservation not more directly compared to those of the proposed project? 
(It is curious in this regard that even immediate economic cost of the SWIP 
is never mentioned.) This a special key to the overall point. Many of the 
utilities that are indicated to be partners in SWIP have explicit legal 
requirements to realize conservation alternatives as their first choice for 
action, not just, as stated in the OEIS, when they are the immediate lowest 
cost option. Why is this requirement not mentioned in the OEIS? What 
happens when these companies start to take their legal mandate more 
seriously? What happens if the rest start to take into more consideration the 
needs of the rest of planet, or if the rest of the planet starts to make them 
aware of that need? In direct counterpoint to the statement made on page 4-
90, there is more solid evidence available that all conservation directly, 
absolutely, and repeatably reduces global warming. These are just two 
among many reasons for a more thorough re-evaluation of this alternative. 

Finally, why (on page 1-5) are utility projections of future demand 
presented as if they are gospel truth (to two significant figures, no less, and 
without indicating a margin of error!)? Should not the not-50-distant past 
failures of these same sources' real-world accuracy, and the massive 
financial results of those failures in prediction validity (e.g., the $5 billion 
lost with WPSS), be mentioned alongside the estimates now presented? 

60f7 
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Refer to Response I above. 

Current utility forecasts of resource requirements recognize the fact that the 
future is uncertain and take steps to reduce the risks resulting from that 
uncertainty. For the same reasons that investors diversify invesbnent 
portfolios to minimize the risks associated with individual stocks, utilities seek 
to diversify their system reSOUfces to minimize the risks associated with 
individual resource options. To reduce the risks associated with load growth 
uncertainty, utility planning favors resource options which can be developed 
in the shortest possible length of time. Reducing the "lead time" of resource 
options allows the actual commitment to construct a resource to be made at a 
point when forecasting uncertainty has been reduced as much as poss ible. By 
increasing the number of resource options available to a utility, the SWIP 
would serve as a tool for reducing the risk of over-building or under-building 
generating resources as a result of load and resource uncertainties. 
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Relatedly, on page 1-7, is not California, especially Southern California, now 
experiencing a decline in population growth rates, which may soon tum 
into a net out-migration, rather than continued growth as indicated? 

M I Certainly, neighboring, and more distant, areas are reporting an influx of 
California businesses and their employees. Why is this possibility not 
mentioned, along with the very real possibility that neither electric demand 
nor immediate area population demand will occur as claimed, and why are 
not these points discussed in more detail? 

It seems amazing, in conclusion, that the recent dismissal of the 
closely-related proposal for the Thousand Springs Project in Utah is 

N I mentioned just in passing in the SWlP OEIS, and quite inappropriately 
without examining the very valid reasons why that project was set aside. 
The SWlP project seems, by reflecting upon what it now leaves unsaid, to 
deserve a similar oblivion. 

To achieve its rightful place, however, whatever that fate may be, the 
SWlP EIS needs a more complete document regarding its key environmental 
and economic relationships, rather than just concentrating on deep coverage 
of its ancillary details (no matter now important these may be). As it now 
stands, the SWlP OEIS reminds me of a dog that is designing a very 
carefully constructed and comfortable bed, but without noticing that he was 
doing so in the middle of a passing lane of a major highway. 

Yours sincerely, 

The SWIP is in no way tied to the Thousand Springs Power Projecl 
However, NEPA requires that "foreseeable" future projects be addressed under 
cumulative effects . The Thousand Springs Power Project was a current 
proposal during the SWIP EIS process. It appears now that it has been 
withdrawn from further consideration. 

~t(~ 
Terence P. Yorks, Ph.D. 
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Mason Valley at sunrise, looking south at the Laguna 
Mountains. Teddy bear cholla, agave and ocotillo, which 
dominate the foreground here, are found in abundance in 
this valley. Anza-Borrego Desert State Park. _ 
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A Your comments are noted and wi ll be considered in the BlM's decision 
process. 
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September 10. 1992 

Karl Simonson 
U.S. Bureau of Land Manage ment 
Burley District Office 
Route 3. BOI I 
Burley. Idaho 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

Greetings. Citizen Alert is a 2600-member statewide citizens 
organization founded in 1975. Our mission is to address Significant 
environmental, nuclear and military issues from the perspective of how 
these impact the land. economy and people of the Great Basin. Following 
.re our comments on the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) Draft 
Environmentallmp.ct Statement (DEIS): 

• As no need for the crosstie bas been demonstra~ed, and the project 
will result in environmental degradation around Great Basin National 
Park, we urge the "no action" alternative. 

• The environmentally preferred Cutoff Route. and NOT the Crosstie 
Route must be the preferred route should the project go ahead at all. To 
cite the FLPMA policy of consolid~ting corridors "where possible" as the 
re.son for supporting the Cutoff Route is ludicrous and disingenuous in 
the eltreme. The present 230 kY lines are invisible compared to the IA 
odious specter of m.ssive steel towers and 500kY lines. What a 
wonderful first impre'ssioD to give visitors to Great Basin National Parkl 
BLM admits it is concerned about tbe visual effects of the Cutoff Route 
on page 2-48. Transfer this concern into action, and mandate the 
environmentally preferred route. 
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RESPONSES 

A The visual impacts of the 230kY Corridor Route, including those to Great 

Basin National Park viewpoints, are accurately described on page 4-45 of the 
SWIP DEISIDPA. Refer to Table 2-5 for a summary of the environmental 
comparison and pages 2-57 and 2-58 for the reasons that the 230kY Corridor 
Route is the Agency Preferred route. Also refer to page 3-12 in this 
document for a description of cumulalive effects . Your preference for the 
Cutoff Route is noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision process. 
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• The DEIS suggests potential human health risks exist Crom exposure to 
high voltage transmission lines. Unlike the Crosstie Route, the Cutoff 

B Route avoids homes and farms, greatly reducing continual human 
eIposure to electromagnetic radiation. As. any eIpert in this field (who 
is not on the payroll of an electrical utility) will tell you, the Cutoff 
Route is clearly more acceptable from a public health perspective. 

• The DEIS states the Corridor Route and the Cutoff Route have similar 
environmental impacts. This would be credible only if you did not 
consider visual pollution and continual hUman exposure to 
electromagnetic radiation. both of which afe guaranteed by the Corridor 
Route and greatly minimized by tbe Cutoff Route. 

Finally, if the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power and BLM 
were genuinely committed to minimizing environmental and human 
health impacts, there would be no question about which route to pursue, 
Thank you for considering our views. 

Sincerely, 

/h!J ~ffY\ 
Bob Fulkerson 
Executive Director 
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B Please refer to Cumulative Effects on page 3-12 of this document for 
additional infonnation regarding environmental comparisons of the Ely to 
Delta segment routing alternatives. Also refer to Electric and Magnetic Fields 
on page 3~ 72 of the SWIP DEISIDPA and Recent EMF Research Results on 
page 3~19 of this document. 
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September 17,1992 

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

Re: ADDITIONAL COMMENTS on SWIP DEIS 

Dear Mr Simonson, 

Ci tizen Alert bas sUbm! tted comments on the Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (OEIS) for the Southwest 
Intertie Project (SWIP) . The following additional comments are 
submitted by citizen Alert's Southern Nevada Office in Las 
Vegas. 

PURPOSE AND NEED: SWIP is a proposal by Idaho Power Company 
(IPe) 500 mile 500 kV powerline from Shoshone, Idaho to Dry 
Lake yalley near Las Vegas. The stated purpose is to allow for 
north-south power transfers . 

The OEIS does not present adequate in format ion to show a need 1 
for SWIP. A transmission line to a desert valley in southern 
Nevada does not satisfy the stated need for power transfers i\ 
with the Southwest. Obviously. SWIP would be a component of 
a complex regional system,- but t his DEIS does not give enough 
information on this system to indicate the feasibility of 
either the regional system or the SWIP component . 

~=~ There is not enough inforIDation to support a choice of Dry 1 
tTl~FlEl.DCNGMMc(;BiEe Il Lake Valley aa terminus, nor is there sufficient indication 
~~ of why substations need to be located at Thousand Springs, B 
~~ Ely, and possibly Delamar . One is left to infer that SWIP is 

:-dJR. W'I..JONSON dependant on plans to locate coal burning generators at these 
t:t:I~~ sites and that SWIP will encourage rather than defer new power 
W projects . 

1 of4 

RESPONSES 

i\ Additional inronnation is presented under Purpose and .Need in Chapter 3 on 

page 3-1 of this document. The SWIP DEISIDPA was not intended to 
evaluate the regional transmission system. 

B Potential interconnections have been identified in the Wells and Ely areas 

which could provide significant load or interconnection service to the local 
utilities. The SWIP would require series compensation sites located along the 
line for voltage support. Due to the nature of series compensation stations, 
these sites would also be a good location for any interconnections that may be 
desired by other utilities. The SWIP would not be dependent upon any 
specific power plant integration . Refer to page 1-3 in Chapter I and the 
Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project under Cumulative Effects on page 3-
14 of this document. 
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The analyses of power demand in the Northwest and in the 
Southwest are not adequate to show need for SWIP. In fact it 
appears from the DEIS that the higher rate of load growth in 
the southwest in winter makes SWIP less feasible . The 

C "balanced demand peaks" in the IPC service area indicate a 
similar conclusion .. The coastal regions with the highest 
demand already have existing transfer systems as well as the 
ne w Third AC Intertie project. 

"Reliability, " which essentially means a proliferation of widely 
spaced powerlines redundantly connecting the same points is no t 
sUfficient justifi cati o n fo r SWIP which represents a secondary, 
seasonal power source: the high envi r onmental costs o utwe igh the 
meager benefit, "Enhancement of the electrical grid " is not 
sufficient justification for defacement of the Great Basin. 

[

The DEIS mentions few benefits to rural Nevadans from SWIP. 
1) Employment opportunities are limited and of short duration . If SWIP 

is intended to increase the availability of low cost power to rural 
areas in the s t ate, this is no t menti oned. 

E 

F 

This DEIS also applies to a proposed 200 mile "Crosstie" from Ely , 
Nevada to Delta Utah. An examination of the relationship of these 
two different projects is essential under cumulative impacts. 
However, the purpose and need for the two projects do not coincide, 
and the crosstie project should not be submitted for decision in 
this document. The argument that "Los Angeles Department of Water 
and Power, will probably reapply" for this transmission line is 
inadequate to justify including the Crosstie in this DEIS, 
especially since the overwhelming public response to the scoping 
hearing in Delta , Utah was IIno more transmission lines. 1I 

Citi zen Alert urges the NO-ACTION ALTERNATIVE because of lack of 
s Ufficient need f or SWIP. 

PROJECT ALTERNATIVES; While the EIS considers alternative routes 
it does not consider real alternatives t o the project such as 
al ternate energy sour ces, including energy efficiency . While the 
mention of some of the existing energy efficiency programs in the 
Northwest and Desert Southwest is a plus, there is inadequate 
discussion about expanding these programs. The omission of Nevada 
is significant. The rapidly growing power demand of Nevada's urban 
c enters is cited as justification for SWIP; the untapped 
opportuni ty for energy and water - conservation in Nevada is not 
mentioned. 

The Deis argues tha t SWIP's purpose is regional while conservation 
programs are l oc al . Therefore the l a tter are not worthy of further 
consideration. This argument is absurd. It assumes that the final 

20[4 

RESPONSES 

C The IPCo may have more of a balanced winter/summer peak demand, but the 

remainder of the Northwest does not. Please refer to page 1-10 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA for a discussion of 3000 MW of seasonal diversity and Chapter 3 
of this document for the expanded Purpose and Need. 

System rel iability would be a major benefit or result of the integration of the 
SWI P into the WSCC system. System reliability is not a major part of the 
purpose and need for the SWIP. 

D The SWIP is not intended to supply low cost power to rural Nevada. 

E Refer to the Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this document for additional 
explanation of the relationship between the SWIP Midpoint to Dry Lake 
segment and the Ely to De lta segment. 

F The statement that conservation affects energy use and system reliability on a 
local rather than a regional basis is meant simply to indicate that the 
conservation programs of individual utilities, like their generating resources, 
have a localized impact. Of course, conservation throughout the western 
region certainly will have an impact on overall future generating resource 
requirements in the region. 

By reducing new regional generating requirements, however, conservation 
does not correspondingly reduce the value of regional transmission for 
minimizing resource costs. Even with reduced generating requirements, 
environmental and economic considerations may require siting new generation 
at substantial distances from population and load centers, thus requiring new 
transmission such as the SWIP. Also. because of the seasonal diversity which 
exists between Northwest and Southwest loads and resources, purchases and 
exchanges of power over the SWIP wou ld be expected to help the entire 
region meet load growth by util izing existing resources more efficiently. 
Finally. regional conservation potential may be developed more fu lly given 
the availability of adequate regional transmission to move it 

Without such transmission, the cost effectiveness of conservation programs 
must be determined on the basis of the avoidable generating resource costs of 
an individual utility. Utilities having a lower avoided cost will be able to 
develop conservation resources to a lesser degree than utilities with a higher 
avoided cost. Transmission can enable the development of conservation 
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Ob jective is to build a major project, forgetting that the true 

F purpose is to serve costumers efficiently at the least monetary and 
environmental cost. 

G 

ROUTE ALTERNATIVES : The DEIS considers seven alternative routes for 
SWIP . While northern route alternatives are based on extensive 
study, alternatives routes from Ely south have not been developed . 
The main considerations in the selection of the one proposed route 
appear to have been avoidance of Air Force training routes and 
consolidation of routes with other power lines, in particular the 
White Pine Power (WPPP) and Utah Nevada Transmission (UNTP) 
projects . Insufficient attention has been paid to avoidance of 
visual impacts near Hwy 93 and from o ther important view points in 
the area. 

[

The west slopes of the Highland and Bristol ranges are visited 
frequently by local residents and tourists. These are historical 

fI mining districts of great interest . The sites also provide locally 
famous vistas of unspoiled valleys and distant ranges . The 
intrusion of SWIP on this scene would be a significant defacement. 

I 

Nevada's highways offer a unique experie nce to the traveler; our 
clear open spaces are visually and spiritually rewarding . Hwy 93 , 
named by act of Congress the Great Basin Highway, offers some 
particularly fine views that will be permanently defaced by SWIP, 
Wppp and liNTP: in particular, the west escarpment of the Arro w 
canyon Range with its strikingly banded limestones and the view of 
Comet Peak in the Highland Range (a national landmark) from Delamar 
Flat. The DE IS dis.missal of Hwy 93 as a IImode rate sensitivity 
viewpoint " is inadequate, as is the omission of o ther important 
viewpoints . . 

Of the fou r alternative routes for the crosstie, Citizen Alert 
strongly urges the cutoff route as opposed to the "preferred 
alternative" through Sacramento Pass . The latter route would 
degrade the vistas of Mount Wheeler and the Snake Ra nge from 
outside the Park and spoil views of the valleys from the Parks 
mountainsides. This defeats the Parks intended purpose of 
preserving a classic example of the Basin and Range Province of the 
western U. S . 

[

DESIGN : Because of Air Force concerns SWIP will employ towers less 
than 10 0 feet high in some areas . If IPC will consider lowering 

J the towers sufficiently so that airplanes can fly over them, why 
not l ower ALL the SWIP towers to mitigate visual impacts? 

r
SWIP requirement for 2,000 ft separation from other transmission 

K 
lines appears excessive. The reliability argument is inadequate 
and not supported by data in the OElS . There is no indication how 
wide a separation would satisfy the WSCC criteria and the 2,000 
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G 

throughout the region at a level deternl ined by the highest avoidable 
generating costs in the region . 

Also refer to the expanded Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this document. 

Refer to pages 2-3 1 through 2-32 of the SWIP DElSIDPA fo r a discussion of 

the expansion of the project south of Ely to the Dry Lake area. The ·BLM 
believes that sufficient attention has been paid to visual impacts on the Ely to 
Dry Lake segment of the SWIP. All impact studies for all the alternative 
study corridors were completed to the same level of detail. 

H Few historic mining sites have been formally recorded along Links 673, 674, 
and 675, but the historic mining town of Bristol Wells, dating from 1880, has 
been listed on the National Register of Historic Places (refer to Volume IV -
Cultural Environment Technical Report, page 9-69). Link 674, which wou ld 
have the most impact on th is resource, was dropped from all alternative 
routes. The chosen alternative, Link 673, is more than three miles away and 
residual visual impacts are projected to be low (refer to Appendix H for the 
locations where the technical reports can be reviewed). 

I The visual sensitivity rating for U.S. Slate Highway 93 is accurate. This 
highway has no formal designation as a sceni c highway or byway, but it 
meets the use volume and user type criteria to be considered a moderate 
sensitivity viewpoint. No other important viewpoints were pointed out during 
the inventory or subsequent reviews of the documents. 

J In facl, lowering towers would not decrease visual impacts, but would likely 
increase the significance of visual impacts because more towers would be 
required to maintain adequate clearance between the ground and conductors 
(per National Electric Safety Code standards). The average span of about 114 
mile allows the best balance between height, number of towers, and economic 
costs. 

K The 2,OOO-foot separation requested applies specifically to separating the 

SWIP and the UNTP. Each right-of-way evaluation or request within the 
WSCC system should consider the specific line combinations to determine 
whether a specific separation is requ ired. The issue is the credibil ity of a 
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utility corridors up to three miles wide in some districts. This 

K 
represents an over commitment of public land for this use, and 
invites the proliferation rather than the reduction and 
consolidation of projects . separation will likely increase the 
visual impacts and extend the area of environmental impacts related 
to surface disturbance. Cumulative impacts will multiply from over 
development of the SWIP route due to the over-wide corridor. 

CUMULATIVE IMPACTS; This DEIS must go a lot further to present the 
impacts of SWIP in the context and in relation to the impacts of 
all other major utility projects existing or proposed in the region 
impacted . The OEIS should include information on regional planning 
to reduce the cumulative impacts of these projects. The analysis 
of likely cumulative impacts needs to be considerably expanded, for 
example, 

[

1) If Coal burning generator plants are likely t o be built at any 
of the substation points what would be the effects on air quality 
and visibility . Air emissions from the existing Moapa plant result 
in reduced visibility north of Caliente, as c an be observed from 

L the BLM fire lookout station at Ella Mt. What would be the effect 
of a plant at Dry Lake Valley on air quality in Moapa . Is the 
Delamar substation a possible generation site? If so what likely 
impacts would result? 

[

2) would the viability of SWIP likely depend on new power 
generating facilities being developed in Nevada? To what extent 
would the existence of SWIP as proposed increase the likelihood of 

M that other projects with major environmental effects would be 
approved? These would include power generating plants, additional 
transmission lines, and water pipeline projects such as the Las 
Vegas Valley Water District's rural water importation plan. 

/ 

c"i tizen Alert urges the No-Action Al ternati ve f or SWIP because of 
the extensive environmental impacts which would probably result 
from cumulative effects of this and other projects which the OEIS 
fails to adequately address. 

sincerely, 

~~--vv-
Louis Benezet 

southern Nevada Office 
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simultaneous loss of the circuits involved. The WSCC Criteria says: 

" ... , the credibility 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 this vulnerability assessment will 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 500kY AC Intertie 
requested and received miles of separation between it and two existing 500kY 
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 500kY line . Similar to the SWIP and the UNTP, 
the consequences of such an outage would be wide spread outages in the 
WSCC system. Without this separation, that project would probably not be 
feasible. 

L There is no information to indicate that generation plants may be constructed 

at substation locations. A series compensation station is planned in the 
Delamar area (refer to Chapter 2 of the SWIP DEISIDPA). 

M The SWIP would not be dependent on the success or failure of any generation 

facilities proposed now or in the future (refer to Chapter I of the SWIP 
OEIS/DPA and the expanded Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this 
document). It is unknown what effect the SWIP would have on .the likelihood 
of other projects being permitted. Chapter 1, Purpose and Need, in the SWIP 
OEISIDPA states that the construction of the SWIP may defer the need for 
new generation. The Cumulative Effects section of Chapter 4 in the SWIP 
OEISIDPA discusses reasonably foreseeable future actions, but they would not 
be dependent on the success or failure of the SWIP. 
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" ' -,:: COMMITTEE FOR IDAHO'S 
\ ' HIGH DESERT 

, "~, P,Q,BOX 2863 BOISE, IDAHO 83701 

A The purpose and need has been expanded in this doeument (refer to Chapter 
3), 

September 11. 1992 

Mr Karl Simonson 
B LM Project Director 
Burley DistrictOffice 
Route 3. BOI 1 
Burley. ID 83318 

RE: SIP DEIS 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

" • . ..,1 

Phone 208·587-4326 " FAX 208·788-4259 

The Committee for Idaho's High Desert (CIHD) is Idaho's largest desert 
conservation organization and was incorporated in 1981. Our members use the 
deserts of Idaho, Nevada, and Utah for educational, scientific, literary, social, 
recreational, artistic. and religious purposes. 

CIHD, in this letter, is also providing comments for Idaho members of the Nevada 
Outdoor Recreation Association, Inc. (NORA). CIHD submits the following 
comments on the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement: 

A. INADEQUACIES UNDER THE NATIONAL ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY 
ACT: 

A[ I. The Purpose and Need Statement is inadequate and presupposes the 
Preferred Alternative, in violation of the National Environmental Policy Act. 

l of3 
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2. The range of alternative!! is inadequate (consisting of one choice!) and 
B presuppose. the Preferred Alternative , in violation of the National Environmental 

Policy Ac~ . 

National Environmental Policy Act, and the EIS presuppose the Preferred 
[ 

3. The No Action Alternative is not adequately analyzed, in violation of the 

C Alternative. For example, the cOllSequences of cOllServation are not adequately 
analyzed. 

B 

C 

[

4. Specific mitigation plans for effects on raptors ,wildlife , and other resources 
are inadequate, in violation of National Environmental POlicy Act regulatiollS , and D 

D monitoring plans for foreseen and unforeseen effects on such resources a.s raptors 
are not present in the EIS. 

E[ 5. Cumulative impact studies for raptors , visual resources . and other resources 
are inadequatefor Nw.onal Environmental Policy Act compliance. 

B. SPECIFIC CONCERNS AND INADEQUACIES: 

to south along the project. Contours of the proposed rights-of-way for the project E 

[ 

1. The maps in the EIS fail to adequately describe the land gradient from north 

F appear to follow water grade from the Snake River in Idaho to Las Vegas (and the 
nearby Colorado River) , with existing or proposed substation located suspiciously 
near the severa1lift points. 

The maps should reveal the gradient for all alternatives. F 

[

2. The EIS should more clearly describe the business relatiollShip betll'een 
G Idaho Power Company and Los Angeles Department of Water and Power for this 

project. 
G 

H[ 3. The EIS should specifically list all undesignated, and reserved rights-of-way 
which are associated with this project. H 

[

4. Any Congressional requirements regarding granting of rights-of-way for the 
I project on Public Lands, military lands, or private lands should be explained in the 

EIS. 
20f3 

The range of alternatives studied in the SWlP DEIS/DPA is adequate and 

meets NEPA requirements. Altern atives must be considered but can be 
eli minated from further consideration if they are not found to be "reasonab le 
and feas ible" in meeting the project's stated purpose and need, with the 
exception of the No-Action Alternative. Please refer to Chapter 2 of the 
SWIP DEISIDPA for a discussion of the range of alternatives consider"'· 

The No-Action Alternative is adequately analyzed. Energy consen'tion and 

load management are addressed on page 2-2 of the SWIP DEISID]A and 
furthe r discussed on page 3-16 of th is document. 

The mitigation planning fo r this project has been adequate toassess 

alternatives and arrive at an environme ntally preferred routr. It would not be 
practical to prepare either specific mitigation plans or montoring plans, for 
all the alternative routes. The number of iterations of mitifation and 
monitoring plans that would have to be prepared to incOf1Vrate all of the 
possible link combinations examined for the EIS would .>e enonnous. 

A Construction, Operation and Maintenance (COM' 1"lan for the project will 
be developed fo llowing a Record of Decision. Th:: COM Plan will address 
such issues as biological and cultural resources clearances, specific mitigation 
plannin g, and monitoring (refer to page 1-34 of this document). 

The studies conducted for the SWIP DEIStnPA are adequate fo r NEPA 
compli ance. 

The gradient of the various routing alternatives is irrelevant The alternative 

routes were in no way laid out to set up a water project as you suggest. Refer 
to page 2-9 under Routing Alternati.'1C:s in the SWIP DEISIDPA and the SWIP 
Regional SlUdy (D&M, 1989), 

The relationship between tite IPCo and the LADWP is described on page 2-1 7 

of the DEISIDPA and fu rther explained in Chapter 1 of this document 

Figure I-I in this docl!ment shows the designated utility corridors as well as 

the planning corridors .. These utility corridors are described in the resource 
management plans (nMps) or management framework plans (MFPs) of the 

r 
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5. The EIS should explain the relationship ofthe proposed corridors to the 
J flIptors migration routes. The corridors aJ!l!ear to follow the principle flIptor 

mi.:ration route for North America and cumulative impacts and miti.:ation for raptor 
electrocution. etc. must be stJecifically addressed. 

C. OTHER CONCERNS: 

CIHD specifically objects to, and will oppose, any intrusion, including visual 
intrusions, into any Wilderness Study Area. 

Please notify CIHD of all actions regarding this matter. 

Tha.o1 you for 'attention to our concerns. 

Sincerely, 

12~~ 
Randy Morris, Chairman 

30f3 
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affected BLM districts and resource areas. There are no records of any 
undesignated or reserved rights-of-way in the project area. 

The BLM does have numerous small rights-of-way for access roads, ditches, 
pipelines, buried fiber optic lines, and other uses throughout the SW[P 
corridors. The BLM will contact all holders of existing rights-oC-way to 
notify them of the selected route and soli cit their concerns . 

There are no Congressional authorizations needed to grant a right-of-way 

across public lands for the SWIP. 111e BlM and other federal land 
management agencies have the authority to grant rights-of-way on public 
lands. Rights-of-way across private lands would be negotiated between the 
project proponent and the private land owner. 

A speci fic raptor migration route has not been identified . It is well known 

that large numbers of migratory raptors are present in the Goshute Mountains 
during both spring and fall. 

Given the structural configuration of 500kV transmission lines, the potential 
electrocution hazard to bi rds of prey is relatively minor. The SWIP SOOkV 
transmission line would use V-guyed steel lattice, se lf-supporting steel lattice, 
and tubular steel H-frame towers. The spacing between conductors and 
towers is sufficient to prevent phase-lo-phase or phase-to-ground contact. 
Conductors are hung on the supporting towers in such a manner that they are 
23 to 32 feet apart (O lendorff, 1986, p. 13). Further, conductors are hung on 
insulating systems that will be 14 to 20 feet in length depending on tower 
design (refer to pages 2-12 through 2-14 in the 'SWIP DEISIDPAf Because 
of the distance between conductors and supporting towers, other conductor 
bundles, static lines, and the ground, it is virtually impossible for even the 
largest species of raptor to be electrocuted as a result of alighting on 
conductors or the supporting tower of a 500kV transmiss ion line. 

Also refer to Av ian Collision Hazard on page 3-89 of this document 
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~!i@lmlfll' 

!i!©m 
~~ 
POB 705 -Picabo 
Idaho - 83348 
208 788-2837 

TO: 

FROM: 

Mr. Karl Simonson, project manager 
SWIPDEIS 
Janet OCrowley 

9/17/92 

Dear Sir: I do not see the NEED for another power tR.Ilsmission line through 
Nevada heading toward LasVegas. 

A The IPCo has requested the right-of~way to construct the SWIP because of the 
reasons staled in the Purpose and Need statement in the SWIP DEISIDPA and 
in the expanded discussion under Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this 
document. Also refer to the discussion of the Utah-Nevada Transmission 
Project which is fully described on page 2-37 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

If Intermountain Power Project could not find sufficient incentive in the demand 
market to complete its AC power line south through Delta and beyond - and if Idaho 
Power plans, or if UNTP plans, or if a consortium plans a cross-tie line from Delta - N. 
Ely, what conceivable reason could Idaho power have forbuildingyet another line? 

That may be a rhetorical question if it is true that Idaho Power has other objectives 
concealed within this proposal. What the nature of those other objectives need not be 
the concern of BLM, but BLM should take more seriously the need of the applicant to 
show NEED for the project - the stated project. 

What I see here rather than need is opportunity. opportunity to reap a huge profit in 
the future water and power market. The cost will be born by owners jof the puhlic 
lands in loss of amenities. I am very familiar with the Lincoln County-Dark County 
terrain, have lived there, having explored its byways and revelled in its open and 
unimpaired naturalness (elcept along highway right·ot-ways). I cannot agree that 
any private company should be allowed to disfigure and clutter, to irretrievably and 
irreversibly disfigure our public lands in this manner when no need other than a 
corporation's desire to expland and to increase profits at the puhlic expense. 
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I should like also to comment on the DEIS itself as a document. Succinctly, my 
impression is ofa great deal of data gathering and engineering study which will no 
doubt be utilized in construction design. That is a plus for the applicant. What I do 
m,t see in the discussion of Impacts is any concern for what those impacts mean to the 

BI public. They are simply stated and that is that. They do not enter into the decision of 
·whether ornot to proceed· as the National Envin>nmental Protection Act specifies. 
For example: p 4-11 pp2 There is no wl1.Y 10 mitf~/e predalion ot"s8gegrouse ... these 
impacts would remain high .,.,.,.. .tIermitigttlian and would be long 1= and 
signiti-"ant. pp3 These impacts (to curfews) would be adver.;e and long-Ierm. pp 4 
dThese imjJ8cts (to soge grouse woultI be sij;nilit:vtt ~ UJt! IanttIJerm- And on 
and on and on all through the wildlife section. 

B 

C 

We are referred to Table 2 for specific mitigation measures only to find no intention D 
to repair, or offset these horrendous, permanent damages to our wildlfe populations. 
There are instead 12 design features listed such as non-shiney insulators and dulled-

C I finish metal towers. There isa total absence of on -site or off-site mitigation which 
might include purchase of other roadless lands to be managed for sage grouse, or 
dedication of sandhill crane or curlew grassland. 

Apparently what Idaho Power considers its sole responsibility in the way of making up 
to the public for w ha t it wan ts to destroy significantly. adversely and long-term is a 
one-time expenditure of its structures and their emplacement (as by helicopters). 

My reaction as alongsuffering, significantly, adversely affected public citizen is this 
plan cannot be approved. No way, until Idaho Power offers significant. benign. 
lorq;tem> measures to offuet the impacts to the land and the wildllfe. 

May I ask in all seriousness What does Idaho Power offer the public in return for the 
assets we are expected to give up? Perhaps a perpetual royalty percentage of the profits 
to be invested in aland-water-wildlife trust to be administered by a public citizen 

DI selected trust corporation? Or are we to expect a reduction of power rates so long as 
the adverse impacts continue? I exped this question to be ansered in the Final Impact 
Statement. 

20f9 

The intent ofNEPA documents is disclosure of facts, without bias. The 

decision of whether or not to proceed must be based on many criteria, 
including environmental impacts (disclosed in the SWIP DEISIDPA), project 
costs, and public input. The alternatives development, inventory, and impact 
assessment have been an environmental process. Some. engineering input is 
necessary to determine routing feasibility and to understand what activities 
could result in impacts. 

There are a number of generic mitigation measures listed in Table 4~1 of the 

DEIS/DPA that would be applied throughout the project to minimize impacts. 
Specific mitigation, rehabilitation, and monitoring plans will be developed 
with the BLM during preparation of the Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance Plan (also refer to page 1-34 of this document). 

The Ipeo's mandate is to provide reliable, low-cost energy in the most 

efficient manner possible. Also, as explained in the Purpose and Need in the 
SWIP DEISIDPA, the SWIP would reduce the need for the construction of 
new generation resources. It would also push out the need for rate increases 
to customers. The regional economic benefits of the SWIP are described on 
page 3~8 of this document. In addition, some of the direct benefits include 
annual right~of~way rental fees paid to the public land~administering agency 
and the tax benefits to the various counties that would be crossed (refer to the 
socioeconomic sections in Chapters 3 and 4 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA). Also, 
please refer to the expanded discussion of the purpose and need in this 
document, specifically the section on least~cost planning. 

, 
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May I ask what is the Bureau of Land Management doing here to fulfill its duty of land 
manager? In what way is it fulfilling the FLPMA behest that 'public lands remain , 

E under the stewardship of the Federal Government, unless disposal is in the national 
interest, and that their resources be managed under a multiple-use that will best meet 
future needs of the american prople,' Quote fromBLM WildliJe on the Public lands, 

I am enclosing an analysis I made of the corridor selection and a cover letter I have 
sent with it to prominent pe=ns in Idaho, Will you please mal<.e it part of the record 
of public commen t? 

~~ 
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RESPONSES 

E The BlM public lands po licy is based on the principles of multiple use and 

sustained yield. Use of the public lands for rights-or-way is one of the 
multiple uses just as is the use of the public lands for recreation, wildlife 
habitat. livestock grazing, timber production, mineral production, and the 
protection of cultural and historical resources. All of these uses are 
considered by BLM managers in making a decision on any given land use 
proposal. 

Use of public land for right-of-way purposes is not a disposal of the land. A 
right-DC-way is an authorization to rent public land for a definite period of 
time and is subject to an annual rental payment, specific stipulations for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of the facility , and is subject to 
regular compliance checks to assure compliance to the terms and conditions o f 
the Right-of-Way Grant. Pub lic land within a right-<>f-way, in most cases, is 
open to public use like any of the other public lands. The BLM can require 
joint occupancy of a right-of-way by other compatible facilities . BLM 
managers are managing the public lands for multiple uses and are taking into 
account the long-term needs of future generations for renewable and 
nonrenewable resources in their decisions. 
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POB 705 - PICABO, 10 83348 
(208) 788-2837 

ANALYSIS OF IDAHO POWER·S SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROPOSED ROUTING 
Perhaps thi s SWIP acronym should more properly be spelled "SWIPE". 

RESPONSES 

F The grad ient of the various routing alternatives is irrelevant. The alternative 
routes were in no way laid out to set up a water project as you suggest. Refer 
to page 2-9 under Routing Alternatives in the SWIP DEISIDPA and the SW IP 
Regional Study (D&M, 1989). 

The informed opinion of a reliable observer has long held that the powerline 
routing here shown concea l s within itself the lowest gradient course for 
conducting water from vicinit~ of Hagerman, Idaho to Las VEgas. NV. 

Many seemingly unre la ted details known to me strengthen this susp icion. 
Nothing in this analysis of rou te cho2.en t,y Dames and Moore for Idaho Power 
goes contrary to the hypothes is. 

Using only U.s. Geodetic Survey maps: Twin Falls, Wells, Ely, Lund I 
retraced the thrice- favored route shown in the Draft Environmental 

FI Statement of June 1992 " Southwest Intertie Project DEIS DPA" (available 
from Dames and Moore, POB 160 I , Boise, ID B370 1.) I transposed the route 
shown as "Environmentally, Utility and Agency Preferred route" · shown in 
green, blue and red onto GS maps in the library. To the degree of accuracy 
possible to ascertain from the DEIS· obscured background, and considering 
the apparently much smoothed DEIS l ines, Ilaid ou t the route on Geodetic 
Survey maps with 200' contours to discover lIlat there are only three 
upgradient portions on the preferred route . One of these roughly 
coincident with a major generating station "Sa lmon Falls"; one is at t he 
end of a major intertie l ine (from IPP·s DElta substation in Utah); while the 
third route point where a major lift would be required is at Wilkins, NV, 
where a major generating plant was planned. Thi s Thousand Springs plant 
was only scrubb ed in 1989 when a consortium fell apart due to internal 
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disagreement and the apparent involvement of crime family money. Major 
opposition on environmental grounds to the Thousand Springs plant was 
voiced in Utah, and Idaho, which caused Congressional delegates to 
publicly oppose the project. 

Note: The Midpoint to Salmon Fa lls segment of the proposed power line is 
shown in the DEIS as an alternative eliminated, however this corridor is 
elreedy heavily powerlined and could be added later if and as a water
transport corridor is requested. The lift required to raise water from the 

Snake River at Salmon Falls is the smallest at any point after the River 
leaves Milner Dam. The gradient LIP the Salmon Falls Creek is relatively FI gentle, end could be powered from the Selmon Falls genereting plant. 

RESPONSES 

Note 2 The electrical energy necessary to lift water through the gap in the 
Egan Range north of Ely could well be supplied by 345 KV from the 
Intermountain Power Project at Delta, Utah, which the DEIS' explains is not 
intetgral to Idaho Power's intertie Project, but is left in the DEIS as a favor 
to the IPP, and will be signed over to them after approval of the SWIP. 

Note 3 Substations are conveniently situated to the necessary lift points: 
Thousand Springs, Goshute, North Steptoe, Robinson Summit. The three 
major lifts required appear to be 1) up the Salmon Falls Creek bed, 2) at 
Cobre 3) at Steptoe over Robinson Summit on Highway U.S. 6. 
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Points. on the Utility Preferred Rout.e with el8v~lions in feet: 

Hagerman Rim 3000 Townsend Well 7000 
Salmon Falls Res. 5100 J~ke's Wash 6300 
Jackpot 5200 White River Vly 6000 
FoliaI'! RR route to Wilkins Preston 5400 

Siding 6000 Adams, McGill Lake (could 
Up Toano Dral'! 6000 stay higher) 5100 
Cobre 5800 P~hroc 5400 
RR route to Goshute Dry Lake Vly 4800 

5600 Delamar Vly 4000 
F I Currie 5700 Maynard Lake 3200 

, , 

Warm Springs 5600 Down all the way to 
Steptoe 6200 Dry L~ke Subsl. 
Cross Egan Range 7600 

Major lifts are: Hagerman Rim, Up Salmon Falls Crk to Jackpot, Up Toano 

Draw, and at Steptoe over the Egan Range. Proper engineering could 

doubtless follow contours to maintain elevation in many places, or the use 

of "Siphons" would move water over descents without the need for power. 

It must be noted that the route highlighted in this DEIS for "powerline" 

follows many deviations from direct line, and all of these deviations appear 

to coincide with finding the lowest gradient route. 
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POB 705 - Picabo 
Idaho - 83348 
208 788-2837 

9/17/92 
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FI Herewith is a short selection from my file on schemes to move massive 
quantities of water around in north America, 

RESPONSES 

1 bel ieve you will be interested in the possibility that Idaho Power may be 
prepositioning itself to obtain an optimum gradient corridor for water 
transfer in the gui se, or at the same time it becomes permitted for a power 
transmission corridor from the Snake River to the Las Vegas vicinity, 

I do not have access to the sources that could add more details to this 
shadowy outline, We are all aware of Southern California's insatiable 
thirst, of its history in acquiring water from whatever source by any 
means, We also know of Clark County, Neyada's ongOing initiative to 
preempt all the water sources in its nearby defenseless sister counties, 
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All I can claim is that the elements are here that allow Idaho Power to 
participate in this grandiose scheme. I present it for your information, in 
the hope that you will scrutinize these documents in the light of 
information you may have already. If the logic appears clear to you, that 

F I you would take steps to publicize and to thwart these designs on Idaho's 
water. 

I f not you, then who? 

~cU/' (J!j2£')'?~r 
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Idaho - 83348 
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9/18/92 
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RESPONSES 

Please bear with me. After mailing a letter to you yesterday concerning 
Idaho Power's Southwest Intertie Project that points out an arguable 
connection with the Los Angeles Water and Power Department's schemes to 
pipe Northwest water to the Southwest, then I discoyered in the Draft 
EnYironmental Impact study this following paragraph. The eyidence would 
not be comprehensiye without it. 

Here it is: pCll/e 4--<it'j "F",-tlJve. WOJ€C.-h" 

• Las Vegas Valley Water Development Project - a proposed water development 
project is being planned by Clark County to increase the municipal and industrial 
water supply of the Las Vegas area . The pipeline planned to transport the water 
from north of Clark County will utilize utility corridors used by the 5WlP or 
prepare a plan amendment. The pipeline could be in the range of 36 inches in 
diameter 

Soils - Expected ground disturbance would be similar to the recently constructed 
.., •. _. T): •• __ r" __ T ........ .,. ....... 'c::<:;nT'l Pinplinp. The disturbed area would be about 100 

Please cosider this carefully 

Cordia lly 
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DESERT 
SURVIVORS 

Karl Simsonson 
Bureau 01 Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

Dear Sir: 

\ 
• 

I 

DESERT SURVIVORS 
P.O. Box 20991 
Oakland CA, 94620-0991 

September 17, 1992 

RESPONSES 

Comments on the Draft EIS for the 
SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT 

Thank you for this opportunity to address our concerns with this proposal. Desert 
Survivors is a cooperative non-profit desert conservation group. We have been 
working to protect arid lands in California and Nevada for many years. We sponsor 
numerous trips yearly introducing hundreds of people to desert areas in the Great 
Basin, Mojave, and other desert habitats. Our interests are most closely allied with 
preservation of the habitats of remote areas, wildernesses, wilderness study areas, 
and other road less tracts. In recent years we have come to realize that these now 
identified islands of wildemess cannot be expected to sustain themselves for long 
without a regional approach to their management. 
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SUPPORT FOR THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE A 

[

The EIS has identitifed fairly clearly the emormous impact upon the local environment 
A that this proposed project would have. We feel that the EIS has not gone far enough 

in uncovering Ihe whole impact. B 

Here you have presented us with a project which has taken a regional approach to 
solving what seems to be largely a inter-state power-marketing problem but which 
ignores regional issues when assessing the impacts upon the environment. For 

B I example, much time has been spent looking at local powerline impacts but little at 
regional issues such as: 

Whal is the effect on the huge raptor migration annually using the proposed project's 
north-south pathway for international flights? 

c[ How many structure-free open space valleys will be left in this inter-state region if this 
project is completed? 

D[ How do powerlines impede inter-region migration of animal life needed to preserve 
biological diversity? 

E[ How much uncluttered open space should be available for urban people throughout C 
the country to get a rightful sense of what remains of the "wide open spaces?" 

D 
We recognize that the answers to these questions are difficult to quantify but it is 
becoming clear that we as the public and you as the care-takers of our public lands 
must begin to grapple seriously with these issues. As the answers are not clear yet, 
only an over-whelming need for short term benefits should budge you from a staunch 
protective attitude toward these precious rem aining open space lands. 

Has an over-whelming need for short-term benefits been presented? Clearly not, the 
utilities are stumbling over themselves with vague partial justifications for this 
powerline. The main benefit will be the presence of a redundant powerline giving 
them competitive power marketing advantage. 

2 of 10 
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The intent ofNEPA documents is disclosure of facts without bias. The SW IP 
DEISfDPA, Map Volume, Technical Reports, and Data Tables disclose the 
preuicted impacts of the SW IP in great detail. 

A specific raptor migration route has not been identified. It is well known 
that large numbers of migratory raptors are prescnt in the Goshute Mountains 
during both spring and fa ll. 

Given the structural configuration of SOOkV transmission lines, the potential 
electrocution hazard to birds of prey is relatively minor. The SW IP 500kV 
transmission line would use V-guyed steel lattice, se lf-supporting stee l lattice, 
and tubular steel H-frame towers . The spacing between conductors and 
towers is sufficient to prevent phase-Io-phase or phase-to-ground contact. 
Conductors are hung on the supporting towers in such a manner that they are 
23 to 32 feet apart (Olendorff, 1986, p. 13) . Further, co nductors are hung on 
insulating systems that will be 14 to 20 feet in length depending on tower 
design (refer to pages 2- 12 through 2-14 in the SW IP DEISIDPA). Because 
of the distance between conductors and supporting towers, other conductor 
bundles, static lines, and the ground, it is virtually impossible for even the 
largest species of raptor to be electrocuted as a result of alighting on 
conductors or the supporting tower of a 500kV transmission line. 

Also rcfer to Avian Co llision Hazard on page 3-89 of this document. 

TIle BLM does not have this information . 

The BLM is not aware of any scientific literature 111at suggests electrical 
transmission lines impede inter-regional migration of animal life. In a study 
of desert bighorn sheep in western Arizona. this was one of the focal 
questions. The study lasted for more lhan seven years and invo lved as many 
as 39 radio-collared bighorn. The study involved a 500kV transmission line 
and was divided into pre-construction, construction, and post-construction 
phases. The only significant difference between the pre-construction phase 
and lhe other phases of the study was lhat some radio-collared sheep spent 
more time within the transmission line corridor during construction than they 
did before or after construction. ~ere was no statistical evidence to suggest 
that the presence of the energized transmission line kept sheep from moving 
within and among the mountain ranges of the study area. 
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We therefore advocate the NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE. 

E The BLM agrees that it is important to retain unclunercd open space wherever 
possible. This is one of the primary reasons why the Agency Preferred 
Altemative would use the 230kV Corridor Route. 

Please STOP this project as it is currently proposed. F 

We feel it would significantly erode eXisting natural values across the entire eastern 
portion of the State of Nevada and only return questionable short-term benefits. Your 
role as administrator and protector of the Public Lands in the United States should 
allow you to see clearly that projects of this massive scale can no longer be routinely 
justified in our rapidly vanishing western open space lands. We are disappointed that 
your participation in this proposal seems to take only the most narrow viewpoint. 

PROJECT JUSTIFICATION UNFOCUSED 

Is this a project for inter· regional power transfer? 
Is this a project for market place power brokering? 

The SWIP is proposed to facilitate inter-regional power transfer. Many 
sections of the SWIP DEISIDPA describe the purpose of the SWIP as 
prov iding additional transmission capacity between the northwest and the 
southwest transmission systems (Le., inter-regional power transfers). 

The capacity of the SWIP wou ld provide the ability to better utilize power 
resources that are available and push into the future the need for the 
construction of ncw generation resources . Open access to the power market 
means that many cntities will be able to compete for energy supplies which 
will create market forces that tend to hold down price increases . This creatcs 
a situation that will make it difficu lt to "broker" power since all entities will 
have their own acccss to the market. Refer to page 1·11 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA and page 3-8 of this document. 

Is this a redundant powerline in case something happens to existing lines? 
FI Is this a project to connect power sources which might or might not be built? 

No, the SW IP is not redundant to any other project. However, the SWIP will 
providc support to other power lines, like all other AC power lines in the 
WSCC region. 

Is this a project to have in place in case energy conservation becomes unfashionable? 
Is this a project which got started for diHerent reasons not now valid but no one wants 
to kill? 

To one extent or another all of these reasons are present or implied in the EIS. It 
seems clear that the constnuction of this powerline will create a large excess of power
carrying capacity which may be used only in emergencies for the foreseeable future. 

The main short·term purpose seems to be to pit this new unused capacity against 
current powerline owners so that the sponsoring utility companies can obtain favorable 
powerline usage rates. This may be a benefit to some but cannot be seriously 
weighed against the immense impact this project will make upon currently unbuilt upon 
open spaces across eastern Nevada and Utah. 
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The SWlr's primary function would be to provide inter.rcgional power 
transfcrs. To the extent capaci ty is available and reliability is maintained, 
future interconnections with the SWIP will be allowed. 

No, the SWIP would not replace conservation. Conservation and demand-side 
management are an integral part of the resource strategy of every utility 
considering partnership in the SWIP. Federal and state regulatory 
requirements dictate that supply·side and demand·side resource options shou ld 
be considered on an equal basis i,:, a utility's plan to acquire lowest cost 
resources. Conservation and othcr dcmand·side management programs are 
expected to reduce, but not to eliminate, the region's need for new generating 
resources. 

Transmission faci lities will conlribute in several important ways to the task of 
the region's utilities to meeting future load growth in the most efficient 
manncr poss ible and with the smallest amount of new generating capacity. 
First, it is important to recognize the seasonal load divcrsity within the region. 
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REDUNDANT CAPACITY FOR ARTIFICIAL COMPETITIVE REASONS 

Transmission would allow existing resources to be used to serve seasonal load 
requirements in one part of the region while also meeting new load gro'Yth 
requirements in anoUlcr part of the region . Therefore. total regional resource 
requirements (Le., generation) can be reduced by using transmi ss ion. Then, 
when new regional generating resources are needed, transmission, such as the 

A major impetus for this powerline project is the concept of a Marketplace and power SWIP, would make more resource options available, and should help 

brokering. This is a totally artificial reason for spending huge sums of money and minimize costs and environmental impacts. 

making huge impacts on formerly unspoiled Western Public Lands. The powerline No, the purpose and need of this project has not changed. Refer to the 
gets put In not because we need added capacity but to force parallel powerhne owners expanded discuss ion of purpose and need in Chapter J of this document. 

to reduce transmission rates or provide access. This is what happened to railroads in 
the Robber Baron Era of the late 19th century. Boom and bust rate wars and 
monopoly pricing freeze-outs kept western farmers in turmoil for decades until some 
measure of government regulation somewhat leveled the table in the public interest. 
Unfortunately similar situations of monopoly capitalism are still going on today. The 
tragic thing here is that its being done on PUBLIC LAND right-of-way. 

The hodge-podge of conflicting state and federal regulations and low cost public right
of-way is allowing these large utility companies to monopolize their grants to existing 
poweriine right-of-ways. This forces competing utility companies to demand more 

. parallel redundant public rights of way to get their power product to market. 

A perfect example of this is proposed for California commercial gas customers in the 
Bay Area. The utility company PG&E provides gas to residential and commercial 
users and is regulated by the California State Public Utilities Commission. A utility 
company with rights to an interstate gas line right-of-way (a few miles into the Arizona 
border) wants to construct a new gas line to the Bay Area from Southern California. 
There is no need for extra capacity for gas transmission to the Bay Area. They only 
want to sell to current PG&E commercial customers at a lower rate than PG&E. If the 
project is approved, the impact of an added gas pipe line on the land will occur with 
no public good other than raising residential rates and lowering commercial rates. 

This abuse of public lands for artificial competitive purposes must be stopped. 
Especially where the values of untouched lands are so high and the remaining stock 
of untouched land is rapidly shrinking. Say NO to this type of project! 

, 
/ J , 
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FLAWED PROCESS - WRONGLY ELIMINATED ALTERNATIVES RESPONSES 

We are greatly concerned that attention is being focussed upon the wrong area for G 
this powerline. The original study contained alternatives which included the present
day rights of way which allow power to be moved from Las Vegas to Idaho via Salt 
Lake. The project eliminated them from consideration in 1989, three years ago, with 
the comment that it had to go through the ELY area and that land use conflicts were 

I difficult in the Salt Lake area. (p 2-10). No further explanation of this is made in the 
GElS. What is the compelling reason for going through ELY? There is now no 

Thousand Springs Power plant. If the approved White Pine plant is built near Ely two 
already approved power1ine right-of-ways exist for that. For the stated purpose of 
inter-regional power transfer upgrading the Salt Lake corridor would be an adequate 
alternative. Expansion of an existing built-upon right-of-way is preferable to the initial 
can't-turn-back damage of the first construction in an un built open space. No 
information is provided in the EIS about the extent of "land-use conflicts" in Salt Lake. H 

In any project when basic purposes and assumptions change in the review process, 
any previously eliminated alternatives should be put back on the table for re-review 
under current requirements. The refusal to reconsider this alternative is a major flaw 
in this EIS. 

NEED FOR BASIN CONSERVATION/PRESERVATION 

Basin Conservation, the need to identify and conserve the BASIN habitat in the Great 
Basin area 01 the West. Numerous studies have identified roadless areas, wilderness 
areas and wilderness study areas. Most are now undergoing some phase of 
evaluation for preservation or management. However when you look at these areas 
collectively, almost all involve mountainous terrain, almost all have had the flat or 
basin portions carved away or not recommended. Very few Basins in the Basin and 
Range provence have been studied or identified. 

[;; r We are only now beginning to realize difficulties of long term habitat management 
~ H when only isolated islands of habitat are kept. Regional ecosystems need all 

iO 
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There is the distinct possibi lity of a 230kY interconnection in the Ely area as 
well as possible interconnection with the future White Pine Power Project 
(WPPP). There are no existing rights-of-way for the future WPPP although 
there was a favorable Record of Decision in 1985 to grant these rights-of-way. 
If the WPPP is constructed, the SWIP would likely interconnect with it. 

The Salt Lake City alternative \vas eliminated from further consideration, not 
only because of the land use conflicts, but also because it would not meet the 
purpose and need. In 1989, it was detennined that the UNTP would not have 
available capacity for the SWIP at which point the project description was 
revised (refer to page 2-25 of the SWIP DEISIDPA). The SWIP Regional 
Study (D&M, 1989) documents the potential impacts of the regional routing 
alternatives in cluding the Salt Lake City alternative. 

Thc SWIP would result in very little long-tenn destruction of habitat. 
Overland construction has been recommended in sensitive habitat areas to 
minimize the area of disturbance and eliminate the long-tenn disturbance 
associated with new access roads. There is no evidence that the SWIP would 
result in habitat fragmentation or impair the movement of any wildlife species. 
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elements managed and considered in long term habitat plans. Range islands without 
basins cannot long endure. Nevada is lucky to have a number of basins which are in 
fairly good shape or can be recovered with good management. A project like the 

HI SOUTHWEST INTERTIE, if approved, will cut away at the number of basins available. 
No regional inventory of these basins has been made, much less 
taken into consideration for this project. Since the benefits of the project are generally 
of regional impact, the regional impact of the vanishing basin habitats should be 
considered. 

INTERNATIONAL RAPTOR MIGRATION IMPACT SLIGHTED 

The Goshute Mountains are a concentration point for one of the few major annual 
hawk migrations in North America. Thousands of hawks of numerous species from 
large areas of the Northwest and Canada funnel down through the Goshute corridor 
on their way South for the winter. The world famous raptor monitoring station on 
Goshute Mountain logs and bands hundreds of hawks per day in peak migration 
periods. These hawks are under pressure at both ends of their annual fl ights as 
habitat shrinks in Canada, the U.S., and Mexico. The migratory bird act does not 
allow for the purposeful destruction of any of these birds by new projects. The entire 

I I . 500 mile Southwest Intertie follows the highly used raptor corridor. The EIS mentions 
that powerlines do kill some birds. There is no quantitative estimates of annual dead 
hawks per mile of powerline. A recent EIS in California estimated perhaps 20 raptor 
deaths per year for a 50 mile powerline not in a major hawk corridor. If we double the 
number of deaths per fifty miles due to the higher density of birds and multiply by 10 
to allow for 500 miles of new powerline we get an estimate of 400 dead raptors per 
year. 

400 Dead Hawks per year is a large toll. No information is presented about the 
regional impact of an annual raptor kill of this magnitude. 
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The BLM is aware of the migratory hawk banding station in the Goshute 

Mountains, and of the impressive numbers of hawks that have been captured 
and banded there by I-iawkwalch International and its cooperators. The BLM 
is not., however, aware of documentation of a clearly defined migratory 
corridor that is co incident in location with the preferred SWIP corridor. 

The BLM has not attempted to estimate the number of raptors that might be 
killed each year as a result of collisions with the SWIP transmiss ion linc. To 
generate such an estimate in the absellce of any rcal data on the numbers of 
hawks, resident and migratory, that occur in the vicinity of the transmission 
line on an annual basis would be highly speculative. Additionally, the BLM 
would need to know the average altitude at which all species migrate through 
the arca. The Goshutc banding station, for cxample, is several thousand feet 
higher in elevation than the SWIP (i .e ., 9,500 feet vers us about 5,500 feet). 
The BLM sees no reasonable possibility of the project affecting birds at that 
elevation. 

It is interesting that an EIS in California estimated 20 cases of raplor mortality 
per year for a 50·mile transmission line. Olendorff and Lehman (1986, 
"Raptor Collisions with Utility Lines: An Analysis Using Subjective Field 
Observations", Pacific Gas and Electric Co., San Ramon, CA.) iss ued a 
worldwide call for information on raptor mortality Trom collisions with utility 
lines. They received a lotal of 121 responses to their request for information. 
Of this number, only 88 cou ld be analyzed due to inadequacy of information. 
TIleir conclusion: "Collision with utility lines apparently is a random, low 
level , and inconsequential mortality faclor in raplor populations." It is the 
BLM's opi nion that you r estimate of 400 dead raplors per year is a very 
sign ificant over.slalement of real probabilities. 

Also refer to the discuss ion of Avian Collision Hazard on page 3·89 of this 
document. 
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NEED FOR OPEN SPACE 
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People need open space. We can't all live in open space areas. Most of us have to 
live in crowded cities. Most of us however can get away for various lengths of time to 
be in less crowded lands. One of the major aspects of the Wildemess Act is the 
opportunity for solitude that wilderness areas afford people who enter these areas. 
What is that solitude? Part of it is a separation from other people. Part of it is a 
separation from other people's impact on the natural environment. Part of it is a 
feeling of attachment to a natural environment. How does this differ in a wilderness 
area (Range) and in an open space valley (Basin). In an open Nevada valley even 
when in a car driving on a dirt road, the feeling of expansiveness and freedom is 
quite tangible. You can see from ridgeline to ridgeline across wide valleys; now little 
impedes your feeling of solitude. An occasional structure, corral, cabin, side road, 
does not greatly impact that experience. 

But a large powerline does. It divides the valley into segments, it breaks the 
expanse, it intrudes the presence of people into your consciousness and that feeling 
of solitude is dashed. This may seem to be a purely aesthetic argument. You may 
say that it applies only to a few people. Well we don't think so. Those of us in the 
city are oppressed in many ways and as a release need open space areas, even if we 
can only drive through occasionally. When we do it should be an atmosphere as free 
as possible from urban care. We need the relief the country can bring us. Those 
living in the open west already well know the feelings I'm talking about, that's a 
reason they like it there. However we, the public, haven't well defined our need for 
this "aesthetic" requirement. Well we're putting it forth and think more and more of us 
will be demanding it as a consideration in regional planning. 

No inventory of open space valleys exists as yet. Lets start one. As an agency 
required to take the long view, keep this issue in mind, you will be hearing more of it. 
Meanwhile don't give away open areas easily. Hold onto them fast until we can make 
better regional assessments which give proper weight to long range needs such as 
this . 

7 or 10 
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VISUAL IMPACT CRITERIA MISWEIGHTED 

We have a large problem with the general method used to evaluate visual impacts in 
projects such as these. You give lip service to the idea that the impact 01 the first 
power1ine is greater than an additional one, but seem to evaluate impacts based upon 
a persons viewing per day scale. This means that where this powerline will cross a 
main highway which already has another power1 ine in the same corridor, a high visual 
impact rating is accrued because a lot of people per day see the new added 
power1ine. When a new powerline is built across a now clear valley with only a few 
dirt road travellers per day, a lower impact rating results. 

This is wrong. It fails to weight the initial impact of the first intrusion. The first built 
powerline changes the open space character of the valley enormously. Any first 
power1ine should be rated as having high visual impact on every currently open space 
valley it proposes to cross. 

ARCHEOLOGICAL IMPACT SIGNIFICANT 

The EIS does make a stab at quantitative impacts upon unstudied archeological sites 
in the path of the powerline. The estimated number of significant sites is stunning. 

J 

This should put you on guard as caretakers of our Public Lands. These sites can't be 
replaced. When they are disturbed they become like Humpty Dumpty, they don't go K 
back together again. You have chosen a natural north-south corridor for the proposed 
power1ine. We have found over and over again that choices we make for routes of 
travel are the same that other people going before us have chosen. People and 
animal travel patterns will naturally congregate in these natural corridors. So, 
naturally, will the sites and evidence of stone age man in the Great Basin. 

Your estimates of site concentration may be accurate but they may also represent a 
concentration of the total sites in the larger region of the Great Basin, especially along 
valley margins when the climate allowed damper conditions. There is no regional 
study placing these estimated sites in a larger context of possible total sites for the 
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Visual impacts were assessed using a model based on the criteria of the 

BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The VRM system 
tends to focus on impacts to sensi tive viewpoints. Although undisturbed 
natural landscapes of open desert valleys in Nevada and Utah possess inherent 
scen ic value, the scenic quality of these areas is considered "minimal" to 
"common" based on the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM system. 
Scen ic quality classes are detennined in con text with the regional landscape 
character. Open desert valley landscapes are characteristic and common to 
much of the project study area. 

The BLM will consider public concerns fo r scenic quality in their decision 
process. The BLM uses the VRM system to manage the visual resources of 
public lands . For a detailed explanation of the VRM system and the visual 
impact assessment model refer to the Methods section under Visual Resources 
in Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report (refer to Appendix H 
of the DEISfDPA for the locations whe re the technical reports can be 
reviewed). 

Most of the roads and highways within the study area were considered a 
moderate visual sensitivity. For example, roads leading to WSAs and 
Wilderness areas were cons idered high sensitivity while Interstate 80 was 
cons idered of moderate sensitivity. Only roads designated as scenic highways 
or byways were considered high sensiti vity viewpoints. Residences were all 
considered a high sensitivi ty v iewpoint regardless of the number of persons in 
residence. 

Because cultural resources in the' project area are largely unknown, it cannot 

be demonstrated that "a larger than acceptable slice of a certain type o f site" 
will not be 10sL. However, the regional study used in detennining the 
alternatives for detailed consideration ensured that the vast majority of the 
most significant known cultural resources were avoided (refer to pages 3-88 
and 3-89 of the SWIP DEISfDPA). The discussion of cumulative impacts 
(refer to pages 4-85 and 4-86 of the SWIP DEIS/DPA) indi cate that the 
project is likely to result in only a minor incremental loss of the regional 
resource base. De tailed inventories, evaluations of sign ificance, and 
devel opment of avoidance or mitigation measures will be carried out in 
consultation with regulatory agencies if the project is approved for 
construction. 
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RESPONSES 

l region. Are we losing a larger than acceptable slice of a certain type of site? How 
K can we know this without the broader look being taken. Another reason for you the 

Public Lands caretaker to pause and stand on the side of conservation. 

SUMMARY 

Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. We have reviewed the EIS and 
discussed it in our Study Group. We have alerted other concerned people regarding 
the impact of this project and hope that you will strongly consider our arguments. 

In summary: 

The EIS has identified the huge adverse local impact of this project. 

The EIS has not done an adequate job of evaluating regional impacts. 

The EIS has wrongly discarded possible alternatives routes with existing powerlines. 

The EIS has not presented a compelling benefit to justify even the impact identified. 

9 of 10 
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For these reasons you should: 

SELECT THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

RESPONSES 

If you have any questions regarding these comments please contact us as noted 
below. 

/ 

Yours truly, 

~~ 
Steve Tabor - President 
510 357-_ 

6s;I?S 

\;~~ 
Bob Ellis - Communications Director 
510482-0466 
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'Jrrrte rrrity ~f J~e ('rOesert 10ig~orrr 

Your concern for the impact of the road through the Arrow Canyon Range, 

and the impact of increased public access on desert bighorn sheep is 
understandable. However, it is not necessary to re~route this transmission 
alternative to accommodate this concern. The most appropriate means of 
reducing impact to bighorn sheep would be to re·contour and rehabilitate the 
road (refer to mitigation measure #4 in Table 1·6). Limiting construction to 
winter months (mitigation measure #4) would further reduce the impact to 
bighorn sheep popu lations. 

-~. :Itr tt~ :' . :' t'----.... 
" . 

~ 

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

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

Box 27494 Las Vegas, Nevada 89126-1494 

September 16, 1992 

The Fraternity of the Desert Bighorn is pleased to provide 
this input to the Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP) Draft Environ 
mental Impact Statement (EIS). Our comments are limited to Link 
720 that crosses the southern portion of the Arrow Canyon Range . 

On page 4-14, second paragraph, the Ers mentions two bighorn 
sheep water developments in the southern end of the Arrow Canyon 
Range. and that the ELM has recommended no new access within two 
miles of water and no wi n ter construction. For your information 

i\l the two water developments are three miles apart and Link 720 is 
planned to go between them . The EIS does not assess any impact on 
these critical water sources . How do you plan to avoid sheep water
ing developments by two miles when they are only three miles apart? 

I of2 

Minimizing or eliminating impacts to these water sources will be full y 
addressed in the Construction, Operation, and Management (COM) Plan for 
the project. Possible scenarios that will be ex plored include seasonal 
construction limitatjons, no new road construction, re·contouring and closing 
the existing road, and fen cing or obstructing public access to the area. Refer 
to page 1·34 of this document for more information regarding the COM Plan. 
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B It is not ex pected that the proposed access road construction will have a 
signi ficant impact to the surround ing area. Any increase of access to public 
lands for this project will follow federal road management policies outlined in 
management guidelines or EISs. It is possible that new roads or roads with 
controversial uses can be locked. The r oad that spli ts the two developments h as never had an 

e nvironmental assessment . It was constructed i llegall y for an off
road race after the two water developments were constructed. The 
Stateline Resource Area Manage r did not approve the r oad for racing 
because l ocal television netwo r ks became aware of the illegalities. 
Any construction or commercial access along this road i s probably 
illegal and subject to protest without a pr ope r environmental impact 
statement . 

Thank you for the oppo rtunity to comment on the SWIP EIS . 

S i ncerely , 

p./-7</ /1/ ,,h?- . jJ' 
Derril W. wenz::-~ 
President 

" A MEMBERSHIP UNSELFISH LY DEDICATED TO THE UTILIZATION, 

CONSERVATION AND WELFARE OF THE DESERT BIGHORN SHEEP" 

20f2 

There is an existing dirt road approximately 3/4 mile from the most southerly 
waler development This ex isti ng road runs for 2 1/4 miles and dead-ends. 
This road was located on our Oclober 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-1 980s an extension of this road was ill egally bladed for a 
distance of approximate ly 1/2 mile. However, it was not used as part of the 
Mint 400 ORY race course in 1985, or in any other event. The road does not 
tie into other roadways and the road is nol he ld by a right-of-way . 

The road is not new, and it may be used for construction access before being 
closed and rehabilitated. An alternale route around the southern tip of the 
Arrow Canyon Range may also be considered. Construction of the SWIP 
during the critical periods for bighorn sheep can be avoided. 

The purpose of the SWIP DEISIOPA was to assess the potential impacts of 
the construction, operation, and maintenance of a 500kY transmission line, not 
the potential impacts of an existing road that is located ncar bighorn sheep 
water deve lopments. 
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INTERMOU N TA I N W AT E R 

721 second Avenue 

Salt Lake City 

Utah 84103 

September 10 , 1992 

ALL I A NeE A It is appropriate to address both the White Pine Power Project (WPPP) and 

the Thousand Springs Power Project (TSPP) in the SWIP DEISIDPA. These 
projects are considered "reasonably fo reseeable" future actions that NEPA 
guidelines direct to be addressed. The WPPP, although no construction dates 
have been scheduled, is an option in futu re resource planning fo r the LADWP 
and other participants. Although the TS PP has been cance led, the region 
where the TSPP was proposed is a proposed series compensation station for 
the SWJP and the likely future location for possible interconnections with the 
SWIP in northeastern Nevada. 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau Of l and Management 
Burl ey District Office 
Route 3. Box 1 
Burley , Idaho 83318 

Dear Mr Si~onson: 

Concerning the Southwest Intertie Project Draft Environmenta l Impact 
Statement and Draft P!~R Amendment: 

After i read the Draft Statement, I wondered how many more interties 
will be built across the western United States. Will each power company 
build north_south interties to take advantage of sea'sonal use of 
electricity and wa t er? Will each power company build east -west 
interties to take advantage of coal supply in Montana , Wyoming, Utah 
and Colorado and Hydropower in California? And it became apparent that 
each intertie has to have its own corr idor . And each proposal will 
no doubt util ize publ ic lands because they are cheap. 

There does seem to be an assumption tha t the Wh i te Pine Power Project 
will be constructed and hence the Southwest Intertie route runs 
th rought Steptoe basin. What is the status of this Power Project? 
With all the surplus potential (Intermountain Power Project with 
plan s for a unconstructed 1500 megawatts, for instance) within the west 
due to poor proj ections of need of electricity. perhaps all r eference 
to bo t h the Wh i te Pine Power Project and the Thousand Springs Power 
Project should be eliminated and the routing and corridor re-examined. 
(See Page 1-4) 

B 

The LADWP, as have many utili ties throughout the country, has implemented 
conservation, load man agement., and customer energy effi ciency programs. 
The LADWP has projected a deferment of 600MW of supply-side resource 
requirements by the year 2000 as a result of implementing demand-side 
management programs. When these programs are combined with this 
proposed transmission system that will provide access to the surplus 
generation in the Northwest and Intermountain regions of the country, the 
LADWP could defer the need for major new generating plants during the next 
ten years. 

Because o f the fin ancial risk associated with the large capital ex penditures 
required to build new generating facilities, utilities are reluctant to commit to 
large new projects. The cost o f the transmiss ion system, when associated with 
generation projects, is a relatively small percentage (1 0 to IS percent) of the 
total project costs. Getting these projects on-line is often delayed while the 
transmission system is permitted and constructed. Permitting of major 
projects must s tart many years before they are to be brought on-line. 
Therefore, the LADWP believes that it is prudent to have transmission lines 
permitted or actually in pl ace before making the financial commitment to 
construct a generating plant. 

Current util ity forecasts of resource requirements recognize the fac t th at the 

future is uncertain and lake steps to reduce the risks resulting from that 
uncertainty. For the same reasons that investors diversify investment 
portfolios to minimize the risks associated with ind ividual stocks, utilities seek 
to divers ify their system resources to minimize the risks associated with 
individual resource options. To reduce the risks associated with load growth 
uncertainty, utili ty pl anni ng favors resource options which can be developed 

[

When one looks at projections of ener gy demand (Page 1_5) fr om 1990 t o 
t he year 2000, pe rhaps one should also look at the same projec t ions from 
the same reg ion from the same No r th American Electric Reliability Council 

B from t he years 1980 to 1990 in which al l the surplus capacity in Arizona, 
New Mexico, Utah, and other western states was constructed based on 

in the shortest possible length o f lime. Red ucing the "lead time" of resource 

simil ilr project ions . Pas t projections have been a fina ncial disaster for 
I of 5 
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utilities and regional economies in the late 1980's and the present time. 
The Nevada projections (Pal']e 1-7) sugnest that gold mining will ,continue 
indefinitely and this industry consumes somewhere near 50~ of Sierra 
Pacific production of electricity (It should be noted that the gold 
prices have been declining as gold production throughout the world surged 
in recent years and continued decl fne of gold prices will bring about 
mine cl.osures.) The extensive expansion of the gambling indu stry may be 
at the'expense of others as each new expansion obtains clientele from the 
previous expansion suggesting that bankruptcy may be the new industry in 
las Vegas. 

generation'~, Perhaps there will be no surplus northwest hydropower 

[

ON Page 1 -12, it is stated that '\access to surplus northwest hydropower 
may reduce the risk of uncertain futUre oil and gas prices for southwest 

C if the th reatened and endangered salmons are given their fair share of 
water, Perhaps the intertie as proposed will be only one direction: 
from the excessive capacity of the New Mexico and Arizona utilities to 
the northwest. 

D 

E[ 

F[ 

G[ 

Through the report there is mention of the Powerplant and Industrial 
Fuel Use Ac t (PIFUA) of 1978 which discourages the use of fuel oil and 
natural gas for generating electricity (see Page 1-1 2). Is this Act 
still applicable? It seemS that many utilities in the west are again 
utilizing fuel oil and natural gus. Further the Cepartment of Energy 
is proposing multi_fuel plants that burn coal, fuel oil and natural 
gas. I propose here that throughout the report where PIFUA is used, 
it is used as a un_necessary justification of the Intertie Project. 

Although Idaho Power has an excellent conservation program, its continued 
support of all.electric homes suggest that some of the conservation 
programs are self . serving. Certainly natural gas is cheaper and cleaner 
for heating. And the change from mercury vapor to high pressure sodium 
light may cause more light pollution. Page 2-2). 

Is Idaho Power the sole owner and operator of the Jim Bridger plant 
(see Page 2-3) as is suggested in the text? 

Page 2_5: "Through energy conservation and load management can somewhat 
reduce energy consumption, they affect energy use and system reliability on 
a local rather than a regiona} basis". What is the basis of this statement? 
It seems that 1f every util ity as such a program it would affect energy 
use and system reliability on a regional basis. 

Page 2-6. Reference is made to 362 MW of transmission capacity between the 
Northwest and UP&L system . What capacity is between UP&L system anu the 
sou th wes t (fou r corners reg i on) . I s there any pl ans by Pac i f; c Power to 
upgrade this entire system in which the proposed Southwest Intertie would 
become obsolete? Does Californais have acceSS to Arizona and New Mexico 
surplus electricity (; .e., is there an east-west intertie in the southern 
tier of states)? 2 of 5 

RESPONSES 

options allows the actual commitment to construct a resource to be made 
when forecasting uncertainty has been reduced as much as possible. By 
increasing the number of resource options available to a utility, the SWIP will 
serve as a tool for reducing the risk of overbuildi ng or underbuilding 
generating resources as a resu lt of load and resource uncertainties, 

C (kcause weather conditions are not predictable, hydropower is a variable 

resource for utilities. There are many proposals now being considered to 
defennine how Ute federal dams on the Columbia River system will be 
operated. It is unknown how the Col umbia River operations and the salmon 
recovery plan will aITect NorUtwest-Southwest power exchanges at this lime. 

D That is correct. PIFUA is no longer applicable, and it is an inappropriate 

justification for Ute SWIP. It has been removed in this document (refer to the 
Errata in Chapter 4 of this document). 

E 

F 

PacifiCorp and the IPCo jointly own the Jim Bridger Power Plant. PacifiCorp 

is the operator of the facility. 

The statement that conservation aITects energy use and system reliability on a 

local rather Utan a regional bas is is meant simply to indicate that the 
conservation programs of individual utilities, like their generating resources, 
have a localized impact. Of course, conservation throughout the western 
region certainly will have an impact on overall future generating resource 
requirements in the region . 

By reducing new regional generating requirements, however, conservation 
does not correspondingly reduce the value of regional transmission for 
minimizing resource costs, Even with reduced generating requirements, 
environmental and economic considerations may require the placement of new 
generation at substantial distances from population and load centers, thus 
requiring new transmission such as the SWIP. Also, because of the seasonal 
diversity which exists between Northwest and Southwest loads and resources, 
purchases and exchanges of power over the SWlP are expected to help the 
entire region meet load growth by utilizing existing resources more efficiently. 
Finally, regional conservation potential may be developed more fully given 
the availability of adequate regional transmission . Without such transmission, 
Ute cost effectiveness of conservation programs must be determined on the 
basis of the avoidable generati ng resou rce costs of an individual utility . 
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Page 2-10. It seemS that the corridor along the Wasatch Front is eliminated 
because of realestate costs,and that Some power would flow to other lines , 
and the lack of connection with Ely . These excuses are rather shallow since 
the same problems would occur in some areas between Ely and the southern 
routing due to narrowness of the corridor. Routing to Ely ;s comparable 
to routing from Ely to Intermountain Power Project and considered as a separate 
project within this environmental statement. Certainly the higher 
realestate costs compensate for the lack of environmental problems associated 
with the existing corridor . 

[

Page 2.11 again brings up PIFUA. Although it is true that oil and gas are 
more expensive for baseload generation, seasonal use and peaking power 
use of these energy sources are economically justified in every region of 

I the coury try. The Southwest Intertie proposal is one alternative to the 
use of seasonal and peaking use of energy. Oil and gas energy in 
peaking facilities is an equivalent use and should not be summarily dismissed. 
And what is the status of PIFUA, 1978? See above comment? 

J 

What is not discussed in this Environmental Impact Statement is that all 
these Intertie Proposals can bring both regional stability of electrical 
use and regional instability of electrlcal use, The report only mentions 
the fi r st first use. The best Utility will operate the best at local 
s Hua t ions where it ha s fi rS t hand i nfOrma t ion. Once aut 11 ity is connected 
to interties and computers, it no longer can control local effects of 
electrical storms, fires, earthquakes as these effects will nov/ affect the 
e~tire region and these effects can reduce reliability at the local utility. 
These are the trade-Offs. Should events in las Vegas and los Angeles 
affect the people of Idaho? 

Thus these criticisms are directed at the project purpose and planning. 
I have seen similar projects proposed in the passed with all their internal 
justification.and these projects were not needed and they cost the ratepayers 
much money and only promoted the utility administration. After reading the 
Environmental Impact Statement on the Southwest Intertie Project, I sense 
a very similar self_justification as tMe recent Thousand Springs Power 
Project proponents used , Hence I suggest a ten year delay in the 
construction of the Southwest Intertie project, 

3 of 5 
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Utilities having a lower avoided cost will be able to develop conservation 
resources to a lesser degree than utilities with a higher avoided cost 
Transmission can enable the development of conservation throughout the 
region at a level determined by the highest avoidable generating costs in the 
region. 

Conservation and demand-s ide management are integral parts of the resource 
strategy of every utility cons idering partnership in the SWIP. Federal and 
state regu latory requirements dictate that supp ly-side and demand-side 
resource options shou ld be considered on an equal basis in a utility's plan to 
acquire lowest cost resources. Conservation and other demand-s ide 
management programs are expected to reduce, but not to eliminate, 'the 
region's need for new generating resources . 

Transmission fac ilities wou ld contribute in several important ways to the task 
of the region's util ities to meet future load growth in the most efficient 
manner possi ble and with the smallest amount of new generating capacity. 
First, it is important to recognize the seasonal load diversity within the region. 
Transmiss ion will allow existing resources to be used to serve seasonal load 
requirements in one part of the region while also meeting new load growth 
requirements in another part of the region. Therefore, total regional resource 
requirements (Le., generation) can be reduced by using transmiss ion. When 
new regional generating resources are needed, transmission, such as the SWIP, 
would make more resource options available, and would help mini mize costs 
and environmental impacts . 

Because of the seasonal diversity that exists between the Pacific Northwest 
and the Desert Southwest, loads and resources, purchases and exchanges over 
the SWIP would be expected to help the entire WSCC region meet load 
growth by utiliz ing existing resources more efficiently. Regional conservation 
potential may be developed more fu lly given the availab il ity of adequate 
regional transmission. 

Also refer to the expanded discussion of purpose and need in Chapter 3 of 
this document. 

G The Western Systems Coordinating Council (WSCC) reports the non

simultaneous transfer capability between Utah and Arizona at 550-590 MW. 
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The second aspect of the EIS is the select i on of the alternative routings 
through and among some very sensitive ecological habitats . In this 
respect. the (IS did a good job in the description of the environments and 
rou te select ion (even though the necessity of the project is questionable!). 

;;?;rl)t~ , 
Peter Hovingh ~ 
Trustee , 

Intermountain Water Alliance 

4 of 5 

RESPONSES 

H 

PacifiCorp has requested 240 MW of capacity on the SWIP. This interest 
expresses their desire to utilize the SWIP to help serve their increas ing 
regional transmission needs. 

California is heavily interco nnected with the Southwest. The WSCC reports 
the non-simultaneous transfer capability in an east to west direction at 5700 
MW. However, most of the firm capacity is committed to moving existing 
resources to California. A proposed transmission line from southern 
Cali fornia to southern Nevada could increase the available capac ity for east
west transfers. 

When the SWIP was originally proposed to terminate in the Delta, Utah area, 

alternative routes through the Salt Lake City area were possib le, at least from 
a system connection standpoint. Several facts changed after the routes 
through the Salt Lake City area were first considered. First, the Utah-Nevada 
Transmission Project (UNTP), of wh ich the SWIP was intended to 
interconnect near· Delta, was found to be fully subscribed (i.e., did not have 
the capacity for the SWIP). This made a termination of the SWIP in Delta 
infeas ible. The project description was then changed to extend the project 
from the Ely area to the Las Vegas area. Las Vegas is the termination of the 
UNTP and is considered "marketplace". One of the SWIP's goals was also to 
reach "marketplace". Second, the Ely area was also seen as a potential 
marketplace. For example, an inte rconnection with the existing 230kV system 
is viewed as a possibility. And finally. land use conflicts in the Salt Lake 
City area would have been very difficult to overcome. 

I The cost effectiveness of a gas- and oil-fired generating resource for peaking 
appl ications cannot only be maintained, but can be enhanced, by transmission 
which would allow the resource to serve peaking loads in one part of the 
region during one season and peak ing loads in another part of the region 
during another season. The SWIP wou ld atTect regional resource construction 
and operation only to the extent that it would provide resource alternatives 
which would be superior to ex isting alternatives. 

PIFUA is no longer applicable and it is an inappropriate justification for the 
SWIP. It has been removed in this document (refer to Errata in Chapter 4 of 
this document). 

A benefit of the SWIP is to postpone the requirement of utilities in the WSCC 
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region to construct additional generation facilities . The discussion on 2-11 of 
the SWIP DEISIDPA focuses on'cost differential between fuels . The fuel 
costs associated with these generation facilities represent about one third of 
the total production costs. While fuel costs are significant and represent a 
major economic savings for short-term transactions, long-term reductions in 
generating capacity are mOfe significant. 

J The IPeo system has been interconnected with other utilities in the WSCC 

region since the 19405. The events in the Las Vegas and Los Angeles areas 
already impact the IPeo system. The main reason, for interconnecting 
different regions is to improve the reliability of each system. An 
interconnected system provides for a more robust and stronger electrical 
system allowing the regions to help each other during a disturbance. One of 
the main functions of the WSCC is to evaluate system reliability and 
minimize the effect of disturbances on other utility systems. The addition of 
the SWIP could significantly improve system reliability in the WSCC region, 
including the IPCo system. 
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RUSSELL D. BUTCHER 
SollfhlO'e"'·&-C~lHorlll. R.p"nnl.lI~e August 12, 1992 

A The Ely to Delta segment of the SWIP has been a part of the SWIP from the 

beginning. The portion from Ely to Dry Lake was added later in the EIS 
process. The reason the Ely to Delta segment was maintained in the SWIP 
DEISIDPA document is explained on pages 2-31 and 2-32 of the SWIP 
DElSIDPA. The Ely to Delta segment was originally ajoint SWIP and Utah
Nevada Transmiss ion Project (UNTP) transmiss ion line segment. When the 
SWIP was amended in June 1990, the IPCo's need for the Ely to Delta 
segment changed. However. this segment remains an important link to the 
UNTP and the need for it remains unchanged . 

t1r. Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3 , Box 1 
Burley, I daho 83318 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

RE: DRAFT SOUTHWEST INTERTIE 
PROJECT EIS & DRAFT PLAN 
AMENDMENT DEIS/DPA 

National Parks and Conservation Association , a 300 , 000-
member nonprofit organization, founded in 1919 to promote the 
prqtection, enhancement, and public understanding of the Na
tional Park System and related public lands , appreciates this 
opportunity to respond to the BLM ' s draft Southwes t Intertie 
Project environmental impact statement and draft Plan Amendment 
DEIS/DPA . We are f ocusing our comments exclusively on the 
"Crosstie Alternatives ," as follows: 

(1) We urge that it is appropriate for the public t o 
sincerely chal l enge the basic justification for the "Crosstie " 
line from eastern Nevada (whe~e the Southwest Intertie line is 
to be located) into western Utah . As we understanp. this pro
posal , it was not originally part of the Southwest Intertie 

AI Project, but was subsequently added t o it. Therefore, it gives 
the appearance of not being an integral or essential component 
of the Project . To drop out this controversial Crosstie line 
would consequently seem to have no detrimental impact upon the 
Intertie Project. Given the fact that much environmental or 
o ther controversy revolves around the Crosstie, we strongly 

I of 3 

When the SWIP was originally proposed to terminate in the Delta, Utah area, 
alternative routes through the Salt Lake City area were possible, at least from 
a system connection standpoint. Several facts changed after the routes 
through the Salt Lake City area were first considered. First. the UNTP, of 
which the SWIP was intended to interconnect near Delta, was found to be 
fully subscribed (i.e., did not have the capacity for the SWIP). This made a 
termination of the SWIP in Delta infeasible. The project description was then 
changed to extend the project from the Ely area to the Las Vegas area. Las 
Vegas is the termination of the UNTP and is considered "marketplace". One 
of the SWlP's goals was also to reach nmarketplace" . Second, the Ely area 
was also seen as a potential marketplace. For example, an interconnection 
with the ex isting 230kV system is viewed as a possibility. And finall y, land 
use conflicts in the Salt Lake City area would have been very difficult. 
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l recommend that it be deleted from further 
A unless or until far greater justification 

line can be provided in the future. 

planning ... at least 
for investing in this 

(2) Regarding the Crosstie Alternatives, we very 
emphatically oppose the Agency (BLM) Preferred Alternative be
tween Ely , NV , and Delta , UT. While National Parks and Conser 
vation Assoc i ation has usually supported and even at times en
couraged BLM's policy of placing new transmission lines within 
existing corridors, there are several reasons why we oppose do
ing so in this instance: 

(a) Had the exist i ng 230kV line (through Sacramento 
Pass at the north end of the South Snake Range) been subjected 
to the present-day standards of NEPA-mandated environmental 
impact studies and had Great Basin National Park already been 
established, we are confidentAf~ing would then have been 
selected, thereby leaving this scenically spectacular route 
free of the visual impacts of the 230kV line and free, as well, 
from the threat of transmission line expansion , like the pro 
posed 500kV facility. 

RESPONSES 

(b) tve oppose the large-scale SOOkV transmission line -
even with visually mitigating design and color of the towers and 
the use of non-specular cable - -because of the significant visual 
prominence the line would have, both from within many key parts 
of the national park and from stretches of the highway that offer 
motorists with grand, unobstructed views of the park and its 
magnificent mountains. 

(c) The existing 230kV corridor is a round-about routing 
for the proposed SOOkV Crosstie; and given (a) and (b) I above , 
if any line is built, we strongly prefer a more direct corridor: 
either the Direct Route, which is clearly the shortest and there 
fore , we assume , the least costly option; or the Cutoff Route, 
which would utilize an existing 230kV corridor for about half 
its length--and which the document characterizes as the environ
mentally preferable alternative . 

tvhi l e we understand BLM's reluctance to push a new powerline 
through largely undisturbed landscapes, as would occur along the 
Direct Route and along about 50 percent of the Cutoff Route , we 
urge that environmental impacts of the 230kV Corridor Route would 
be even greater --particularly in relation to one of America's 
magnificent units of the National Park System. Nor should we 
ignore the likelihood that sometime in the future, a second and 

20f3 
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even a third S09kV transmission line will be proposed to expand 
the capacity of ' the Crosstie (again assuming that the Crosstie 
can be justified in the first place) . 

B 

[

Regarding the Leland Harris Spring complex, would it not be 
reasonable, as frequently occurs along other powerline and pipeline 
projects, to simply shift the alignment far enough from such 

B sensitive resources as to avoid the concern? We doubt serioUSly 
that the presence of this spring and other wetland habitat is 
reason enough to argue against the Direct Route. 

[

Regarding the argument concerning low military training flights, 
it seems unreasonable to conclude that the Department of Defense 

C would be unwilling to make some adjustments in its flight patterns , 
should either the Direct Route or Cutoff Route be determined 
to be in the best public interest. C 

In summary , we very strongly urge a thorough re-evaluation 
of a NO- ACTION Alternative for the Crosstie proposal. Of the 
suggested alternative corridors, we very strongly oppose utiliz
ing the existing 230kV corridor--because it shouldn't have been 
selected as a transmission corridor in the first placei because 
of the visual impacts upon adjacent Great Basin National Park; 
and because shorter and presumably less costly alternatives exist 
under the Direct Route and Cutoff Route alternatives. Rather than 
adding transmission lines to the 230kV Corridor Route and thereby 
increasing the visual impacts of that route, we would like to hold 
out the hope that the existing 230kV line may ultimately be re
moved in the future, so that this scenically outstanding area could 
be restored to a natural condition. This "windmv of opportunity " 
is before us now. Were one or more SOOkV lines added, that window 
would be closed virtually forever. We hope you will seize the 
moment on this worthy opportunity ... before it is too late. 

RDB/prb 
cc: Sup't Al Henderson, 

Great Basin Nat ' l 
NPCA headquarters 

Park 

~ 
. . cerr" . 

( tU I "l:<.-/ d...c L-
ell D. Butcher 

Pacific Southwest Regional Director 

30f3 

The Leland Harris Spring complex encompasses an area that is actually larger 

than it seems. The complex stretches for many miles in either direction from 
the alignment of the Direct Route. Throughout the Snake VaJley occur many 
natural springs and wetland habitat for certain species of fish, frogs, and 
butterflies which are dependent on the springs for their survival. To simply 
sh ift the alignment of the transmission line would not be enough and it cou ld 
add another tcn to twcnty miles to the corridor. The species within these 
springs [Category 11 and Endangered (one species)) have also not been 
mapped because of wetland soils and the possibility of underwater tributaries 
which would make this area even more sensitive. The presence of the Leland 
Harris Spring complex is certainly not the only impact along this route. The 
impacts to flight operations in the R·6504 Restricted Area, visual impacts, 
cultural resources, and other biological concerns all combine to present 
problems with this route. 

Regard ing the Direct Route and the R-6504 Restricted Area, the Department 
of Defense has stated in correspondence that building any towers over 30 feet 
in height is unacceptable due to constant use of the area by military missions 
and exercises as part of the Utah Testing and Training Reserve (lfITR). The 
UTIR is one of the largest training areas in the West still operable and able to 
maintain a large variety of missions. Also as more bases are being closed by 
Congress, it is very unlikely the Department of Defense will easily relinquish 
alterations to its Restricted Area. It is incorrect to state that the military is 
unwilling to negotiate on the routes through the Military Operating Areas 
(MOAs) on the other Ely to Delta segment routes. There is agreement where 
towers would be kept to 105 feet or less through specified areas to minimize 
impacts to low-level flying operations. 
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September 3 , 1992 

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

Re : Draft Environmental Impact Statement/Draft Plan 
Amendment (DEIS/DPA) on the proposed Idaho Power 
Company 500kV Transmission Line (Southwest Inter tie 
Project) . 

Dear Mr. Simonson, 

Please accept these comments on the above 
referenced DEIS/DPA on behalf of the Nevada Outdoor 
Recreation Association and Paul C. Clifford, Jr. both 
jointly and severally. Please send each of us a copy of 
the Final Envi ronmental Impact Statement/Proposed Plan 
Amendment (FEIS/PPA) and Record of Decis i on at our 
addresses l i sted below . 

The Bur eau of Land Management and Dames and Moore 
are t o be congrat ulated on producing a document 
reflecting remarkable consensus in an exceedingly 
difficult endeavor, namely the siting of a major 
electric power transmission facility. WE SUPPORT THE 
AGENCY PREFERRED ROUTE FOR BOTH THE SWIP AND CROSS-TIE . 
From our point of view there is only one major 
difficulty regarding routing alternatives - the choice 
of the Cut-off route as the environmentally favored 
alternative for the Cross-tie, which will be addressed 
below. However, certain other questions also remain. 

1 of 12 
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Unfortunately, a number of proposed activities byi\ 
various public and private entities including, but 
certainly not limited to, land transfers between the 
public and private sectors (particularly for utility 
rights of way) I transfer of water from one basin to 
another within Nevada and interstate or international 
transfers of water by pipeline and/or aqueduct through 
eastern Nevada, have forced the citizens of eastern 
Nevada to be very wary of all large scale projects such 
as the SWIP. As a result , c a n you answer for us some 
basic questions which do not seem to be directly or 
adequately addressed in the DEIS? 

R ~j<' ;. ' 011 
h ",.. '".wo 

D r~"''''.·": " It 
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ISSUE 1) The SWIP as documented in the DEIS is really two 
distinct projects: Midpoint to Dry Lake (what is now 
referred to as SWIP) and the Cross-tie (Ely to Delta) . The 
bulk of the SWIP (however defined) is situated in Nevada . 
Both SWIP and the Cross-tie have major impacts in the Ely 
BLM District. Idaho Power Company will not be responsible 
for the Cross - tie in any way. They have agreed to transfer 
their rights to any Cross-tie transmission right of way to 
the Los Angeles Department of water and Power. 

[

QUESTION 1) Why was this project permitted to so change its 
character that the areas with the greatest impacts were left 

l\ with no control over the development, management, and 
determination of alternatives, unless this is a callous, 
calculated maneuver to limit the adverse reaction 
anticipated from those excluded from the management loop? 

B 

QUESTION 1A) Why is the "Cross-tie" not a separate issue, under B 
the jurisdiction of either Utah or Nevada BLM? This project 
does not enter Idaho at all. The entity which is to actually 
use the r i ght o f way is from California, not Idaho. What is 
the rational for Idaho BLM to be the lead Agency? Most of 
the controversy about the Cross-tie concerns lands in the 
Ely BLM District. Wi!'l the ELY BLM District be essentially 
granted the lead role in determining the suitability of the 
several Cross-tie routes through its District for the Finale 
Record of Decision? 

e relatively limited project in an area where favorable 

r
QUESTION 1B) Will this DEIS j DPA set a precedent f o r starting a 

administrative review might be anticipated , and then 
gradually changing and expanding the program into areas 

2 of 12 

The Ely to Della segment of the SWIP has been a part of the SWIP from the 

beginning. The portion from Ely to Dry Lake was added later in the EIS 
process . The reason the Ely to Delta segment was maintained in the SWIP 
DEISIDPA document is explained on pages 2~31 and 2-32 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA. The Ely to De lta segment was originally ajoint SWIP and Utah
Nevada Transmission Project (UNTP) transmission line segment. When the 
SWIP was amended in June 1990, the IPCo 's need for the Ely to Delta 
segment changed. However, this segment remains an important link to the 
UNTP and the need for it remains unchanged. 

When the SWIP was originally proposed to terminate in the De lta, Utah area, 
alternative routes through the Salt Lake City area were possible, at least from 
a system connection standpoint. Several facts changed after the routes 
through the Salt Lake City area were first considered. First, the UNTP, of 
which the SWIP was intended to interconnect near De lta, was found to be 
fully subscribed (did not have the capacity for the SWIP). This made a 
termination of the SWIP in Delta infeasible. The project description was then 
changed to extend the project from the Ely area to the Las Vegas area. Las 
Vegas is the termination of the UNTP and is considered marketplace. One of 
the SWIP 's goals was also to reach marketplace. Second, the Ely area was 
also seen as a potential marketplace . For example, an interconnection with 
the existing 230kV system is viewed as a possibility. And finally, land use 
conflicts in the Salt Lake City area would have been very difficult. 

Also refer to the expanded discussion of Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of 
this document. 

The BLM is the designated Lead Federal Agency. The BlM Director 

assigned Idaho as the lead state for meeting BLM NEPA responsibilities on 
this project on October 31 , 1988. It has remained so during the various 
changes in the project. This is explained in Chapter 2 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA. The Ely District of the BLM will be involved in the decision 
process . The Idaho BlM lead for the project by no means restricts Ely's 
input. 

No. Please refer to page 2-31 of the SWIP DEISIDPA for an explanation of 

why the SWIP was expanded from the Ely area south to the Las Vegas area. 
Also refer to the response to comment "A" above. 

r 
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Cl 
where less favorable review or more controversial issues 
might be anticipated , even including changes of beneficial 
ownership of rights to the permitted activity (IPC to 
LADWP)? 

D 

D 

QUESTION Ie) Where is the limit between reasonable convenience to 
the petitioner versus the need for real power in oversight 
and management of the permitting process by those 
potentially adversely affected? Why is it not reasonable to 
expect LADWP to deal with the ELY BLM District directly with 
regard to the Cross-tie? Why are mitigation measures of 
import to the Ely BLM District being determined by two 
surrogates, Idaho BLM and Idaho Power rather than those 
directly affected, Ely BLM and LADWP? 

ISSUE 2) This DEIS/DPA is written in such a summary form that it 
is very difficult if not impossible to make any definitive E 
decision or comment based on technical data . Such data are 
crucial to informed comment and are the heart of the 
requirements of NEPA, which mandates this DEIS/DPA. A very 
limited number of technical reports and data t 'ables were 
printed and distributed to public agencies but not to 
individuals. NEPA also requires that all persons wishing to 
comment be heard. Those of us who have legitimate interests 
in the project, but who do not live conveniently close to a 
ufile" copy are effectively excluded from informed · comment . 
If expense is the issue, such expenses should be bourn by 
the petitioner and be a routine expense of the permit F 
process. The respondent has no control over the magnitude of 
the project and hence the amount of technical data required 
to support the decision. NEPA requires that this data be (} 
available to all respondents. 

E[ QUESTION 2) Why were the technical reports and data tables not 
made available to ALL interested parties? 

[

QUESTION 2A) There have been numerous mailings as~ociated with 
this project. A form for requesting the technical reports 

F and data tables could have been included in each of the last 
four mailings. Why was this not done? 

G 
made routinely available to individual respondents, which 

f
QUESTION 28) Since the technical reports and data tables were not 

severely limits their abil ity to make informed comment, is 
this in fact a valid DEIS/DPA? Will the FEIS and Record of 

3 of 12 

Please refer to Response B above. The IPCo is the project proponent for the 

Ely to Delta segment because of the original right-ofMway application. The 
LADWP has been involved in all aspects of the SW[P EIS process because of 
the IPCo 's intent to request the BLM to transfer the right-of-way g~ant for this 
segment, if granted, to the LADWP. Again, the BLM in Ely has also been 
invo lved in every step of the EIS process, and will be involved in the decision 
process with the rest of the potentially affected BLM districts. If a right-ofM 
way for the Ely to Delta segment is granted, the BLM in Ely will be directly 
involved with in the development of the Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance Plans, as well as the actual construction, operation, and 
maintenance of the project. Refer to page 1-34 of this document for more 
information regardi ng the Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan. 

TIle technical reports and data tables were made available to all interested 
parties to review, as explained in Appendix H of the SWIP DEISIDPA. Only 
a limited number of technical reports were printed because of the costs of 
printing and mailing the nine document sets . The alternative to making these 
limited number of documents available for public review wou ld have been to 
restrict public review to the project files. The technical reports were produced 
to facilitate public rev iew of all of the detailed studies without having to 
travel to Idaho. Additional sets of these documents were sent to the local 
libraries indicated on page 4-17 of this document. 

Refer to Response E above. 

Refer to Response E above. 

, , 
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Decision be delayed until this deficiency is met by 
determining if anyone wishes to receive these documents and 
is given a reasonable and customary time to either enter a 
comment or amend comments already submitted? 

ISSUE 3) The Federal Lands Policy and Management Act explicitly 
requires that existing designated utility corridors be used 
whenever possible when siting new transmission facilities. 
This portion of the law appears to have been totally ignored 
in formulating alternatives in this DEIS/OPA , even after 
citing this fact! Each of the BLM Districts traversed has an 
in place land use plan, which in effect constitutes a form 
of internal zoning. These plans delineate a number of 
utility corridors requested by the various utility 
companies. The DEIS/DPA contains no map of ANY existing 
designated utility corridors (utilized or empty). Existing 
long distance power transmission lines are shown only where 
they interact or enter the proposed right of way. . 

QUESTION 3) Where are the currently existing designated utility 
corridors which are germane to this project (contained 
within the five map sheets)? 

111 QUESTION 3A) Where are the proposed or existing utility corridors 
for the proposed White Pine Power Project (WPPP)? 

QUESTION 3B) What relationship, if any, exists between the WPPP 
proposed or existing utility corridors and the proposed SWIP 
corridor? 

ISSUE 4) Utility corridors are designated in the normal planning 
process within each agency's land use planning process, most 
particularly in Master Framework Plans (MFP) or Range 
Management Plans (RMP) for each BLM District. The SWIP has 
been in the making for many years. . 

[

QUESTION 4) Why are segments now proposed (such as the Cut-off 
I route) which lie outside any designated utility corridor, 

particularly when existing designated corridors fill the 
same transmission needs? 

J 
modifications, such as 

[

QUESTION 4A) Of what use is 

introduced outside the 
process? 

the planning process if major 
totally new utility corridors, 
scope of the general planning 

can be 

4 or 12 

RESPONSES 

H 

I 

J 

Please refer to Chapter 1 of this document for this discussion and for maps 

(Figure 1·1 and 1-2) of the designated and planning corridors. 

The NEPA process mandates evaluating "reasonable and feasible" alternatives 

which in th is case include routing alternatives which lie outside of designated 
utility corridors. The Record of Decision for the SWIP may amend 
Management Framework Plans and Resource Management Plans for the BlM 
if appropriate. This is why the EIS process is combined with a plan 
amcndment process . 

TIle Federal land managemcnt agency will retain ownership of the land within 
the right--of·way . For private lands, an easement would be purchased from the 
land owner, but the private land owner would still own the land unless a fee 
purchase was made by thc utility .company. 

A planning process must be dynamic to rcspond to changes. When land use 

plans are completed , the plans are responsive to the resource issues at that 
point in time. A land use plan must have the flexibility to be responsive to 
changing situations or new infonnation. That is the reason why the BLM 
regulations allow for plan amendments. Like any new land use plan, land use 
plan amendments also require public input and allow fo r public comment. 
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ISSUE 5) Land ownership and control of use of the right of way is 
also a concern. l( The land management agency or private land owner will retain ownership of 

the right-of-way. 

K[ QUESTION 5) Who will own the land contained within the right of 
way? 

[

QUESTION SA) Who will control additional or ancillary uses of the 
, utility corridor/right of way for uses other than the direct 

L construction, maintenance, and utilization of the right of 
way for SWIP or the Cross-tie? What environmental safeguards 
will remain? Will additional uses require a formal EIS?" 

[

QUESTION 58) Will creation of these utility corridors (assuming 
they are not already designated) facilitate their use by the 
current petitioners (IPC and LADWP) or others for the inter-

~ basin transfer of water, interstate transport of water, or 
international transport of water through eastern Nevada by 
pipeline, aqueduct or any other means? 

ISSUE 6) There are at least two major components of visual values 
and hence visual impacts. All other things being equal, the 
fewer people offended, the better. More fundamentally, there 
is the issue of introduced visual characteristics, i.e. what 
will be fundamentally changed. Throughout the DEIS/DPA this 
second component is totally ignored even though this is 
recognized as a legitimate issue, especially if the area is 
remote. This seems to be an acute problem wherever the 
environmentally preferred route is different than the Agency 
or utility preferred routes . However, since these are the 
only places that one can observe the independent interplay 
of issues in selecting a given route/alternative, one is 
left with little confidence that this criterion received 
more than passing lip service in any route determination. 

[

QUESTION 6) Will the visual impacts of the project be re-thought 
in the FEIS and ROD to include the critical visual impact 

~ component of fundamental changes in the character of the 
viewshed and its surrounding area? 

ISSUE 7) The choice of the Cut-off route as the environmentally 
preferred alternative for the Cross-tie project is most 
unfortunate, and we believe, does not withstand reasonable 
scrutiny. For the purposes of these comments, when we refer 
to the Cut-off route we are speaking only of links 262, 265, 
266, 267, 268, a total distance of about 79 miles. The 
remainder of the route is coincident with the 230kV corridor 
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The land management agency will control the right-of-way ror the uses 

designated in the right-or-way grant or special use penn it. The National 
Environmental Policy Act will apply to any revisions or the operations other 
than what is stated as the pennitted uses. 

Establishing utility corridors means potential use by other linear racilities. 

However, a right-or-way grant would be needed berore any other project 
could be constructed. This would require complying with the National 
Environmental Policy Act. 

Impacts to the scenic quality or the landscape were assessed consistently for 

each of the alternative routes. Please refer to Volume III - Human 
Environment Technical Report for a complete discussion or the methods. 
Appendix H or the SWIP DEISIDPA explains where the Technical Reports 
can be reviewed. Also rerer to Appendix H in the Errata of Chapter 4 for 
locations where additional copies of the Technical Reports can be reviewed. 
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of which we approve. The Cut-off alternative was added 
relatively late in the decision making process to allay () 
concerns raised by the Great Basin National Park concerning 
degradation of the ambiance and viewshed to the north of the 
Park. We are unaware of any instance in which the 
implementation of a transmission line enhanced the visual, P 
aesthetic, or environmental quality of the corridor along 
its route. There is no "good" place to put a transmission 
line, only "less bad U locations. Certainly, the Cut-off 
route is among the worst that could be rationally proposed 
when judged from an environmental point of view. Perhaps 
this is the result of not developing all of the criteria for 
this route to the same degree as for other parts of the 
project such as the main SWIP alternatives - there is much 
white unassigned value along this route on the cultural and 
biological impact maps and much misinformation on the visual 
and land cover maps. All noted errors and omissions appear 
to undermine or under value the ecological integrity found 
along this route. In terms of data collection and 
evaluation, this route appears to be an afterthought. 
Whatever the reasons, the designation of this route as the 
best environmental alternative is totally unacceptable. 

QUESTION 7) Since the Cut-off route does not comply with the 
existing Schell Resource Area RMP which contains no 
provision for a utility corridor with this alignment and is 
in apparent conflict with FLPMA which provides that, where 
possible, future transmission lines should be sited in 
existing corridors and there being an existing corridor to 
achieve the same transmission goal, i.e. the 230kV Corridor, 
is the Cut - off alternative legally viable? will the FEIS and 
Record of Decision be in accordance with the Schell RA RMP 
and FLPMA and/or delete the Cut- off Alternative? 

QUESTION 7A) With regard to the biological resources present 
along the Cut-off corridor, are you aware that there is 
CRUCIAL YEAR LONG and KIDDING GROUND use by antelope along 
essentially all of links 266 and 267? In fact, this area is 
sufficiently important that it was designated as the 
Antelope Game Refuge in the early 1920's by the State of 
Nevada . This refuge extended from the northern limit of the 
Mt. Moriah unit of the Humboldt National Forest northward to 
the Elko/White Pine County Line and 15 to 17 miles westward 
from the Nevada/Utah State Line. This refuge was in 
existence until the mid to late ' Forties. During this time 
all big game was in real danger of extirpation in Nevada. 
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Yes. The SWIP process may amend existing Resource Management Plans or 
other land use planning documents; a decision by the BLM to establish a 
route would also establish a utility corridor. 

Major portions of Links 266 and 267 were identified as pronghorn antelope 
habitat, including pronghorn winter range. However, no crucial yearling or 
kidding ground designations were indicated to the document pre parers for 
these links during the inventory . Similarly, the preparers were never informed 
of the antelope refuge . 
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Were the existence of the refuge and both the biological and 
cultural/historical significance of this area known to the Q 
evaluators? Will these factors be considered in the FElS and 
Record of Decision? 

Q 

R 

QUESTION 78) A statement is made in the DEIS (page 3-18, Ft 
Wildlife, wild horses and burros) that "none occur within 
the study corridors ll

, In point of fact the Cut-off corr~dor 
crosses at least two herd areas in Nevada, the Antelope Herd 
Management Area and the Mt. Moriah Herd Management Area. 
Both of these liMA's have very real horses in them! Are the 
preparers of the DEIS aware of these HMA'S? Why are they not 
considered at all? Will the FElS and Record of Decision 
reflect their existence? 

QUESTION 7C) Virtually the entirety of the Cut-off route in 
Nevada is in prime Ferruginous Hawk habitat. While buried in 
the text, why is this not depicted on the Biological S 
Resources Map #3 & #4? The open sage to scattered 
pinion/juniper stands of the adjacent mountains are the 
ideal habitat for this species. Will their presence along 
this corridor be recognized and given weight in the FEIS and 
Record of Decision? 

[

QUESTION 7D) At least link 267 crosses an unusual succulene 
transition zone giving rise to most peculiar appearing T 
cacti. This statement is based on observations made by Alvin 

S McLane of the Desert Institute at the University of Nevada-
Reno. Why is this area not given consideration in the DEIS? 
Will the FEIS and Record of Decision reflect the existence 
of this transition zone? 

T 

QUESTION 7E) Why is there a large (presumably barren) playa area 
on link 267 between miles 15 and 207 There are no playas at 
this location. The playas are about 3-4 miles west. What 
does occur are fairly large stands of winterfat on a gently 
rolling terrane with a general westward slope of perhaps 5%, 
which might give similar reflectance from satellite imagery. 
On the ground no one should make this mistake! It is in part 
this large percentage of winterfat that makes this excellent 
winter range for antelope and other big game species, such 
as elk which are moving into the area from both north and 
south. Will someone actually go out and properly evaluate 
the environmental suitability of this route on the ground 
before the FElS and Record of Decision? will the FEIS and 
ROD reflect the actual facts as they are on the ground and 
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This has been corrected in the Errata in Chapter 4 of this document. Refer to 
page 3·35 under Herd Management Areas. 

One of objectives in mapping resources was to illustrate the occurrence of 

discrete, relatively sensitive biological features. Where ferruginous hawk 
habitat was represented by discrete units within a link, it was mapped. Where 
it occurred essentially throughout a link, the BLM did not map it. The same 
is true of pronghorn habitat. The BLM mapped discrete elements of 
pronghorn natural history (e.g., crucial wintering grounds), but did not attempt 
to map all pronghorn habitat in the study area. The presence of ferruginous 
hawks throughout this part of Nevada has been considered and will be further 
addressed during the development of the Construction, Operations, and 
Maintenance Plan (refer to page 1-34 of this document). 

The BLM was unaware of this transition zone until receipt of your letter. 
Kim Otero contacted Alvin McLean at the Desert Institute. He had no 
recollection of the "unusual succulent transition zone" referred to in this 
comment. Surveys for sensitive plants will be conducted along the right-of
way and access roads of the selected route (refer to the Construction, 
Operation, and Maintenance Plan on page 1-34 of this document). 

The areas labeled as playa on Link 267 between miles 15 and 20 (Cutoff 
Route) have been incorrectly identified. The correct landcover is sage scrub. 
TIle 230kV Corridor Route is the environmentally preferred route with 
consideration of cumulative effects (refer to Chapter 3 of this document) . 
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TL rescind the designation of this corridor as the 
environmentally preferred route? U Link 266 does not lraverse the ridge of the Red Hills . 

u 

v 

QUESTION 7F) Link 266 appears to go out of its way to take dead V 
aim on the Red Hills and run along the entire length of the 
top of this topographic feature. There is no road on this 
ridge top and the slopes are significant. construction costs 
must be higher in this constrained environment unless 
grievous damage is to be done to the ridge top. Erosion will 
be generally more severe for both the short and long term 
than the short stretches indicated on the Earth Resources 
Map #3. Why does the route go the length of these hills 
instead of at their base? If this route is chosen for 
construction, will the actual alignment be changed to avoid 
the ridge of the Red Hills? 

QUESTION 7G} The Visual Resources Map #3 and #4 depict the entire 
Cut-off route as having minimal visual impact over its 
entire length except the short link 262. Nothing could be 
farther from the truth . This entire route is in fact 
noteworthy for the absence of visual impacts due to human 
activity . We believe that the Ely District now classifies 
much of this area ("Mike Springs Pass") as Visual Resource 
Class II . Except where the corridor crosses the relatively 
low voltage rural electrical distribution lines at the road 
on the west side of North spring Valley, at Tippitt Pass, 
and at the road on the west s ide of Snake Valley, there is 
essentially nothing man- made higher or more intrusive than 
an occasional fence over a corridor distance of about 75 VV 
miles (links 263, 265, 266, 267, 268)! No houses, barns, 
silos, industry, smokestacks, chimneys, or poles. Even for 
rural Nevada, this area is remote! The introduction of a 
500kV powerline with four-legged lattice towers at least 130 
feet tall, especially running the Red Hills ridgeline and 
"Mike Springs Pass ", would be a massive change in the visual 
character not only of the corridor, but the entire area . The 
viewsheds of the Mt. Moriah Wilderness Area, the Blue Mass 
Scenic Area and the Gandy Area of Critica l Environmental 
Concern are all severely adversely impacted by this 
corridor. Why is this massive visual impact ignored in the 
DEIS? Will the FEIS and ROD take this massive visual impact 
into account and upgrade the visual impact from minimal to 
high. If not, why not? 

vvrQUESTION 7H) The National Park Service is the only serious 
"Agency" opponent of the 230kV Corridor route. They are 
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Neither the Direct Route or CutoIT Route corridors would cross VRM Class II 
areas in the Ely District. According to the Schell Resource Area, Ely DiSlrict, 
most of the area is Class III and . Class IV. These routes would pass near 
VRM Class II areas around the Blue Mass Scenic Area, the Gandy ACEC, 
and Marble Canyon WSA. Both routes would pass near the Mt. Moriah 
Wilderness, which is VRM Class I. All other areas that would be crossed are 
Class lIT and Class IV. 

Visual impacts to the Mt. Moriah Wilderness, the Blue Mass Scenic Area, the 
Gandy ACEC and the Marble Canyon WSA were evaluated in the SWIP 
DEISIDPA (refer to Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report). 
Because views from dispersed recreation can occur from virtually anywhere 
within their boundaries, the effects of the SWIP alternative routes were 
characterized in somewhat general terms (refer to page 3-26 of this 
document). 

Mitigation has been recommended to minimize the potential adverse effects of 
alternative routes on views from dispersed recreation viewpoints. 
Recommended mitigation measures consist of using non-specular (non
reflective) conductors and dulled structures in sensitive areas where the visual 
contrast wou ld be strong. 

Public Law 102-328, enacted August 3, 1992, designates both the California 

National Historic Trail and the Pony Express National Historic Trail as 
components of the National Trail System. This designation did not exist at 
the time the SWIP DEISIDPA was re leased, although both routes were 
considered and all crossings were identified. Both trails would be crossed by 
the SWIP in northern Nevada. 

It is incorrect to say that the recent act, amending the National Trail System 
Act, "puts the trail under their (NPS) care and safekeeping." Similarly, the 
new law does not mandate NPS acquisition or corridor management. While 
the NPS serves in an advisory capacity and conducts studies relative to 
national trails, the National Trail System Act states, in Section 7(a)(J)(A), 
that: "Nothing contained in this Act shall be deemed to transfer among 
Federal agencies any management responsibilities established under any other 
law for federally administered lands which are components of the National 
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apparently willing to sacrifice other major ecological 
values t o preserve their own viewshed at Great Basin 
National Park. However, they may wish to re-think their 
support for the Cut-off route. A recent law has been enacted 
which puts the Pony Express Trail under their care and 
safekeeping. The Law mandates that NPS acquire and/or manage 
the corridor of the Pony Express Trail to preserve its 
character and integrity . Cut-off link 265, the north end of 
link 266 in the vicinity of Tippitt pass, and probably link 
262 would have major visual intrusions and totally change 
the historically accurate ambiance of this 20 mile segment 
of the Trail. Given this new mandate, will the NPS now 
oppose the intrusion of the Cut-off into the viewshed and 
ambiance of the Pony Express Trail? 

RESPONSES 

x 

Trail System ." The federal lands involved at the crossings of these two trail 
components and the SWIP are currently administered by the BLM. This 
management does not change as a result of P.L. 102-328. The above 
notwithstanding, the National Park Service agrees that these two trails are 
significant cu ltural resources which merit protection. The BLM also' believes 
that the recent designation of the California Trail and Pony Express routes as 
National Historic Trails heightens even further the level of protection that 
should be afforded. 

The impact comparison between these two routes is discussed on pages 2·53 

through 2·54 and summarized in Table 2-4 of the SWIP DEISIDPA (also refer 
to Table 1-2 in this document). There is also additional documentation of 
these impacts in this document in Chapter 3. 

incremental impact of a third transmission line north of the )7 

[

QUESTION 7I) Given the genuine and valid concern of NPS for the 
viewshed of Great Basin National Park, is not the 

)( Park in the established 230kV Corridor less of a total 
Your comment is noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision process. 

impact than almost 80 miles of new transmission line in a 
pristine area where none currently exists? 

)' why not make the object lesson that the viewer, 90% of whom 

[

QUESTI ON 7J) If the Park indeed must place its information kiosks 
within the immediate viewshed of the new transmission line, 

come from major metropolitan areas, have only themselves to 
blame for this visual intrusion, since it is to support 
their demand for more electricity that the line was built? 

[

QUESTION 7K) The LADWP insists that it will only consider the 
most visually intrusive four-legged lattice towers for the 
Cross-tie because this is the only style of tower in which 

Z they purport to have confidence, despite contrary experience 
elsewhere in the country. Would not the NPS have greater 
ability to insist that less intrusive towers be used in 
areas impacting their viewshed? 

AA 

QUESTION 7L) LADWP has indicated that they will only consider 
four-legged lattice towers on the Cross-tie route. These are 
the most visually intrusive towers possible. If the Cut-off 
alternative is selected for implementation, will the visual 
intrusion be mitigated over approximately 80 miles of 
corridor by the use of less visually intrusive guyed tower 
designs? Will both towers and wires be covered with a non
reflective coating to reduce visual impact? If not, why not? 
will the utility be permitted to dictate its preference to 
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z This has been done. Corten-steel H-frame towers will be used as mitigation at 

the proposed road crossings which lead to Great Basin National Park. The H
frame poles may be used elsewhere as necessary to mitigate visual impacts. 
Refer to Table 4-2 #5 in the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

AA The guyed tower is not being considered as visual mitigation for the Ely to 

Delta segment Yes, there are locations along all alternative routes, including 
the Cutoff Route, where non-speCUlar conductor and dulled towers are 
specified to mitigate visual impacts. The utilities have already negotiated the 
mitigation measures with the BLM and have agreed to all of the mitigation 
measures that were recommended in the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

From the Selectively Committed Mitigation Measures listed in Table 4·2 of 
the SWIP DEISIDPA, the LADWP has committed to the use of measure 
numbers 5, 7, and 10 in conjunction with the self-supporting (four·legged) 
steel-lattice towers on the Ely to Delta segment routes. Steel-lattice towers 
tend to be less visually evident in distant views than steel pole towers. The 
LADWP has strong intemaJ poHcy reasons for not using the guyed tower 
design. The LADWP has developed current designs for transmission line 
towers based on its many years of experience in construction and maintaining 
high voltage transmission lines. The LADWP's experience includes the 
construction of 1838 guyed towers in 1969 and maintaining them for 23 years. 
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the BLM? How can less visually intrusive guyed tower designs 
be acceptable to IPC for the SWIP corridor but be 
unacceptable designs for LADWP for the Cross-tie covering 
essentially similar terrane? 

QUESTION 7M) On July 30, 1991, at about 9:55 P.M. an F-16 flying 
out of Hill AFB crashed in "Mike Springs Pass!! while on a 
low level training mission. The plane dug a furrow in the 
ground about three-quarters of a mile long a few miles south 
of Mike springs, essentially along the proposed centerline 
of the Cut-off corridor. Hundreds of missions are flown 
through this pass every year . the planes are often so low 
(several hundred feet or less) that they are blocked from 
view by the slightest clump of bushes or rise of ground. The 
planes are often banking sharply to stay within the envelope 
of the UTTR as defined by the navigation beacon on Kern Mtn. 
A picket fence of high tension lines and 130 foot high 
pylons is about the last things these pilots need to 
distract them!!! Assuming that the Air Force will continue 
to train for low level missions over this area, will the 
FEIS and ROD recognize the extreme danger to hUman life that 
this segment of corridor presents to military pilots? The 
230kV Corridor also crosses military air space, but not ' so 
near the UTTR itself, and there are existing towers and 
lines in this right of way. Why not keep the hazard 
concentrat~d where it currently exists? 

QUESTION 7N) The Cultural Resources Map #3 shows major un
evaluated areas along the Cut-off route. The DEIS makes the 
implication that statistically, these areas will have about 
the same importance as most of the rest of eastern Nevada . 
We believe that this may not be so. The Kern Mtns. have an 
unusual, more east-westerly trend than the typical basin and 
range mountains. This gives rise to a very high percentage 
of northern and especially southern facing micro 
environments well suited for large and small game, pinion 
nuts, and edible grasses such as Great Basin Rye. The Kerns 
are also unusually well watered with numerous well dispersed 
springs. There is only about 20 miles between these 
mountains and the North spring Valley marshes, now often dry 
playas due to use of water for irrigation. In former times 
these marshes would have been a major food and fiber BB 
resource locality. Archaeological investigations; as noted 
in the DEIS, indicate that the general area has been 
occupied for about 12,000 years. Unlike most SUbsistence 
hunter/gatherers, the local inhabitants would only require 
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When compared to free standing towers, the LADWP feels that guyed towers 
have the following advantages and disadvantages: 

Advantages 

lower initial costs 
less v isual impact 

Disadvantages 

not as capable to handle broken wire conditions, resulting in increased 
probability of tower failure and, in particular, the cascading failure of 
many towers at one time 
vandalism/sabotage leading to tower failure easier to accomplish by 
cutting guy wires 
corrosive action on guy anchors can lead to releasing the guy wires 
and tower failures far easier than the same corrosive action on 
footings of a free stand ing tower 
anchors and guy wires easily damaged by vehicle traffic with 
increased chances of liability lawsuits resulting from public use of 
access roads. 
guy wires require frequent monitoring for proper tensions 
costs incurred for additional line outages required for maintenance 
transmission line reliability reduced 

The LADWP is willing to incur the additional initial costs because they 
consider the disadvantages of a guyed tower to be a major concern. 

Except for areas where the United States Air Force requires the structures to 
be more visually apparent, the mitigation measure to use dulled towers and 
non·specu lar conductor will be implemented in the recommended locations. 

It is the LADWP's policy to work with the land management agencies to 
develop mitigation measures for specific environmental impacts that occur 
along the se lected route. The env ironmental process does not allow a utility 
to dictate its preference. 

All of the alternative Ely to Delta segment routes would cross through the 

Utah Testing and Training Range (UTIR) operated by Hill Air Force Base. 
The Direct Route is the only route that would cross through a significant 
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an annual trek of 40 miles rather than the more usual 
several hundred miles to get all necessary resources. Even 
obsidian, chert, and hornfels for making implements is 
relatively close at hand. The area has always been on or 
near significant cultural boundaries for as long as these 
can be differentiated. This compression of activity into 
such a relatively small area should significantly increase 
the density and scientific importance of pre-historia and 
ethno-historic sites exactly along the proposed corridor. 
will the FEIS and ROD recognize the likelihood of a unique 
area of cultural resource concern along the Cut-off route? 

ISSUE 8) The Las Vegas District of the BLM is currently involved 
in the updating/renewal of its existing RMP. Our support for 

CC 

the southern portion of SWIP in Clark County is predicated [)[) 
on SNIP remaining in utility corridors as currently defined, 
especiallY outside but adjacent to the Delamar Mts . WSA, 
Coyote Valley, Aerojet Corridor, Arrow Canyon WSA, and other 
WSAts west of US Highway 93. 

[)[) Clark County? Despite industry preferences, will stacking of 

[

QUESTION 8) Will the SWIP transmission facility be confined to 
existing utility corridors, as currently defined, within 

multiple lines on a single set of towers be utilized before 
expanding the corridor into WSAts, ISA's, and ACEC's? If 
not, why not? 

EE 

ISSUE 9) There is currently a plethora of utility corridors, in 
various states of designation and approval and utilization 
in and around Las Vegas. Not even the Nevada state BLM can 
definitively state what is authorized to be where and when. 

QUESTION 9) Will there be a cumulative Environmental Impact Study 
of utility corridors of all types within Clark County for 
ALL utility users including power transmission, water 
transfers, communications, etc . especially as to how they 
relate to Sunrise Mountain Instant Study Area, Rainbow 
Gardens Area of Environmental Concern, and private property, 
WSA's, ISA's, and ACEC's generally, before ANY additional 
corridor designations or modifications or utility 
construction takes place? 
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portion of the R-6405 Restricted Area. The Cutoff Route also passes 
through a comer of this restricted area. The BLM has recognized the 
danger to human life. The impacts to the UTIR are found in the land use 
section of the SWIP DEIS/DPA and are documented in the Map Volume 
accompanying the DEIS/DPA and the technical reports (refer to Appendix H 
in the DEISIDPA for the locations where the technical reports can be 
reviewed). The BLM will consider your comments when it makes its 
decision. 

This is an interesting hypothesis that could be investigated in the course of 

intensive surveys and any data recovery studies if the Cutoff Route were 
selected for construction. 

There are no designated utility corridors in Clark County except through the 

Aerojet lands, the Apex area, and across the Moapa River Indian 
Reservation. The SWIP, if approved, wilt pass Utrough Ute Aerojet corridor. 
Since Ute SWIP's southern tenninus is Dry Lake it would not pass through 
the Apex corridor. The current Resource Management Plan (RMP) process 
for the Stateline Resource Area will designate utility corridors. However, no 
decision has yet been made on the RMP. The utilities have agreed to 
double circuit towers in the Pahranagat Wash area because of the 
confinement created by WSAs in Utis area. 

It is not possible to answer at this lime how the utility corridor souUt of Dry 
Lake will be configured. Please refer to pages 2-52 and 4-81 in the SWIP 
DEISIDPA and page 3-14 of this document for a discussion of the 
Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project proposed by the Nevada Power 
Company. Rights-of-way cannot be authorized in WSAs or 'SAs, since the 
Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 and the BLM's Interim 
Management Policy disallow them. A right-of-way can be authorized in an 
ACEC 

The preference of utilities not to sLack multiple lines on a single set of 
towers is based on reliability (e.g., if a failure occurs all the multiple circuits 
would typically malFunction). However, typically if a single circuit line 
fails , only that line is affected. 

Except for establishing corridors in the Stateline Resource Management 

Plan, a cumulative EIS of utility corridors within Clark County is not 
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Thank you for considering our concerns. Please send a copy 
of your response to the above questions and concerns to each of 
us. Please keep each of us informed of any further developments. 
If you desire any further information or clarification, please 
feel f r ee to call or write at the "phone numbers and addresses 
below. 

Sincerely, !l 

(/2~ c:c: 4Y£~, 
, / 

Paul C. Clifford, Jr . ~ 

National Field Representative 
Nevada Outdoor Recreation Assoc. 
2955 Berkshire 
Cleveland Heights, Ohio 44118 
Phone : (216) 231 - 4600 

cc: Mr. Billy Templeton 
Nevada state BLM Director 

Mr . Kenneth Walker 
Ely District BLM Manager 

[' 

( (' n .A- /, 
C !( ~ ::; , (J.JitY- S&7( ' J,j , 

Charles S . Watson, Jr . 
Director & Co-founder 
Nevada outdoor Recreation ' Assoc . 
P . O. Box 1245 
Carson City, Nevada 89702 
Phone: (702) 883 - 1169 
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planned. The RMP will analyze the impacts of the location of the corridor, 
not the specific fac ilities within that corridor. In accordance with NEPA, 
each EIS for a proposed facility will analyze the cumulative impacts. 
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~ OREGON - ClUJIFORNltA TBlUl!.S ASSOCIlATI!ON 
- OFFICE OF NATIONAL HlSTORIC TRAILS PRESERVATION 

950 OLD TRACE ROAD . PALO ALTO, CALIFORNIA 94306· (4 15) 941-0815 

September 1, 1992 

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

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

RE: COMMENTS ON SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT DEIS/DPA 

I am in receipt of the June, 1992 Southwest Intertie Project 
DEIS/DPA. and I wish to place the following comments on the official 
record on behalf of the Oregon-California Trails Association . 

Our primary concern in the matter is the effect which the proposed 
Intertie routing wou l d have on the California Trail corridor in north
eastern Nevada. As you know, this historic overland emigrant route 
comes into Nevada at the very northeast corner of the state, proceeds 
up Goose Creek, crosses over to and do~n the Rock Spring Creek drain
age, then up the Thous and Springs Creek drainage to Thousand Springs, 
ove r the Windemere Hills via Brush Creek, and then splits-- one branch 
going through Bishop Creek canyon and the other down the Town Creek 
drainage to the present town of Wells, Nevada, where it swings south
westward down the Humboldt River . 

All of the proposed routes would at some point cross over and have 
an impact upon the California Trail . Our concern is see to it that 
this impact is as little as possible, and my comments are framed with 
this goal in mind. This concern has to do with physical impacts and, 
perhaps even more importantly, with the inevitable v isual impacts upon 
this most important historic trail corridor. 

It should be noted before presenting our comments on the specific 
routes proposed for the Intertie that there a re several new 
developments which should affect thinking on the routing of the Inter
tie. The first is that the present road fr om Highl/ay 93 over to 
Thousand Springs Ranch, down Thousand Springs Valley, up Rock Spr ings 
Creek Valley and back over to Highway 93 to a point just south of 

1 or 3 
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Jackpot has now been officially designated and established as a BLM 
Scenic Byway. There are proposals to extend this scenic byway on to j\ 
Goose Creek and over to City of Rocks National Reserve. In addition, 
the entire California Trail complex, including this most important 
section of the California Trail through northeast Nevada has now been 
placed under the provisions of the National Trails Act by act of B 
Congress. This legislation was passed by Congress and signed by the 
President only a few weeks ago. This action gives the California 
Trail significant additional historic standing and protection. 

The portion of historic trail which would be impacted by the 
Intertie is in Panel 2, and the following comments refer to that panel 
of maps in the DEIS. C 

Both the Environmentally Preferred Route (Routes A,D,E) and the 
Utility and Agency Preferred Route (G) would cross Thousand Springs 
Valley and would do extreme damage to the visual integrity of the 
historic trail corridor. Thousand Springs itself was one of the most 
important stops for emigrants traveling the overland trail. Almost 
without exception, every emigrant wagon party stopped and camped at 
the hot springs, and a power line through this broad, open valley 
would be a most unwelcome and disturbing intrusion. 

Alternative Routes B,e,F would be somewhat of an improvement over 
the Environmentally Preferred and Utility and )..gency Preferred Routes 
in that the line would cross the trail in a less open landscape, but 
the route would then parallel the trail within sight for many miles to 
the south of the crossing . This would also be a most un\felcome in
trusion within the viewshed of the trail corridor . 

Of all the Alternatives, Route D, would be perhaps the least 
visually-intrusive because it would be basically fOllowing the Highway 
93 alignment in which there are already the highway, the old railroad 
bed, and an existing powerline . Route D would cross both branches of 
the trail, however, and these crossings would ce in wide-open places. 

OCTA WOUld, of course, strongly prefer that the proposed Intertie 
be located further to the east and out of the historic viewshed of the 
California Trail entirely--located in such a way that there would be 
only a right-an~le crossing of the trail to ensure the least visual 
impact. If Routes B,C,F were moved eastward in the lower Thousand 
Springs drainage and then connected with the indicated Rocky Point
Six Mile-Spruce Mountain alignment, that would certai nly answer our 
objections to the greatest degree possible. 

Barring such an eventuality, of all the alternative routings cited, 
in the DEIS, the unnamed alignment which is shown to the west of Route 
D would be the one which would answer most of our Objections . There 
is an existing powerline already in place along this alignment, and 
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Your preferences are noted and will be cons idered in the BLM's decision 

process . 

Your preference for the connection to the Rocky Point-Six Mile-Spruce 

Mountain alignment is not possible. This is the path for the microwave 
signals from one mountain top location to another, not a potential transmission 
line route. The microwave path would establish a communication link for 
operation of the transmission line and subSlations. 

All the routes would cross Ule California Trail, either at a right angle or 
parallel to it, for several miles. Links 150 and 1St were selected as the least 
disturbing, both to highway travelers and persons experiencing the California 
Trail in the Winecup area. The visual disturbances associated with the 
ranchin g operations at the Winecup Ranch would tend to de-sensitize persons 
on the trail to the presence of the power line. Your preference is, the BLM 
believes, for Link 170 through Wells. This link was analyzed and was found 
least preferable environmentally (refer to the discussion on Link 170 in 
Appendix 0 in the Appendices for the SWIP DE1SIDPA). However, your 
preference for Link 170 is noted and will be considered in the BLM's 
decision process. 
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ou r position is that any additional powerline should s i mplY be placed 
in this already existing corridor. We can see no reason to destroy 

C the existing visual integrity of the California Trai l corridor further 
when the Intertie could be routed right along a power l ine which is in 
pl ace and which already constitutes a major visual intrusion . 

Our recommendation is that this unnamed alignment be reconsidered 
and chosen as the Southwest Intertie alignment if it is not possible 
to route the alignment out of sight of the trail corridor entirely 
as recommended above. 

We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Southwest Intertie 
Project DEIS/DPA . lie hope that our comments will have some bearing on 
a decision wh i ch viII have a major effect on the preservation of a 
most vital part of our American heritage. 

Sincerely , 

~/t$ 
Thomas H. Hunt 
National Trails Preservation 
Officer 
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SIERRA CLUB 
To iyabe Chapter - Nevada and Eastern California 
P.O. Box 809 6, Reno, Nevada 89507 

Karl Simonson 
Bureau of Land Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, Idaho &' 3 3 i 8 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

September 12, 1992 

RESPONSES 

A The SWIP is not dependent on the electrical resources of any specific 

generation source. A major part o f its purpose and need is to provide for 
regional transfers of bulk power (e.g., seasonal exchanges). The SWIP 
DEISIDPA considered an adequate range of alternatives to the electrical 
connection proposed by the SWIP. Please refer to pages 2-1 through 2·10 of 
the SWIP DEIS/DPA for a discussion of alternatives considered but 
eliminated . 

The Toiyabe Chapter of the Sierra Club has reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(EIS) on the proposed Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP). A brief oral statement was made at 
the bearing in Las Vegas on August 20, 1992 by Dave Brickey, Conservation Chair, Southern 
Nevada Group. Our comments today are in more detail and represent concerns that we have 
with the entire project. Our comments focus on the EIS and analysis of alternatives, proposed 
ntitigation for environmental impacts , and relationship of this EIS to other EISs. Detailed 
comments are provided, whenever possible, on the proposed routes for the line . 

Purpose and Need 

r 
The Toiyabe Chapter appreciates the arguments made in the ElS that transntission lines 
inter1inking major power facilities with major load centers can lead to more efficient, reliable 

A operation of power plants and power systems . An argument is made in the EIS that excess 
capacities in the Southwest and Northwest at certain times of the year can be conveyed to areas 
in need through the construction of the SWIP and that the need for additional power plants may 
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l 
be reduced. Most of the EIS is then devoted to an analysis of the impacts of the SWIP on the 

A environment with several possible routes considered. Relatively little space is devoted to an B 
analysis of alternatives to the project as a whole. 

B 

C 

D 

Ef 

The Toiyabe Chapter believes insufficient data has been presented in the EIS to support the C 
arguments for the SWIP. No data are presented on the costs of building and operating the 
transmission line, and no data are presented on the amount of power that will be wheeled on the 
SWIP at various times of the year. Thus, it is impossible to evaluate whether the proposed 
SWIP is, in fact, the least-cost-a1ternative to providing reliable electrical energy to the areas it 
is supposed to serve. 

The service area for the SWIP bas not been sufficiently identified in the EIS. As presented, the 
backbone of the line runs from Midpoint, Idaho to a dry lake at Apex, Nevada. These nodes , 
by themselves, are not major load centers. If much of the electrical power is intended for Las 
Vegas, Los Angeles, Portland, Boise, Seattle, and Salt Lake City at certain times of the year, 
then other transmission lines will be required to convey the power from Midpoint Idaho and 
Apex, Nevada. Unfortunately, the environmental impacts of conveying power from Apex, 
Nevada to Los Angeles are considered by the Club to be substantial because the likely route for 
the necessary transmission lines will be tIrrough the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) 
Sunrise Mountain Wilderness Study Area. (This area is being recommended by the BLM as an 
Area of Critical Environmental Concern, in part, because of the world-class geology.) Thus, 
if the power conveyed by SWlP is needed to increase reliability and efficiency of the power 
distribution system in the West, the EIS for SWIP needs to view the proposed project as part of 
a larger system. The relationship of SWlP to the larger system has not been sufficiently 
developed in the EIS to consider the cumulative costs and impacts of this proposed project. 

Utilities that might be served by the SWIP are covered by state regulatory agencies. Virtually 

D 

all of the utilities have various demand side management programs with various goals and 
timetables. Little discussion has been provided in the EIS on the status of the applications to the 
state regulatory agencies for approval to build the SWIP and to recover costs. Little discussion 
has been provided of the interrelationship between the various demand side management E 
programs and the projected requirement for new power plants that will feed into the SWIP. 

Increasing pressure is developing on a world-wide scale to limit emissions of green house gases 
to reduce the chances of significant global wanning. A target is CO, emissions from fossil 
fueled power plants. Increasing emphasis is being devoted to energy efficiency . If energy 
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Please refer 10 the expanded Purpose and Need section in Chapter 3 of this 
document (specifically the section about least-cost planning of page 3-4) and 
the Purpose and Need statement in the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

There is no service area per 5e for the SWIP. Please refer to the Purpose and 
Need for the SWIP in the SWIP DEISIDPA and the expanded discussion in 
Chapter 3 of this document. Also refer to discussions of the proposed 
Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project (MAn on pages 1-11 ,2-52, and 4-81 
of the SWIP DEISIDPA and page 3- 14 of this document. 

Conservation and demand-side management are an integral part of the 
resource strategy of every utility considering partnership in the SWIP. 
Federal and state regu latory requirements dictate that supply-side and demand
side resource options be considered on an equal basis in a utility's plan to 
acquire lowest cost resources. Conservation and other demand-side 
management programs are expected to reduce, but not to eliminate, the 
region 's need for new generating resources. 

Transmission facilities will contribute in several important ways to the task of 
the region's utilities to meet future load growth in the most efficient manner 
possible and with the smallest amount of new generating capacity. First, it is 
important to recognize the seasonal load diversity within the region . 
Transmission will allow existing resources to be used to serve seasonal load 
requirements in one part of the region while also meeting new load growth 
requirements in another part of the region. Therefore, total regional resource 
requirements (i.e., generation) can be reduced by using transmission. Then, 
when new regional generating resources are needed, transmission, such as the 
SWIP, will make more resource options available, and should help minimize 
costs and environmental impacts. 

Refer to the expanded discuss ion of purpose and need in Chapter 3 of this 
document. 

As described in response to previous comments, the SWIP is intended to 

operate as an integral part of leasHosl resource strategies of the participating 
utilities. The anticipated need for the SWIP, measured by statements of 
interest in participation in the project, exists in the current regulatory 
environment which recognizes the resource value of conservation and 
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efficiency becomes more widely implemented on a global, national, and regional scale, then the 
future needs for new, costly power projects , such as the SWIP, may become significantly 
reduced. Amory Lovins of the Rocky Mountain Institute has made these arguments on a number 
of occasions. The discussion in the SWIP EIS on the impact of demand side management in all 
of areas served by the SWIP is incomplete and needs to be dramatically expanded from the 
simple discussion of Idaho Power Company's demand-side management program. 

If the primary purpose of SWIP were to increase reliability of the power system in the West and F 
increase the efficiency at which energy from existing power plants is used, why is the SWIP an 
AC line rather than a DC line to exchange energy between major load and power producing 
centers? What significant source of energy, or significant load, exists at Tbousand Springs, 
Nevada? What significant source of energy, or significant load , exists at Ely, Nevada? The 
answer to the last two questions is presently "none" ; therefore, the arguments being made in the 
EIS that DC power lines are only cost-effective when long distances are considered would appear 
to lend weight to a DC line being used to wheel power from the powerplant in Utah to the major 
substations at Apex, Nevada and Midpoint, Idaho. The inference drawn from the arguments 
made in the EIS for an AC line and substations at Thousand Springs, Ely, and Apex is that major 
proposed powerplants at these sites are still being seriously contemplated. If not, the type of DC 
transmission line depicted in Figure I-I from Utah to Los Angeles would be proposed for the 
SWIP to efficiently convey power between major power facilities and loads . If the project 
proponents are seriOUSly considering future power plants which would not be possible without 
SWIP, then the EIS for SWIP should consider the cumulative, future impacts of this major 
transmission line with additional coal-flIed power plants in Nevada. Can the SWIP be justified 
without these power plants? Can a DC powerline be rejected if no major power facilities will 
be constructed at the proposed substations for the proposed AC line? 

The No Action Alternative 

The rejection of the no action alternative in the EIS, and short summary of arguments presented, 
leads the Club to conclude that the draft EIS is inadequate. The stated objective that the SWIP G 
would "increase the reliability and capacity of the transmission system in the western U.S." (p. 
2, EIS) is presented without supporting data to show that the historical use and present operation 
of today's grid bas been unreliable and prone to catastrophic failures and power interruption. 
"There is a gap in this system through the inland West (p. I , EIS)"; yet, the arguments presented 
for plugging this bole are not well supported with facts or by the growing realization within the 
power industry that there are alternatives to transmission lines that can lead to lower costs, more 
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encourages the development of all cost effective conservation programs. The 
SWIP would complement rather than compete with conservation in least-cost 
planning to meet future load requirements of the region. 

Refer to Chapler 3 of this document for the expanded discussion of purpose 
and need. 

Potential interconnections have been identified in the Wells and Ely areas 
which could provide significant 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 would 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. 

A DC transmission alternative for transmitting 1200 MW of power between 
from Midpoint to the Dry Lake Area would cost about $488 million ($200 
million for line and $144 million for each line terminal) compared to $356 
million for the proposed AC project. As pointed out in the SWIP DEISIDPA, 
additional load taps are not nearly as feasible with a DC altemative. The cost 
of each site is an order of magnitude greater (SIOO+ million v. SID million) 
and are not included in the $488 million estimate for the basic line. 

The actual etliciency of a comparable DC alternative would depend upon the 
design of that system (Le., voltage rating and conductor selection). For 
example, the Pacific DC Intertie line has been uprated twice in its history, 
once to increase its voltage rating and the other to increase its capacity rating . 
The line was originally designed to operate at 1600 MW and +1· 400kY. A 
1200 MW flow at +1- 400kY would have generated 8.6 percent loss . In the 
1980s, the Pacific DC Line was uprated to +1· 500kY and is now capable of 
3 100 MW. For a 1200 MW flow on the current DC system, the losses are 
currently about 5.7 percent compared to 6 percent for the SWIP. 

The BlM bel ieves that an adequate range of alternatives to the SWIP was 
evaluated and that the SWlP DEISIDPA discussion of the no·action alternative 
is adequate. The no-action alternative would result in other actions being 
taken, which is discussed in the SWlP DEISIDPA on pages 2·10 and 2·11. 
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efficient use of existing power sources, and lead to reduced environmental impacts. A small 
sampling of statements from a small number of documents that bave been made available to the 
Sierra Club leads the Club to conclude that the BLM has not done their homework in evaluating 
alternatives to the proposed SW1P. 

"According to a 1990 report by EPRI [The Electric Power Research Institutel, it is techrtically 
feasible to save from 24 to 44 percent of U.S. electricity by 2000 - some of it rather expensively 
- in addition to the 9 percent already included in utility forecasts .... Rocky Mountain Institute 
estimates long-term potential to save about 75 percent of electricity at an average cost of .6 cent 
per kilowatt-hour · several times lower than just the cost of fuel for a coal or nuclear plant. "' 
This article and supporting documentation lead the Club to question the supposition in the EIS 
that the proposed powerline is the least-cost option (environmentally and economically). 

The stated need for the SWlP to "furrtish access to the economy energy market" (p. 2, EIS) does 
not appear to be supported by the present grid of power lines in the west. Power is presently 
being wheeled througbout the West even though a "hole" presently exists in Nevada according 
to project proponents. Power in the southern western states is presently being sbared by 
powerlines that extend at least as far from Nevada as New Mexico and central Utah. Power in 
the northwest is presently being sbared with southern California through a large array of existing 
power lines and aCross the Cascade Range through another major set of existing powerlines. 
North-south powerlines in Utah and Colorado interconnect major power plants with transmission 
line substations and population centers. 

Excerpts from the testimony of Amory Lovins of the Rocky Mountain Institute on a proposed 
pOwerline througb a sensitive area of New Mexico (the OLE project) is presented because Mr. 
LOVins address issues sucb as: "gaps" in transmission line networks, demand side management 
as an alternative to transmission lines, and least-cost analyses of energy production and 
distribution systems. These issues are relevant to SWIP; bowever, the Club fmds the discussion 

"Efficient Use of Electricity", A.P. Fickett, C. W. Gellings, & A. B. Lovins, 
Scientific American, September 1990. 
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The no-action alternative could lead to construction of new generation 
resources in various parts of the West because existing electrical resources 
would not be able to util ize the SWIP for regional exchanges. Environmental 
impacts associated with generation (e.g., air quality) and transmission (e.g" 
similar types of impacts to the SW IP) would occur if generation is 
constructed. 

A second poss ible result of the no-action is that electrical rates in various 
parts of the West may be impacted if the SWIP is not constructed and more 
expensive generat ion options are exercised. Finally, the stabi lity and 
reliab ility of the electrical system in the West would not be enhanced without 
the SW IP. 

The DLM believes Olal the SWIP is a desirable action for the utility industry 
to most efficiently utilize electrical conservation and availability and minimize 
environmental impacts in the western United States . 

Please refer to Chapter 3 of this document for an expanded discussion about 
the purpose and need for the SWIP. 

The SWIP DEISIDPA Purpose and Need Statement does not contend that the 
existing electrical system in the western U.S . is unreliable or prone to 
catastrophic failures. Reliability of the existing system is adequate. The 
SW IP will provide additional capacity for seasonal exchanges and other 
commercial transactions. The seasonal load and resource diversity between 
electric sys tems in the North versus those in the South may allow power 
exchange contracts to replace or defer new resource construction. The 
additional capacity provided by the SWIP would allow utilities to take 
advantage of this regional diversity and wou ld promote the efficient utilization 
of existing power resources. The purpose of the Western System 
Coordinating Council is to promote reliability of the electrical system in the 
weste rn U.S . through efficient design and operation as we ll as to provide 
mechanisms to insure the future system continues to be reliable and efficient. 
Reliab ility is not the sole purpose of the SWrP but is a direct benefit to the 
western electrical system. 

The SWIP is intended to operate as an integral part of the least-cost resource 
strategies of the participating uti lities. The public and regulatory agencies 
have mandated that the region's utilities recognize the resource value of 
conservation. Regional utilities have expressed interest in participating in the 

I 
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of these issues in the EIS for SWIP to be inadequate in that none of the analyses and facts 
presented by Mr. Lovins are presented in the EIS in the discussion of the "no-action" alternative. 

project because they recognize the benefits of the SWIP to their least-cost 
planning process. Transmission facilities will contribute in several important 
ways to the region's task of meeting future load growth in the most efficient 
manner possible and with the smallest amount of new generating capacity. 
First, it is important to recognize the seasonal load diversity within the region . 
Transmission will allow existing resources to be used to serve seasonal load 

requirements in one part of the ~egion while also meeting new load growth 
requirements ill another part of the region. Therefore, total regional resource 
req uirements (i.e., generation) can be reduced by using transmission . Then, 
when new regional generating resources are needed, transmission, such as the 
SWIP, will make more resource options available, and should help minimize 
costs and environmental impacts. 

. . . utilities in the Puget Sound area, for example, are engaged in a 
Bonneville-led collaborative process ... to fmd cheaper alternatives to a 
third transmission line across the Cascades. Many such alternatives, chiefly 
in end-use efficiency, have been emerging. Resolving the "Puget 
doughnut" transmission bottleneck is the main motivation for such efforts 
as Bonneville's recent reexamination, and major enlargement, of industrial 
electricity-saving potential. 

Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) has been evaluating similar, 
though smaller-scale, opportunities to displace transmission expansions, as 
have New England Electric System, Central Maine Power, and probably 
other utilities. The Wisconsin Public Service Commission's least-cost 
planning process rejected a major power line (WISINTOBA) after [Amory 
Lovins) showed that demand-size alternatives would cost less and provide 
other benefits. 

Even at the distribution level, PG&E has pioneered, and many other utilities 
are becoming very interested in ... "precision-guided programs.: PG&E 
produces loadshape graphs for heavily loaded substations and feeders, 
showing the contribution to their peak demand from each major end-use -
and then targets [demand-side-management (DSM) programs) directly on 
those end-uses . . . . The utility designs its DSM programs like a rifle 
instead of a shotgun, and so specifically addresses the opportunities that 
will defer distribution investments often costing upwards of $300fkW. This 
saving along more than pays for the DSM programs, so the accompanying 
benefits in generation, fuel savings, and avoided pollution are free. 

Many utilities also count grid benefits from DSM programs. For example, 
a 1984 study by Houston Lighting & Power Co.'s staff noted that the 60-
\08 MW, initially achieved by rebates for more efficient housebold air
conditioners had more benefits than displacing generating capacity and 
purchasing power: "The 40,000 existing-home participants have provided 
capacity for over 10,000 new residential customers with no additional 
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Refer to the expanded discussion of purpose and need in Chapter 3 of this 
document. 

H Refer to Response E above. 

I Please refer to discussion of the existing system on page 1-3 of the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA. 

J TIle BLM agrees that non-cost effective transmission projects should lIot be 
built. The utility partners in the SWIP project are expected to include only 
utilities which, having cons idered all options, have found the transmission 
capacity provided by the SWlP to be part of a cost effective strategy to 
acquire the new resources needed to serve load growth. 
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demand on our system." "Capacity" includes grid capacity: the study cited, 
for example, "reduced transformer loads which result in extended 
transformer life" and hence "more reliable service" spilling over to 200,000 
additional customers.1 

Compliance with NEPA 

RESPONSES 

K Cumulative effects have been analyzed in the SWIP DEISIDPA. The BLM 
agrees that no programmatic EIS has ever evaluated power system needs and 
corridors for the West. Individual land use plans for the BLM typically do 
evaluate utility needs and identify utility corridors. The efforts to establish 
these corridors are usually based on projected needs by regional utilities. For 
example, the Western Regional Corridor Study by the Western Utility Group 
is now being updated to aid both util it ies and agencies in planning and 
establishing corridors. 

"Direct Testimony of Amory Lovins," New Mexico Public Service Commission, L 
Case #2382 (OLE powerline) 

None of the centerline alternatives would cross wilderness study areas 
(WSAs), wilderness areas, or semi-primitive areas. The Wilderness Act of 
1964, and subsequent legal decisions, led to the BLM Handbook, H-8560-1, 
Management of Designated Wilderness Areas, where Chapter I, Section A.l .b, 
states that "Wilderness must be viewed in context with other public lands, 
recognizing that no buffer zones will be created. Construction of high 
standard roads, recreation facilities or other developments adjacent to a 
wilderness should consider the effect they will have on the wilderness." It 
further states that non-wilderness activities or uses can be seen or heard from 
areas within the wilderness shall not, of itself, preclude such activities or uses 
up to the boundary of the wilderness area. The Interim Management Policy 
(IMP) for the BLM does not apply to activ ities (e.g., transmission lines) 
outside of the boundaries because the IMP applies only to actions within the 
WSA. 

Relationship to other ElSs 

The National Environmental Policy Act allows for the tiering of ElSs on interrelated, complex, 
long-term projects. The ElS for the SWIP was required because the application for the right·of
way did not fall within the normal planning process of the BLM in developing their Resource 
Management Plans (RMPs) and EISs for the BLM lands. Regrettably, we believe the SWIP EIS 
bas not sufficiently referenced other applicable and relevant EISs to better portray the cumulative 
effects of this transmission line. What is needed is a regional, programmatic EIS for power lines 
and power facilities in the West rather than the individual EISs that are being prepared for 

KI powerplants and power lines. The RMP ElS being developed for the Las Vegas District of the 
BLM is considering utility corridors . some of which could provide alternative routes for 
interconnection of the present coal-fired power plants in Utah with major load centers . Since 
the ElS process for SWIP is separated administratively from the EIS process for the Las Vegas 
District and other BLM districts and further isolated from the other EISs by a lack of cross
referencing, it is very difficult to analyze the cumulative impacts of the interrelated energy 
projects to ensure that the least cost, least damaging alternative is chosen. We recommend the 
BLM consider restructuring their ElS process to allow greater tiering of the pertinent ElSs. 

L 

A great concern of the Club is the impact of the SWIP on wilderness study areas (WSAs). The 
BLM has evaluated a great many WSAs for their uniqueness , scenic qualities, opportunities for 
solitude and relative nonimpairment by man. Recommendations have been provided for 
designation of some of the WSAs as wilderness, but Congress bas not yet taken the required 
action. The BLM must, in the interim, manage all the areas to ensure that none of the WSAs 
are further impaired to the point where Congress is precluded from considering an area as 
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'Since the BLM manages WSAs as potential wilderness areas the impacts to 
these areas have been analyzed and appropriate mitigation has been 
recommended to minimize the potential effects of the alternative routes. 

The potential effects of the SWIP to WSAs and the status of wilderness 
recommendations are addressed on page 3-26 of this document. Tables 3-2 
and 3-3 list the number of miles of each alternative route near WSAs. The 
locations of WSAs are indicated on the Land Use maps in the Map Vo lume 
accompanying the SWIP DEIS/DPA (refer to Appendix H of the DEIS/DPA 
for the locations where the technical reports can be reviewed). 
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wilderness. The EIS process by the BLM for considering an area as wilderness was completed 
prior to the proposed location of SWIP near many WSAs. The Sierra Club is concerned that the M 
proposed siting of SWlP may be used in the future to argue against the designation of adjacent 
WSAs as wilderness. 

The draft EIS for SWIP evaluated, to some extent, the impact of SWIP on WSAs. Tables are 
presented that highlight the number of miles the transmission line comes within varying distances 
of a number of WSAs. Three-mile and 1/4-mile distances from WSA boundaries are several of 
the criteria used to list the number of miles a particular route may impact WSAs. The Club 
finds this type of analysis and presentation of the innpacts of the transmission line on WSAs to 
be unsatisfactory. The Club believes a better approach would be to identify specific WSAs that 
might be impacted by the SWIP and to highlight in narrative form the type of visual impacts that 
might be experienced by a person standing within the WSA boundary. N 

Some WSAs stand a high chance of being designated as wilderness and some do not. The fillal 
ElS should highlight those areas being recommended for wilderness by the BLM, or outside 
parties, and evaluate in some detail the impact of the transmission line on those areas. Better 
maps in which WSAs are clearly delineated would be useful in evaluating the impacts of various 
routes on WSAs. 

A number of ElSs have been prepared over the years for major energy projects in the west. EISs 
were prepared for the Harry Allen power plant, White Pine power plant, Thousand Springs 
power plant, and for , we have been told, another major interconnecting powerline between the 
Northwest and the Southwest. We have been told that these EISs carried with them authority 
for powerline right-of-ways, e .g. through the Rainbow Gardens area outside of Las Vegas. No 
comprehensive discussion has been provided on whether the SWIP would supersede these 
previous commitments so that fewer additional powerlines would be provided in the West to 
interconnect major power projects and load centers. 

Qualification of Preparers 

[;:; r Our concern that insufficient analysis has been given to alternatives in the SWIP EIS may be 
j associated with the background of the staff who helped prepare the EIS. Virtually all of the 
trl N people have backgrounds in natural resource issues and geographical information systems. The 
:;<l Club believes an economist and an energy consultant would be a natural addition to a team that 
~ evaluates a project of this scale . More pages were devoted in the EIS to the health and 
IV 
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The White Pine Power Project 1985 Record of Decision did not grant rights
of-way. A Final EIS was never released on the 1l1ousand Springs Power 
Project and a Record of Decision was never issued . The Utah-Nevada 
Transmission Project does have a right-of-way grant through the Sunrise 
Mountain ISA although The BLM has not allowed the construction to 
proceed. Nevada Power Company is considering the Marketplace-Allen 
Transmission Project, which in theory may limit the number of lines through 
the Sunrise area. The SWIP will not supersede any of the other decisions for 
previous projects, although if a right-of-way is granted for the SWIP south of 
Ely the White Pine Power Project Record of Decision would be amended to 
follow the same roule. 

The project proponent is capable of supplying all of the necessary infonnation 

and data for the BlM and the public to adequately evaluate the purpose and 
need. The BlM and the IPeo have received numerous letters from other 
utilities that support the IPeo's conclusions about the need for the project. 
For example, BlM received a letter from S ierra Pacific on January 15, 1993 
stating that they will be short of power in the Ely area. The BLM also 
rece ived a letter from Deserel qeneration & Transmission Co-op on January 
17, 1993 stating that they are unable to meet their load growth . 

The purpose and need statement has been expanded in this document with 
infonnation supp lied by the utility. Please refer to Purpose and Need in 
Chapter 3 of this document. 
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ecological effects of AC transmission lines than were devoted to an evaluation of demand side 0 
management, the econontic feasibility of the proposed project, and the no action alternative; this 
is not surprising because there was, on the team, a consultant on the electromagnetic aspects of 
powerlines. Had there been an econontist and energy consultant, wbose ntission were to evaluate 
in more detail the need for the project, the Club expects that there would have been more details 
provided on the basic need for the project. We recommend the addition of this expertise to the 
EIS team. 

Circulation of Draft to Ioterested Parties 

[

The Club is concerned with the circulation of the EIS to potentially interested parties. Despite 
o formal comments being provided by Dave Brickey of the Southern Nevada Group of the Sierra P 

Club, the Southero Nevada Group did not receive a copy of the draft EIS. The Club wonders 
whether other potentially affected groups and individuals received a copy of the draft EIS. 

P 

Corridor Siting Considerations - Great Basin National Park 

Our substantive objections dealing with the need for the Proposed Southwest Intertie itself, Q 
notwithstanding, we especially object to the crosstie addition, Ely to Delta, to the main intertie 
proposal . Specifically, I) the Club finds the argument advanced in the DEISIDPA for any 
powerline linkage from eastern Nevada to western Utab to be unconvincing. 2) Further, we are 
absolutely opposed to the BLM's preferred alternative route selection of Sacramento pass along 
U.S. 50 immediately north of Great Basin National Park. 

For over four years many newsletters have been circulated to keep the public 
involved in the progress of preparing the SWIP DEISIDPA. This list grew to 
over 3,000 during this period. Public workshops were held before the release: 
of the SWIP DEISfDPA in addition to the many seoping meetings. In nearly 
every newsletter the public was asked to send back an enclosed comment 
sheet requesting a copy of the SWIP DEISIDPA. If comments were returned 
without having requested a copy of the SWIP DEISIDPA, none was sent. 
There were rough ly 600 copies of the SWIP DEISIDPA diSlributed. Copies 
were sent to each person requesting a copy (refer to Appendix G of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA). Dave Brickey of the Southern Nevada Group of the Sierra Club 
has been sent a copy of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 

Please refer to the expanded discussion of Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of 
this document. Your comments regarding the selection of the 230kV Corridor 
Route past Great Basin National Park will be considered during the BLM's 
decision process. Also refer to page 3-12 of this document for a discussion of 
cumulative efTects. 

The Ely to Della segment of the SWIP has been a part of the SWIP from the 
beginning. The portion from Ely. to Dry Lake was added. The reason the Ely 
to Delta segment was maintained in the SWIP DEISIDPA document is 
explained on pages 2-31 and 2-32 of the SWIP DEISIDPA. The Ely to Della 
segment was originally a joint SWIP and UNTP transmission line segment. 
When the ·SWIP was amended in June 1990, the IPCo's need for the Ely to 
Delta segment changed. However. this segment remains an important link to 
the UNTP and the need for it remains unchanged. 

L BLM Must Remove Crosstie From DEISIDAP R Refer to the response to comment ~Q" above. 

Q 

Rf 

The justification [1-5) for the erosstie between Ely and Delta (hereafter referred to simply as 
erosstie) is .purponed to "[increase] the electrical strength and capacity of the system" and 
"[reduce] the potential for and the severity of the electrical disturbances . ...• The Club believes 
this crosstie argument is clearly supplemental to the primary purpose of the DEIS/DAP and is, 
overall, so unsupponed and unjustified as a necessary pan of the SWIP in the DEISIDAP that 
it must be removed entirely as a pan of this document. 

Should the original (and main) Intertie Proposal ever receive approval in some form, then 
consideration of this large, add-on project could be considered by the agency. The crosstie 
stands out as an entirely separate proposal and must receive the detailed justification and scrutiny 

8 of I I 

The SWIP DEISIDPA described the purpose and need for each portion of the 
project (i.e., Midpoint to Dry Lake segment and Ely to Delta segment) in an 
attempt to clearly describe each segment. The SWIP and the UNTP remain 
integral in that each would mutually enhance the reliability of the other. 
Further, separate impact assessments and comparisons of alternatives were 
conducted for the SWIP DEISIDPA. Also refer to the expanded discussion of 
Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this document. 
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of its own DEISIDAP. By making the crosstie merely an appendage of the major 500-mile 
elecuical transntission line, the important issues related to detailed study of need, efficiency, and S 
cost are lost as noise in the context of the larger proposal. The lntertie proposers appear to have 
successfully "piggy backed" a second major (but smaller) project on top of a large, major project 
to improve chances that deficiencies in one, the other, or both will be less noticeable and the 

R I responding public more likely to focus on just one aspect. 

To summarize this point, we believe we are fully justified in requesting of the BLM that the 
entire crosstie proposal be stricken from the DEISIDAP and the document reissued considering 
only the 500 ntile intertie proposal as a single, major project. The crosstie must be considered 
its own major project with a separate DElSIDAP. (This ElS may be tiered with the ElS for the 
SWlP.) T 

S 

2. BLM Preferred Alternative for Crosstie between Ely, Nevada and Delta, Utah Strongly 
Opposed 

The Club strongly opposes the agency preferred alternative in the DElS/DAP for the crosstie 
electrical transntission corridor. We do not believe that any additional transntission corridors 
should be allowed to impact the Great Basin National Park (GBNP). Following are our specific 
reasons for opposing the preferred alternative for the crosstie. 

a) Park vistas from many points include views of Sacramento pass and even with the best 
construction techniques, the line will be a major feature on the landscape unlikely to be ntissed. 
Alternate entrances, campgrounds, interpretive sites, and highway pull outs will undoubtedly be 
desirably located at some future time near to this easy access portion of the GBNP, USFS and 
BLM scenic lands. A powerline , like that proposed, is such a intrusion it will likely have the 
undesirable effect of reducing or preventing potential and current recreational/interpretive uses 
of the Sacramento Pass area. The loss of these public benefits were not considered in the BLM 
decision process. 

T Range within the USFS boundary. Park expansion to include this scenic corridor is foreseeable. 

r 

b) GBNP has been proposed by many to include lands up to US 50 on the north. In fact, 
during legislative debate park boundaries in one bill did include all lands of the South Snake 

Approval of this powerline corridor forecloses on many desirable benefits to the public to 
enhance enjoyment and understanding of the Great Basin by expanding the GBNP itself. The 
inability of the GBNP to meet future needs were not considered in the BLM decision process. 
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All existing and proposed siles within the Great Basin National Park were 
evaluated for visual impacts, including the proposed interpretive facilities 
outside of the park. The BLM agrees that there will be visual impacts to 
some of these sites, although none of the sites within the park would be 
significantly impacted. The visual impacts of future recreation site 
developments on BLM-administered lands and national forests were 
considered. Please refer to Volume IfI ~ Human Environment Technical 
Report for a complete discussion of the visual impact methodology and results 
(refer to Appendix H in the DEISIDPA for the locations where the technical 
reports can be reviewed). Also refer to Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute 
on page 3 ~39 of this document. 

The 230kY Corridor Route parallels the two existing 230kV transmission lines 
on their north side and should not further impact park expansion. Your 
comments will be considered in the BLM's decision process. 

It is speculative to believe that the two existing 230kY lines would not be 

placed in their present route had Great Basin National Park been in place 
twenty years ago. It appears, based on the end points to which these lines are 
connected, that they were routed reasonably. This rou te is a designated BLM 
corridor. 
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c) The existing 230kv powerline over Sacramento pass should not be considered as justification V 

U for placing one (or more) new poweriines through the area. We believe that the current line 
could never be built adjacent to the GBNP if it were subject to the NEPA EIS process. The 
BLM inappropriately depends on the existing line to support its preferred alternative. 

[

d) While the Club believes that existing powerline corridors should be used when new lines are 
needed, this general policy assumes that the corridor in use is a reasonable and justifiable one. W 

V In the case of the existing 230kv line, we would be strongly in favor of removing this line for 
the reasons given above regarding the proposed crosstie. The BLM inappropriately fails to 
consider eventual removal and rerouting of the existing 230kv line over Sacramento pass and 
restoring the areas full scenic , recreational , and interpretive potentiaL 

[

e) Powerline consolidation in other corridors is not considered by the BLM. For example, 
removal of the 230kv line, included with one of the other (non-Sacramento pass) routes to reduce 

W the overall impact of poweriines on this remote region of clear air and huge vistas. At a X 
minimum, the BLM should consider such alternatives which would decrease the impact of 
power lines. 

X 

in conclusion, we urge the BLM to select the "no action" alternative regarding the crosstie 
portion of the DEISIDAP because it is a major project in its own right being "piggy backed" on 
an even larger power corridor and the preferred crosstie route has high environmental impacts 
(actually compounding existing negative impacts) which precludes many future and existing 
public benefits. 

Mitigation Measures 

The Club is interested in knowing whether the corridor for SWIP will be available for use by 
other utilities. In particular, will the corridor be available for water, gas, and communication 
tines? If so, will environmental assessments be required for additional activities in the corridor? 
Powerline access roads, adjacent to WSAs may impact the potential of the WSA for being 
recommended as wilderness particularly if the access road is used for competitive off-road races. 
if underground utilities are allowed in the corridor, experience with present corridors in Nevada 
(e.g., Kern County gas transmission line) indicates that the loss of vegetation and scaring can 
be dramatic and potentially long lasting. The Club desires answers to these questions. 
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TIle BLM is not aware of rouling opportunities through this area which would 
result in lower environmental impacts . Also, the Cutoff Route would not be 
an appropriate routing for the 230kV transmission lines. The SW IP regional 
study evaluated all potential routing opportunities in the region, and all 
reasonable and feasible routing opportunities are being considered in this EIS 
process. 

The BLM cannot consider tenninating a right--of·way grant and have the 
existing 230kV transmission lines removed to a different location. This would 
be considered only after the right--of·way expired or possibly in cases of 
extreme non·compliance. The earliest expiration date of the right-of·way 
grant on these lines is the year 2020. Use of the 230kV Corridor Route for 
the "Crosstie" is in compliance with thc BlM policy to consolidate power 
lines. Section 503 of the Fedcral land Policy and Management Act requires, 
to the extent practical, the utilization of rights--of·way in common. 

Establishing a utility corridor means that other linear features would be 
consolidated parallel to existing linear features to the degree possible. This 
would hold true for waler, gas, communication, etc. However, an important 
distinction is that any new project that is proposed must have a right--of·way 
grant and is subject to compliance with the National Environmental Policy 
Act. 

The BlM' will detennine which access routes will be closed and restored 
following construction. The construction for a transmission line would not 
disturb a broad corridor similar to a pipelinr: , There is typically continuous 
construction access between tower sites except where there are sensitive 
resources (e.g. , wetlands, live streams, etc.). 

~ 

/ 
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Visual Impairment Analysis y 

The Club fmds the classification criteria for evaluation of visual impacts of the SWIP to be 
unsatisfactory. Classifications criteria based on "high, medium and low" appear to be subjective 
and insufficient information has been provided to allow an independent analysis of the visual 
impacts in some particularly troublesome areas. Members of the Club have reviewed EISs for 
power lines in which photographs from key viewpoints are altered to provide a representation of 
what the powerline may look like in the future. Why hasn't this type of analysis been provided 
particularly for WSAs and the Great Basin National Park? 

Conclusion 

The Sierra Club looks forward to the response to our comments. We believe our statement 
indicates major deficiencies in the EIS from the analysis of alternatives to the proposed project 
to the analysis of proposed routes. Critical data are missing for a thorough analysis of not only 
the need for the project as well as the visual impacts of the line on environmentally-sensitive 
areas, e.g. wilderness areas. New, different expertise needs to be devoted to an analysis of the 
environmental impacts. Interrelationships with other EISs and power projects throughout the 
west need to be examined and presented in order for anyone to understand the need, timing, and 
cumulative impacts of this proposed project. Secondary impacts, such as the possible 
construction of new powerplants to tie into the SWIP, are often ignored even though those 
impacts may be major. The economic and environmental costs associated with the construction 
of a power line from a substation at Midpoint, Idaho to a substation at Apex, Nevada extend well 
beyond those relatively isolated points. Increased energy efficiency implemented by utilities 
throughout the region, the "no action alternative", offers the potential to increase our supply of 
energy for new uses at relatively low cost with increased reliability . 

QrelY, .; /' 

M,,/y,v, ~~ L_-
Dennis Ghiglieri -
Conservation Chairman, Toiyabe Chapter 
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Please refer to Volume III - Human Environment Technical Report for a 
complete methodology for the visual analysis (refer to Appendix H of the 
DEISIDPA for the locations where the technical reports can be reviewed). 
Photo simulations have been provided for Great Basin National Park (GBNP) 
and are found in the Map Volume accompanying the DEISIDPA. Two in 
particular are the Lake Valley Summit simulation which looks from a 
proposed interpretive site for GBNP on Utah State Highway 21 and the 
Sacramento Pass simulation which looks at towers against Wheeler Peak from 
U.S. Highway 6/50. Also refer to Figures 3-13 thr<;ugh 3-19 for simulations 
of the alternative highway crossing studied in the Sacramento Pass Mitigation 
Reroute (refer to page 3-39 of this document). 

In addition, there was also a computer terrain perspective preparcd for a view 
from one of the proposed viewpoints within the park, a routine first step in 
preparing photo simulations. Because of the distance to the 230kV Corridor 
Route and the perceived size of the line at that distance, it was not possible to 
accurately depict the barely perceptible transmission line in a photo 
simulation. 

You are correct that no photo simulations were prepared from viewpoints 
within WSAs because there are no specific management plans for and no 
specific viewpoints within these areas. The BLM was unable to find any 
designated viewpoints. The BLM did assume worst case for visual impacts, 
that views from within the WSA could occur from any location. Therefore, 
mitigation was applied universally for any altemative crossing near the 
boundary of a WSA (refer to page 3-26 of this document). In addition, the 
BLM also considered all access roads leading to a WSA to be a high 
sens itivity viewpoint. 



~ 

r 

~ 
ttl 
;<l 

0;) , 
w 

LETTER #B-13 
COMMENTS 

// 

D
:'S'?,~J\:\·s . ;;'" It .. ' I. ~ ,7: 

:;; ~ '-, 
~,~~:-:-

r-f':\"tJED \:-:,~ 

THE WILDERNESS SOCIETY 
CALIFORNIA/NEVADA REGIONAL OFFICE 

Seplember 18, 1992 

Karl Simonson 
BLM, Burley District Office 
Route 3 Box 1 
Burley, ID 83318 

re: Comments on DEIS for Southwest Intertie Projeci 

Dear Mr. Simonson; 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Southwest Intertie Project DEIS. 

The Wilderness Society is supportive of the "No Action" alternative for the following 
reasons: 

A[ , The DEIS does not satisfactorily justify the need for the proposed construction of 
a SOOkY power line. 

B[ 

C[' 

The proposed SOOkY power line structures threaten the visual quality of open -
valleys that have not yet been spoiled by construction. 

The proposed power line will contribute to the decline in the population of desert 
tortoise as power lines are used by ravens to perch while see~ing young tortoises 
as prey. The power lines will also compete for space with desert tortoise habitat. 

I of3 
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A Additional infonnation on the purpose and need for the project is found in 

Chapler 3 of this document. 

B 

c 

The BLM agrees that there will be impacts from the construction, operation, 

and mainte~ ance of the SWIP. The BLM acknowledges that much of the 
mileage of the proposed action is through relatively undisturbed landscape. 

The I3LM agrees that there would be impacts to desert tortoise, although 

mitigation measures taken during construction should be very effective in 
reducing or eliminating these adverse effects. The question of transmission 
line impacts on hatchling tortoises is a subject of ongoing study. Raven 
predation on hatchlings in some portions of the Mojave Desert may be having 
a deleterious effect on tortoise population structure, and the presence of 
transmission lines (providing nesting sites and hunting perches for ravens) 
may be contributory. The phenomenon appears to be localized, however, and 
generalizations cannot be made at this time. Further, given the presence of an 
existing transmission line, it is not obvious that increased perch sites will 
result in increased raven numbers, or raven predation. The BLM believes it is 
unlikely that perch site availability is currently limiting the potential for raven 
predation in the project area. 
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D A specific raptor migration route has not been identified. It is well known 

that large numbers of migratory raptors are present in the Goshute Mountains 

during both spring and fall. 

D[ . The proposed power line will run the same north-south route taken by one of the 
largest hawk migrations in North America. Considering that high voltage power is 
responsible for a large number of hawk and eagle deaths, the power line would 
pose a threat to these migrating birds. 

• 

E 

There will be significant degradation to the visual quality of Great Basin National 
Park if the favored route for the power line is approved. The experience of 
70,000 annual visitors to the National Park will be effected by the power line 
route that cuts over the Sacramento Pass just north of the glaciated Wheeler Peak 
in the Snake Range. Furthermore, the preferred route would use an existing 
250kV route which was installed before the National Park was designated and was 
subject to far less environmental scrutiny_ It is irresponsible 10 assume this route 
would be appropriate for the proposed 500kV based on its prior use. 

f 
Proposing to route the powerline adjacent to the borders of several WSA5 is 
wholly inappropriate as the presence of the power line will degrade values of the 
wilderness study areas. For example, the power lines and towers will provide 
ravens and other predators roosts from which they may hurt tortoises and other 
animals within the WSAs. These indirect impacts of the power/ine are not 
acceptable. 

In summary, both the visual and the environmental quality of public resources will be 
subject to significant impacts if the 500kV line is constructed. 

Thank you for considering OUf comments. Please keep us on your mailing list and 
continue to keep us informed. 

Sincerely, 

~~ 
Norbert Ried; //Jj 
Senior Policy An$~st 

20f3 
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Given the structural configuration of 500kV transmission lines, the potential 
electrocution hazard to birds of prey is relatively minor. The 500kV 
transmission systems proposed for the SWIP would use V-guyed steel lattice, 
self-supporting steel lattice tubular, and steel H-frame towers. The spacing 
between conductors and towers is sumcient to prevent phase-to-phase or 
phase-to-ground contact. Conduttors are hung on the supporting structure in 
such a manner that they are 23 to 32 feet apart. Further, conductors are hung 
on insulating systems that will be 14 to 20 feet in length depending on tower 
design (refer to pages 2-12 through 2-14 of the DEIS/DPA). Because of the 
distance between conductors and towers, other conductor bundles, static lines, 
and the ground, it is virtually impossible for even the largest species of raptor 
to be electrocuted as a result of alighting on conductors or the supporting 

tower. 

Refer to the discussion of Avian Collision Hazards on page 3-89 of this 

document. 

There would not be significant visual impacts to visitors at Great Basin 
National Park. The assumed centerline of the SWIP Ely to Delta segment 
(230kV Corridor Route) is approximately seven miles north of Wheeler Peak, 
the casual observer would likely not nolice the SWIP or the existing 230kV 
lines from any of the viewpoints within the park. The BLM agrees that there 
will be significant visual effects to park visitors driving on the travel routes 
approaching the park (e.g., U.S. Highway 6/50) and that there will be visual 
impacts to some of the proposed interpretive facilities outside of the park 
boundaries. These impacts are all documented in the DEISIDPA and in 
Volume III _ Human Environment Technical Report (refer to Appendix H of 
Ule DEiSIDPA for the locations where the technical reports can be reviewed). 

It is true that the existing 230kV lines were constructed prior to establishment 
of Great Basin National Park. The BLM will consider your comments during 

its decision process. 

F The BLM agrees that routing of the transmission line near WSAs would cause 

some visual impacts . lllese impacts are further discussed on page 3-26 of this 
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document. However, the Wilderness Act specifically states that the 
designation of Wilderness shall not preclude land uses from occurring 
adjacent to the boundary. The Wilderness Act of 1964, 'and subsequent legal 
decisions, led to the BLM Handbook, 1-1-8560-1, Management of Designated 
Wilderness Areas. where Chapter I, Section A.1.b, states that "Wilderness 
must be viewed in context with other public lands, recognizing that no buffer 
zones will be created. Construction of high -standard roads. recreation 
facilities or other developments adjacent to a wi lderness should consider the 
effect they will have on the wildemess .R It further slates that non-wilderness 
activities or uses can be seen or heard from areas within the wilderness shall 
nol, of itself, preclude such activities or uses up to the boundary of the 
wilderness area. The Interim Management Policy (IMP) for the BLM does 
not apply to activities (e.g., transmission lines) outside of the boundaries 
because the IMP applies only to actions within the WSA. However, since 
WSAs arc being managed during the period until designation or release, visual 
impacts were also considered from these areas. 

The question of transmission line impacts on hatchling tortoises is evolving. 
Raven predation on hatchlings in some portions of the Mojave Desert may be 
hav ing a deleterious effect on tortoise population structure, and the presence 
of transmission lines (providing nesting sites and hunting perches for ravens) 
may be contributory. TIle phenomenon appears to be localized, however, and 
generalizations cannot be made at this lime. FurUler, given the presence of an 
existing transmission line, it is not obvious 'that increased perch sites will 
result in increased raven numbers, or raven predation. The BLM believes it is 
unlikely that perch site availability is currently limiting the potential for raven 
predation in the project area. Also, the impact of predatory ravens on 
hatchling desert tortoises appears to be a local problem; it has not been 
documented as occurring region wide. 
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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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B 

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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l 
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. 

20f3 
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Dyes. 
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F 

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 
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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 
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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 

\ 5 of 6 

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 

L 

RESPONSES 

B 
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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 . 

• 
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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 
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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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l
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. 
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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. 

1 of3 
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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 
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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. 
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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 
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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 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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COMMENTS 

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." 
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RESPONSES 

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) . 
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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 

. . . . ... , , 

Army Corps of Engineers, 1987. Corps of Engineers Wetlands Delineation 
Manual, Technical Report Y-87-1 . 

, .. 

RESPONSES 

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 . 

1 of 2 

/ 



LETTER #C-12 
COMMENTS 

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 

20f2 
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ri§Hfjffli.Y w",. '"dy. U .. h 302 

8122 Soull'! 300 • FAX: 801-562-6 801-566· 1238 

January 7, 1993 

Karl Simonson 
B~!'~u of Lmd Management 
Burley District Office 
Route 3, Box 1 
Burley, Idaho 83318 

Southwest Intertie Project 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

RESPONSES 

A No response is necessary. 

Deseret Generation & Transmission Co-operative (Deseret) supports the Southwest Intertie Project 
(SWIP) . . Currently, Deseret's generation export capabilities are at their limit. Due to this constraint we 
are Dot able to sell electricity to potential purchasers to meet their load growth. 

As a participant in the Utah-Nevada Transmission Project, the SWIP will interconnect and provide a 
valuable additional path to potential customers . 

I of2 
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If you have any questions or would like fuCJher comments , please contact me at (801 ) 566-1238. 

Sincerely, 

dph 

cc: Dennis B. Whitney 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 
Room 1149 
P.O. Box 111 
Los Angeles , California 90051-0100 

Jan Packwood 
Idaho Power Company 
P.O. Box 70 
Boise, Idaho 83707 

"Creating Power Through Cooperat ion " 

2 0f2 
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TIlcre would be significant visual" impacts to the scenic natural landscapes of 
pub lic lands. Visual impacts were assessed using a model based on the 
criteria of the BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The 
VRM System tends to focus on impacts to sensitive viewpoints. Although 
undisturbed natural landscapes of open desert valleys possess inherent scenic 
value, the scenic quality of these areas is considered "minimal" to "common" 
based on the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM System. Scenic 
quality classes are detennined in context with the regional landscape 
character. Open desert valley landscapes are characteristic and common to the 
project study area. The BLM will consider public concerns for scenic quaJity 
in their decision process. The BLM uses the VRM System to manage the 
visual resources of public lands. For a detailed explanation of the VRM 
System and the visual impact assessment model refer to the methods section 
under Visual Resources in Volume III - Human Env ironment Technical 
Report (refer to Appendix H of the DEISIDPA for the locations where the 
technical reports can be reviewed). 

The proposed 230kV Corridor Route is approximately 2 miles north of Great 
Basin National Park and 4-5 miles north of Wheeler Peak. To further 
minimize visual impacts to travel routes leading into the park, several 
mitigation reroutes through Sacramento Pass have been evaluated (refer to 
Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute on page 3-39 of this document). 

No significant visual impacts to viewpoints in Great Basin National Park 
would occur because of the distance of the alternative routes from these 
viewpoints. Non-specular conductors and steel H-frame towers across the 
highway would minimize other adverse visual effects of the SWIP. 
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Sacred Datura, Zion National Park, Utah . A.... ~ C.q 
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A Please refer to Chapte r 3 of this document for an ex panded discussion of the 

purpose and need. 

B Given the structural configuration of 500kV transmiss ion lines, the potential 
electrocution hazard to birds of prey is relatively minor. The 500kV 
transmission line proposed for the SWIP would utilize V·guyed steel· lattice, 
self·supporting steel lattice, and tubular steel H·frame towers. The spacing 
between conductors on towers is sufficient to prevent phase·to·phase or phase
to-ground contact. Conductors are hung on towers in such a manner that they 
are 23 to 32 feet apart. Further, conductors are hung on insulating systems 
that will be 14 to 20 feet in length depending on tower design (refer to the 
SWIP DEISIDPA pages 2·12 through 2-14). Because of the distance between 
conductors and the tower, other conductor bundles, static lines, and the 
ground, it is virtually impossi ble for even the largest species of raptor to be 
electrocuted as a result of aligh ting on conductors or the tower. 

The BLM acknowledges that numbers of raplors are killed each year in the 
United States as a result of electrocution. Most such incidents occur, 
however, on lower voltage distribution lines. 

Re:rer to Avian Collision Hazard on page 3·89 of this document. 

111ere would be impacts to desert tortoise, although mitigation measures taken 
during construction should be very effective in reducing or eliminating these 
adverse effects. The question of transmission line impacts on hatchling 
tortoises is a subject of ongoing study. Raven predation on hatchlings in 
some portions of the Mojave Desert may be having a deleterious effect on 
tortoise population structure, and the presence of transmission lines (prov iding 
nesti ng sites and hunting perches for ravens) may be contributory. The 
phenomenon appears to be localized, however, and generalizations cannot be 
made at this time. Further, given the presence of an existing transmission 
line, it is not obvious that increased perch sites will result in increased raven 
numbers, or raven predation. It is unlikely that perch sitc availability is 
currently limiting the potential for raven predation in the project area. 

There would be significant visual impacts to the scenic natural landscapes of 
public lands. Visual impacts were assessed using a model based on the 
criteria of the BLM's Visual Resource Management (VRM) System. The 
VRM System tends to focus on impacts to sensitive viewpoints. Although 
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undisturbed natural landscapes of open desert valleys possess inherent scenic 
value, the scenic quality of these areas is considered "minimal" to "common" 
based on the definitions of scenic quality used in the VRM System. Scenic 
quality classes are detennined in context with the regional landscape 
character. Open desert valley landscapes are characteristic and common to the 
project study area. The BLM will consider public concerns for scenic quality 
in their decision process. The BLM uses the YRM System to manage the 
visual resources of publ ic lands. For a detailed explanation of the VRM 
System and the visual impact assessment model refer to the methods section 
under Visual Resources in Volume III - Human Environment Technical 
Report (refer to Appendix H of the DEISIDPA for the locations whe re the 
techn ical reports can be reviewed). 

If one of the routes is approved by the BLM, there will be a cultural survey 
completed for any potentially disturbed areas, (e.g., rights·of·way, access 
routes, assembly yards) prior to any ground disturbing activities. Refer to 
mitigation measure #9 in Table 1·6 of this document. All Cultural resource 
impacts will be mitigated. 
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The proposed 230kV Corridor Route is approximately 2 miles north of Great 
Basin National Park and 4-5 miles north of Wheeler Peak. To further 
minimize visual impacts to travel routes leading into the park, several 
mitigation reroutes through Sacramento Pass have been evaluated (refer to 
Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute on page 3-39 of this document). 

No signi ficant visual impacts to viewpoints in Great Basin National Park 
wou ld occur because of the distance of the alternative routes from these 
viewpoints. Non-specular conductors and steel H-frame lowers across the 
highway would minimize other adverse visual effects of the SWIP. 
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United States Departw¢ht of th~ Interior 
.J'.". . • ,-' 

IN u r LY kUU TO: 

L7617(774) 
DES - 92/002 3 

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

Dezr ~r. Simonson: 

NATIONAL P;\.RK ~E't.V1SE . " 
P.o. B~RJ7Ii7 .~ ~ .. J 

WASHINGTON. D,C. 20013·7127 

3 0 MAR 1993 

This is' a follow-up to our comments , contained i n our lette r of October 9 , 1992, 
on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan Amendment for the 
Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP). These follow-up comments respond to issues 
raised at your project steering committee meeting, held in Salt Lake City, Utah, 
December 9·10, 1993, and attended by Superintendent Al Hendricks of Great Basin 
National Park and Western Regional Office Environmental Coordinato r Jim 
Huddlestun, and your request for comments on the preliminary final environmental 
statement and subsequent redraft of the Purpose and Need section of that 
document. In addition, we are responding to your more recent consideration of 
an alternative alignment to the 230 kilovolt (kv) route in the vicinity of Great 
Basin National Park. 

We appreciate t he fact that the Bureau of Land Management and the involved power 
companies are willing to consider a modification of the 230 kv corridor that 
would move the proposed tr~nsmission line northward in the v icini ty of the park. 
!Jh.ile we continue to have serious reservations over selection of the 230 kv 
corridor as the preferred r outing , we are hopeful that th is potential 
modification would result in the reduction of visual impact to the park. Ye will 
withhold further comment and any endorsement of this modification pending 
availability and our review of more detailed plans for the modification. 
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A 
D~!"ing the .::.fO!:2mentioned steering committee meec:ing. our attendees mentioned the 
fact that our comment letter of October 9, 1992, did not appear in the 
preliminary final document. It was their understanding that you did not plan to 
publish letters of comment from cooperating agencies. We believe this would be 
a procedural error in violation of the Council of Environmental Quality B 
Guidelines at 40 eFR Part lS03.4(b). Even though you informally provided us 
responses to our comments and made some modifications in the draft final 
environmental statement in response to those comments, we believe it necessary 
and proper to include the comments and associated responses in the final C 
document. 

Our review of the January 15, 1993, revision of the Purpose and Need section J) 
indicates that while there is some improvement over that presented in the draft 
environmental statement, the revision primarily involves the reorganization of 
earlier material, with certain key words being changed, and large portions which 
remain substantially unchanged. Our primary objection is that a tone of 
justification for the SWIP project remains. For example, statements frequently 
appear that indicate what the SWIP would do to fill needs identified in this 
section. The function of this section should be an impartial description of 
circumstances that cause the proposed action and alternatives to be considered. 
How well the SWIP, specifically, will meet the identified needs, is more 
appropriately discussed in the alternatives section. If this guideline were to 
be followed, the content of the Purpose and Need could be greatly reduced. 

Other comments on specific sections of the Purpose and Need redraft are as 
follows: 

1. On page 3·1, Line 4 , we believe that the information printed here is 
expansion of the Purpose and Need described in the Summary, not Chapter 1 . 

an 

2. On page 3-3, under Diversity Benefits from Interconnections, paragraph 2, 
second sentence, the "1992 National Energy Policy Legislation" is citC!d as 
specifically addressing transmission and transmission access. This implies that 
the legislation relates in some way to the Purpose and Need of SWIP. If there 
is some specific relationship between the legislation and SWIP, it should be 
stated. If there is not, the reference should be omitted. 

3. On page 3-5, under Environmental ana Consumer Benefit Tests 
final sentence, NEPA is the National Environmental Policy Act. 

paragraph l, 

4. On Page 3-9, the entire Regional Economic Benefits of SIlIP section is an 
example of material more appropriately covered under the alternatives and/or 
environmental consequences sections than in this section. 

2 of 5 

The document correctly stales that the infonnation on Purpose and Need 

presented in the FEIS/PPA is an expansion of the Purpose and Need in 
Chapter I of the DEISIDPA. 

There is no specific relationship between the SWIP and the "1992 National 

Energy Policy Legislation". The sentence in paragraph 3 and other references 
to it have been removed from the SWIP FEISIPPA. 

This has been corrected in the SWIP FEIS/PPA 

The BlM believes !.hat the infomlation presented on economic benefits of the 

SWIP is appropriate infonnation for the Purpose and Need. 
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5. On page 3-11 , under Bonanza Generating Station , second paragraph, it is E 
implied that the SWIP needs to be construcced i n order to make the Bonanza 
Generating Station profitable. The fact that all 400 megawatts (MY) of Bonanza's 
generating capacity must be sold to meet operating costs is the concern of 
Deseret Generation and Transmission Cooperative, and not SWIP. Further, it is F 
implied that a second 400 MY ge neration unit coul d be built at Bonanza if 
transmission links could be developed. This would be an additi onal impact of the 
SWIP project that has not b een covered in the environmental analys i s. 

The following specific comments are directed to the December 1992 prel iminary 
draft of the Final Environmental Impact Statement. 

1. We continue to be concerned with and question the rationale behind the 
contention, on page 3 - 54 of the document under Leland Harris Spring Complex, that 
"The p resence of this spring comp lex near the Dire ct Route was a factor in not 
considering the Direct Route as a preferred cross tie route of the SWIP. " During 
the December 1992 steering committee meeting , the consulting firm of Dames & 
Moore's biologist stated that their r eview of the situation indicated that 
transmission towers could be sited in a way that completely avoids the riparian 
areas in the vicinity of Leland-Harris Spring. Furthermore, their review, 
substantiated with color slides taken at the spring complex, revealed an area 
which had been heavily used by livestock with most available forage consumed up 
to the edge of the springs and ponds. Accordingly, we question potential 
biological impact of the powerline on this complex as being a significant factor 
in either rejecting the Direct Route as the p r e ferred alternative or at least no t 
designating it as t he environmentally preferred alternative . 

2. Based on concerns expressed throughout the review process on this project, 

G 

H 

we have concluded that there has not been sufficient information or supportable I 
conclusions to select the 230 kv route as the project proposal. Therefore, we 
recommend its rejection in favor of either more intensive study of the Direct 
Route or selection of the no action al terna tive. Accordingly, we recommend that 
the last sentence on pages 1-5 of the preliminary final document be revised to 
read: "Because of concern for visual impacts to the park and to visitors driving 
to t he park, the National Park Service recommends rejection of the 230 lev route." 

[
3. Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument is incorrectly 

rI 1-1, and 1-2, as we ll as in Appendix C, page 2. 
identified on Figures 

[

4. On page 3 - 56, first paragraph the superintendent of Great Basin National Park 
is mentioned specifically as the source of a particular proposal. Personal 

I sources are not identified elsewhere throughout the document and agency sources 
are rarely noted. If this specific attribution is believed significant in this 
instance, then the National Park Service, not the superintendent, should be cited 
as the s ource. 3 of 5 

/ 

The section describing the Bonanza Generating Station has been rewritten, 

refer to this section in the Purpose and Need in Chapter 3. 

The impacts to Leland-Harris Spring Compl ex have been lowered to moderate 

renect findings of Dr. Linwood Smith . The direct impacts of the SWIP 
through this area could be largely mitigated. However, the BLM remains 
concerned that even a small impact could cause the species of concern to "go 
over the edge~. For this rcason, the cumulative effect remains significanl 
Refer to the Leland Harris Spring Complex section under Biological 
Resources in Chapter 3 on page 3-9 1 describ ing the potential impacts to the 
Leland-Harris Spring Complex. 

Although the Le land-Harris Spring Complex was considered it was not the 
detennining factor in the selection of the environmentally preferred route. 
The impacts to the military flight operations in the R-6405 Restricted Area are 
what made the Direct Route less env ironmentally favorable. Although 
moderate, these impacts would be extensive (approx. 65 miles) and were 
cons idered significant. 

Your comments relative to rejection of the 230kV Corridor Route wi ll be 
considered by BLM in their final decision. The wording you have suggested 
has been incorporated into this document. 

This has been corrected in the FEISIPPA. 

This has been corrected in the FEISIPPA. 
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J This has been corrected in the FEISIPPA. 

J 

5. On page 4·8, this errata section relating to page 3-3 of the AFFECTED 
ENVIRONMENT remains inaccurate . Only those national parks and wildern~ss areas fC 
which were in existence in 1977 were designated Class I. Neither Great Basin 
National Park , nor Mount Moriah Wilderness Area fall into this category. The L 
Jabidge Wilderness area did exist in 1977, and is Class I. Areas initially 
designated as Class II, can be redesignated as Class I, either by Congress 
through additional action, or by the State legislatures in the affected States. 
In addition, the correct size of Great Basin National Park is 77,100 acres. 

[ 

6. In Figure 4-4, the California National Study Trail is now designated as the 
K California National Historic Trail. In Figure 4·12 , the diagram showing the 

inset location on panel 3 is improperly located. 

L 

M 

7. It is our understanding that the Final EISjPA is in an abbreviated format , 
which therefore references the information included in the draft document. As 
such, we request an addition to the information which was presented in the draft, 
which will address the matter of relative impacts anticipated on each of the 
alternative routes. Specifically, on page 4-70 and 4·71 of the June 1992 draft, 
a summary of anticipated cultural resource impacts for each of the routes was 
presented, along with an explanation of how these figures were derived. We find 
these figures to be most illustrative and revealing, and request that the figures ~ 
developed for each of the five resource categories evaluated (Cultural, Biology, 
Land Use, Earth, and Visual), be presented in a single chart showing the various 
alternatives. 

8. By letter of February 11, 1993, to Jake Hoogland, Chief, Environmental 
Quality Division. Dames & Moore requested clarification on the status of the 
Antelope Springs Trilobite Beds. By Memorandum of Understanding dated May 8, 
1988, the Bureau of Land Management and National Park Service set forth 
procedures for evaluating potential impacts on designated or potential National 
Natural Landmarks (NNL). The Antelope Springs Trilobite Beds are a potential 

· NNL. Our review of the draft environmental statement indicated that the 230 kv 
route would pass through the central to southeast portion of the potential NNL. 
Therefore, we requested that this potential impact be addressed along with any 
needed avoidance or mitigation measures in the final document. For further 
information on this specific concern, please contact Cheryl A. Schreier, the NNL 
coordinator for our Rocky Mountain Region, at (303) 969·2850 or National Park 
Service, Rocky Mountain Region, 12795 West Alameda Parkway, Box 25287, Denver, 
Colorado 80225. 

4 of 5 

This has been corrected in the FEISIPPA. 

The cultural resources for each alternative are at best predicted, since no "on

the·ground" surveys were conducted to compare alternatives for the EIS 
process. Surveys wiJ[ be conducted on the selected alternative. 

The cultural scoring model fo r each alternative used an index which was 
unique for cu ltural resources and was not used to detennine route preferences 
for the other disciplines. It is based on the study team's concerns about the 
unknowns of cu ltural resources and the potential for mitigation. 

The basis of comparison for each of the disciplines was the miles of high, 
moderate, and low impacts, which represents the level of impact significance 
for each of the resources potentially affected. This information is presented in 
detailed comparative fonn for the five resource disciplines in Tables I-I and 
1-2 of the FEIS/PPA fo r all of the alternative routes as you suggested. 

Refer to the Antelope Spring Trilobite Beds section in Chapter 3 of this 
document. 
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In summary, we believe that the preliminary final document continues to fail to 
provide factual information to support the selection of the 230 kv corridor. 
Also, the Purpose and Need section sets an improper tone for an objective 
analysis. In addition, the late introduction of a possible modifica tion in the 
230 kv corridor near Great Basin National Park now becomes a critically needed 
addition to the document in order to demonstrate that all reasonable alternatives 
have been considered. 

For any questions on the above comments, please contact Jake Hoogland , Chief, 
Division of Environmental Quality, at (202) 208-5214; Superintendent Al Hendricks 
at (702) 234-7331; or Jim Huddl estun, Western Regional Office, at (415) 744·)968. 

Sincerely, 

Q?~ 
Denis P. Galvin 
Associate Director, 

Planning and Development 
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A The proposed 230kV Corridor Route is approximately 2 miles north of Great 
Basin National Park and 4-5 miles north of Wheeler Peak. To further 
minimize visual impacts to travel routes leading into the park, several 
mitigation reroutes through Sacramento Pass have been evaluated (refer 10 
Sacramento Pass Mitigation Reroute on page 3-39 of this document). 

No sign ificant visual impacts to viewpoints in Great Basin National Park 
would occur because of the distance of the alternative routes from these 
viewpoints. Non-specular conductors and steel H-frame towers across the 
highway would min imize other adverse visual effects of the SWIP. 
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Sierra Pacific PO\l\ler Eornpany 
'low ("'1'/ Ptop'v 

January IS, 1993 

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

RE: Southwest Intertie Project 
Environmental Impact Statement 

Dear Mr. Simonson: 

Thomas D. Parker 
Vice President 

ElectriC System 
Planning & Englnee"ng 

We understand that it is beyond the comment period for the draft EIS. However, we at 
Sierra Pacific Power Company (Sierra) feel it necessary to apprise you of the electrical 
transmission situation into Northern Nevada. 

Currently, Sierra's bulk electric transmission capabilities are nearing capacity. Due to 
this constraint, without additional transmission facilities (such as SWIP), potential 
suppliers of capacity and energy to meet our current and growing customers needs for 
electric power must be internal to Sierra's control area. 

Participation agreements for SWIP have not been finalized and it is uncertain whether 
Sierra will have any ownership in SWIP. However, SWIP will be using an important 
Slate of Nevada transmission corridor. SWIP 's utilization must be evaluated for the 
optimum use of this corridor. Sierra is interested in interconnecting with SWIP in two 
locations. One is with an open market 230 kV interconnection in the Ely, Nevada area, 
the other is a future site at 345 kV identified as the substation/series compensation 
siting area located Northeast of the Wells, Nevada area. This will allow Sierra to 
conduct economical energy transactions that would benefit our customers. 

I of2 
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RESPONSES 

A No response is necessary . 
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If you have any questions or would like further comments. please contact me at 702-
689-4569. 

Sincerely. 

~~:f::::-
Electric Planning 

MRS:lj 

cc: Dennis B. Whitney 
Jan Packwood 

6100 Nell Road POBox 10100 Reno. Nevada 89520-0026 Telephone 102/689· 4609 
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Dean C . H.yward 
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RESPONSES 

A Impacts have been assessed for a.\J developments and planned deveJopments in 

the SWIP projea area, however, impacts 00 future developments cannot be 
assessed in an area which does not have a plan for development. Your 
comments have been noted and will be oonsidered in tbe BLM's decision 
process. 

B The many studies that have been conducted on EMF demonstrate that we are all 

affected in everyday life. Electromagnetic fi elds exist from microwaves, 
noresccnl lights, waterbed heillers., bair dry ers, etc. The right-or- way width of 
200 feet is intended to minimize these effects. Outside of the right-oC-way the 
fi eld levels are expected to be DO b..igber than normally occur in ho useho ld 
appliances. Please refer to pages 3-72 through 3-82 in the DEIS/DPA and 
page 3- 19 in Ihis document for additiona.1 information 00 EMF. 

C Your comments have been noted and will be considered in the BLM's decision 

process. 
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Name 

Bill Chrisholm 

Brenda Hemnann 

John Hemnann 

Bob Molyneux 

Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses 

Location 

Twin Falls 

Twin Falls 

Twin Falls 

Twin Falls 

Issue/Concern 

A. Alternative energy sources need to 
be evaluated. 

B. The DEIS/DPA lacks analysis of 
true energy conservation 

A. Favors alternative route for health 
reasons and land depreciation if the 
transmission line is placed on their 
land. 

A. The DEIS/DPA does not analyze 
impacts on people, their health and 
loss of private property. 

B. Concerned about the depreciation 
of the land. With a transmission 
line currently running through his 
property, SWIP would further 
depreciate the value of his land. 

A. Recommended the preferred route 
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Response 

A. Alternative sources of energy have been 
evaluated as alternatives to the S WlP in Chapter 
2 of the DEIS/DPA. IPCo is pursuing many 
alternative energy sources to further diversity 
resources. However, alternative energy sources 
do not meet the purpose and need for the SWlP 
and do not replace the need for the SWIP. 

B. Refer to Conservation and Demand Side 
Management on page 3-4 of this document. 

A. Your comments are noted and will be 
considered in BLM's decision process. 

A . These impacts were addressed in the DEIS/DPA 
on pages 4-51 through 4-68 and pages 4-46 
through 4-51 of Chapter 4. 

B. IPCo would compensate for the fair market 
value of lands used for transmission easement. 
There is no conclusive research that suggests 
that transmission lines depreciate the value of 
adjacent lands. 

A. Your comments are noted and will be 
considered In BLM's decision process. 



Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

Janet OCrowley Twin Falls A. What agency will govern, regulate A. The Public Service Commission in each state 
and set rates for the transmission regulates utilities that provide service to 
line? customers in that state. 

William Johnson Wells A. If the intertie were moved to some A. Please refer to the Agency Preferred plan in 
degree, it would avoid going Chapter 1 of this document. The Agency 
through our land and certainly Preferred Alternative is to move the route as 
benefit our planned development. you suggest. 

Dawn King Wells A. To preserve visual quality, the line A. The Agency Preferred Alternative has been 
should be placed across the valley, modified in the Oasis area in response to public 
not through Oasis. comments. Also, please refer to Impacts in tbe 

Oasis Area on page 3-17 of Chapter 3 and tbe 
Agency Preferred Alternative in Chapter 1 of 
this document. 

B. Concerned that the power line B. These resources have been identified and 
would affect the wetlands, wildlife, impacts to them assessed. The analysis can be 
and waterfowl. found beginning on pages 3-14 and 4-9 of this 

document, as well as the Biological Resources 
section in Chapter 3. 
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Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

C. Concerned about the health effects 
of being around the lines. 

D. Need to address alternative energy. 

E. Since the document did not 
mention the communities of Oasis 
and Wendover, the DEISIDPA is 
inadequate. 
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C. The many studies that have been conducted on 
EMF demonstrate that we are all affected in 
everyday I ife. Electromagnetic fields exist from 
microwaves, florescent lights, waterbed heaters, 
hair dryers, etc. The right-of-way width of 200 
feet is intended to minimize these effects. 
Outside of the right-of-way the field levels are 
expected to be no higher than nonnally occur in 
household appliances. Please refer to pages 3-
72 through 3-82 of the DEISIDPA for 
additional infonnation on EMF. 

D. Alternative sources of energy have been 
evaluated as alternatives to the SWIP in Chapter 
2 of the DEISIDPA. !PCo is pursuing many 
alternative energy sources to further diversity 
resources. However, alternative energy sources 
do not meet the purpose and need for the SWIP 
and do not replace the need for the SWIP. 

E. Oasis was considered in the DEISIDPA process, 
refer to the page 5-20 of the Technical 
Reports, Volume HI - Human Environment. 
Also, Oasis has been added to the list of 
communities in Nevada (refer to Chapter 4 of 
this document). Wendover is 8 miles outside of 
the study corridor. 



Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

William Fisher Wells 

F. Public notification was inadequate. 

G. Expressed concern about global 
wanning. 

A. Concerned about health issues. 
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F. The BLM believes that the public notification 
was adequate. The planning process occurred 
over a several year period. Numerous news 
releases were sent communities in the area and 
newsletters were sent to a mailing list of over 
3000 individuals, agencies, and organizations in 
order to gain public input. 

G. Please refer to page 4-90 of the DEIS/DPA. 

A. The many studies that have been conducted on 
EMF demonstrate that we are all affected in 
everyday life. Electromagnetic fields exist from 
microwaves, florescent lights, waterbed heaters, 
hair dryers, etc. The right-of-way width of 200 
feet is intended to minimize these effects. 
Outside of the right-of-way the field levels are 
expected to be no higher than nonnally occur in 
household appliances. Please refer to pages 3-
72 through 3-82 of the DEISIDPA for 
additional infonnation on EMF. 



Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

Hiko Wirtz Wells 

Jack Ekker Wells 

Scott Brooke Wells 

A. The power line affects health, 
property value, and the scenic 
qualities of the Oasis area. 

B. Weren ' t adequately notified of the 
project 

A. Prefer the line bypass Oasis for 
health and quality of life reasons . 

A. Received no legal or actual notice 
of the project until recently. 
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A. The BLM agrees that the SWIP will affect the 
scenic quality of the landscape in the Oasis 
area. These impacts are documented in the 
DEIS/DPA, in Volume lIT of the Technical 
Report, and further in Chapter 3 of this 
document. The potential health effects are 
documented in the DEISIDPA. There is no 
conclusive research that indicates that 
transmission lines affect human health or land 
values of adjacent properties. Also, the Agency 
Preferred Alternative has been moved so as not 
to affect the planned developments of Northern 
Holdings. 

B. The planning process occurred over a several 
year period. Numerous news releases were sent 
communities in the area and newsletters were 
sent to a mailing list of over 3000 individuals, 
agencies, and organizations in order to gain 
public input. 

A. Your comment has been noted and will be 
considered in the BLM's decision process. 

A. The BLM believes there was adequate 
notification about the project, the release of the 
DEISIDPA, and the public meetings. The 
public meetings were announced in the 
DEISIDPA which was released in June. There 
also were press releases published in local 
newspapers and a series of 12 newsletters 
mailed to over 3000 recipients over more than 
three years during the project. 



Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

Alfred King Wells 

B. The powerline would depreciate the 
value of the Oasis area property 
itself and visually depreciate the 
surrounding properties. 

C. How were the various routes 
selected? 

A. The visual beauty of the Oasis area 
will be destroyed if the power line 

goes through this area. 

B. The power line will cause a direct 
loss of property, making it difficult 
to develop. 
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B. Although there has been much research on the 
effects of transmission lines on property values 
there is no conclusive evidence that there is 
such an effect. With the Agency Preferred 
Alternative (refer to Chapter I of this 
document) we do not believe that the visual 
impacts to the planned developments at Oasis or 
to the residents of Oasis will be significant. All 
visual impacts are documented in the 
DEISfDPA, the Technical Report, and in this 
document. 

C. The various routes were selected based on the 
criteria located on page 2-50 of the DE1S/DPA. 

Also refer to page 1-6 of this document. 

A. The BLM agrees that there will be visual 
impacts as a result of constructing the SWlP. 
Visual impacts were assessed from Big Springs 
Ranch, Oasis, all other residences, and many 
other sensitive viewpoints along the alternative 
routes. Volume III of the Technical Report 
documents in more detail the potential visual 
impacts to this area (refer to Appendix H of the 
DEISfDPA for locations of these reports for 
public review). 

B. The Agency Preferred Alternative (refer to 
Chapter 1 of this document) will not affect the 
planned development of Northern Holdings in 
Sections 2 and 3. 



Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

George Thiel Wells 

Bob Barton Wells 

C. The electromagnetic fields would C. Refer to response B above. 
cause a reduction in the potential 
for future residents and land owner. 

A. The potential power line through 
the Oasis would impact the 
proposed land use plans. 

A. There was not enough notice to 
land owners to inform them of 
SWIP. 

B. Concerned about the visual impacts 
to the local people in the Oasis area 
rather than impacts to those who 
travel along Interstate 80. 
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A. The Agency Preferred Alternative (refer to 
Chapter 1 of this document) will no affect the 
planned development of Northern Holdings in 
Sections 2 and 3. 

A. The BLM believes that there was adequate 
notification. Press releases were sent to 17 
newspapers serving the communities in the area 
to announce the meetings. Newsletters 
announcing the meetings were also sent to all 
individuals and organizations on the mailing 
list. You have been on our mailing list since 
the beginning of the project and have also 
received a copy of the DEIS/DPA. 

B. Visual impacts were assessed from Big Springs 
Ranch and all other residences along the 
alternative routes. Our methodology states that 
residences are more visually sensitive than 
travellers on 1-80, and this was used to assess 
visual impacts . In Table VR-7 of Volume LlI 
of the Technical Report documents that all 
residences have a high visual sensitivity and 
Interstate highways received a visual sensitivity 
rating of moderate. 



Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

Fredd Dunham Wells 

Patricia Dunham Wells 

Joanne Garrett Ely 

A. The close proximity of high-voltage 
power lines to the proposed 
subdivisions greatly reduces the 
viability of the proposed land use 
plans. 

B. Suggests having an alternative that 
bypasses around Oasis and the Big 
Springs Ranch. 

A. The local communities needs have 
not been addressed in the 
DEIS/DPA. 

A. The Ely to Delta segment is a 
violation of the Great Basin 
National Park. 

B. Object to the military concerns 
having preference over the national 
park concerns. 
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A. The Agency Preferred Alternative (refer to 
Chapter I of this document) will not affect the 
planned development of Northern Holdings in 
Sections 2 and 3. 

B. Note that the Agency Preferred Alternative has 
been changed from links 221 and 223 to 211. 
Refer to response A above. 

A. The BLM believes that local impacts are 
addressed. Visual impacts, land use, and 
socioeconomic impacts are all documented in 
the DEISIDPA. We were not made aware of 
the planned developments by Northern 
Holdings, nor have they been filed with Elko 
County. We have now considered this planned 
development as a future land use (refer to 
Chapter 3 of this document). 

A. Alternative highway crossings to mitigate 
potential visual impacts to the park are 
evaluated under the Sacramento Pass Mitigation 
Reroute in Chapter 3 of this document. 

B. The military concerns have been evaluated with 
similar criteria to other impacts. These 
different impacts are being carefully weighed in 
determining the environmental preferences. 
BLM will consider your concerns when it 
makes its decision. 

, 



Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

C. Although the DEISfDPA addresses C. The evidence is still inconclusive on health 
the health issues, still believes there effects. Your comments are noted. 
is a health issue. 

D. The simulations did not portray the D. The simulations were done to create the best 
visual impacts adequately. likeness to the real situation as current 

technology allows. 

E. Could not locate the tax revenue E. Refer to Table 4-4 in the DEIS/DPA. Note, an 
comparison tables for the various updated table including the Agency Preferred 
routes. and Utility Routes were added. Refer to page 4-

16 in Chapter 4 of this document. 

Rod McKenzie Ely A. Panel 4 does not include highway A. That is correct. Highway 318 is not on the 
318. Panel 4 map. The highway is contained within 

the boundary of Panel 3 and 5 maps and does 
not occur in the area that Panel 4 map covers. 

B. Boundaries from the Humboldt B. This error has been corrected in the Errata of 
National Forest are missing near this document. 
Ely on Ward Mountain. 

Joseph Reilly Delta A. What is the purpose of the public A. The DEISfDPA had been in circulation for over 
hearing if the DEIS/DPA hasn't two months prior to the public meeting in Delta. 
been circulated for more than one 
month? 

Rex Stanworth Delta A. Who will own the Ely to Delta A. The right-of-way for the Ely to Delta Segment 
segment of the SWIP, Idaho Power would be assigned to IPCo who would request 
or Los Angeles Department of that BLM assign it to LADWP. The LADWP 
Water & Power? on behalf of the UNTP participants would 

construct, operate, and maintain this portion of 
the line. 

9 of 18 



Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

B. Doesn't feel SWIP will be a benefit 
to the intermountain area, other 
than a small source of tax revenue. 

C. If LADWP gets the right-of-way 
granted, will they have to meet 
Millard County's environmental 
criteria and regulations that go 
along with having a right-of-way? 

D. Can part of an unbuilt IPP corridor 
be used for this project? 

E. Recommends using existing 
corridors for environmental 
reasons. 

F. Would like to have an additional 
public meeting. 
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B. There are potential benefits to the intermountain 
region from power transfers, reliability, and 
power sales from the various generation stations 
located within this region. 

C. Yes. 

D. There is no un built IPP corridor along the Ely 
to Delta segment of the SWIP. 

E. It is not possible to route the SWIP parallel to 
existing utilities for its entire length although 
BLM agrees in principal to your comment and 
the mandate of the Federal Lands Policy and 
Management Act (1976) to consolidate 
corridors. The selected routes are based on 
planning methodology to identifY and minimize 
impacts. Subsequent evaluation and comparison 
was done to select an alternative that min imizes 
impacts to the degree possible. Your comments 
will be taken into consideration during BLM's 
decision process. 

F. The BLM does not believe that an additional 
public meeting is warranted. 



Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

Jeff Van Ee Las Vegas A. No-Action alternative needs further 
evaluation 
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A. The BLM believes that an adequate range of 
alternatives to the SWIP was evaluated and that 
the SWIP DEISfDPA discussion of the no
action alternative is adequate. The no-action 
alternative would result in other actions being 
taken, which is discussed in the SWIP 
DEISfDPA on pages 2-10 and 2-11. 

The no-action alternative could lead to 
construction of new generation resources in 
various parts of the West because existing 
electrical resources would not be able to utilize 
the SWIP for regional exchanges. 
Environmental impacts associated with 
generation (e.g., air quality) and transmission 
(e.g., similar types of impacts to the SWIP) 
would occur if generation is constructed. 

A second possible result of the no-action is that 
electrical rates in various parts of the West may 
be impacted if the SWIP is not constructed and 
more expensive generation options are 
exercised. Finally, the stability and reliability 
of the electrical system in the West would not 
be enhanced without the S WIP. 

The BLM believes that the SWIP is a desirable 
action for the utility industry to most efficiently 
utilize electrical conservation and availability 
and minimize environmental impacts in the 
western United States. 



Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

B. There is not sufficient data in the 
DEISIDPA to judge the economic 
feasibility of the proposed line. 

C. The DEISIDPA does not discuss 
getting the power from Dry Lake 
Substation through to California. 
The transmission line would have 
to go through the Sunrise Mountain 
WSA and other critical areas. 

D. Suggest expanding the scope to 
look at impacts in the future, where 
the power is ultimately going and 
when it is scheduled to arrive in 
some markets. Also should look at 
connecting and routing future 
power lines through critical areas . 

E. In some of the areas that SWIP 
will be serving there will be an 
excess of power at certain times of 
the year. Would like to see further 
regional analysis done to study 
where tbe power is, where it is 
going, and which areas are 
deficient. 
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B. Please refer to the expanded discussion of 
Purpose and Need in Chapter 3 of this 
document. 

C. This is addressed in the discussion of the 
Marketplace-Allen Transmission (MAT) Project 
through the Sunrise Mountain area in the 
DEISIDPA on pages 2-52 and 4-81. Also refer 
to the Cumulative Effects discussion on the 
MAT in Chapter 3 of this document. 

D. It is not possible without contracts in place to 
discuss precisely where the power will be 
scheduled to flow. However, the expanded 
purpose and need in Chapter 3 of this document 
has an illustration showing the potential 
seasonal diversity between regions of the west. 
We believe that the planning studies during the 
SWIP EIS process has analyzed all reasonable 
and feasible routing alternatives, and corridors 
have been consolidated where possible. 

E. Refer to response D above. 



Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

F. Doesn ' t feel the DEISfDPA 
adequately address the impacts !be 
transmission line will have on 
adjacent WSAs. 

G. There is insufficient economic data 
to show why this is the least costly 
alternative to provide electricity 
both north and south 
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F. This discussion has been expanded in Chapter 3 
of this document. 

G. The revised Purpose and Need section in 
Chapter 3 of this document contains infonnation 
about comparative costs of different resource 
options. To meet the future electrical needs of 
the region, transm iss ion is shown to be the least 
cost alternative as compared to demand-side 
management (i.e., conservation) or new 
generation. 

/ 



Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

Bob Maichle Las Vegas A. No-Action alternative not 
adequately analyzed. 
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A. The BLM believes that an adequate range of 
alternatives to the SWlP was evaluated and that 
the SWlP OEIS/OPA discussion of the no
action alternative is adequate. The no-action 
alternative would result in other actions being 
taken, which is discussed in the SWlP 
OEIS/OPA on pages 2-10 and 2-11. 

The no-action alternative could lead to 
construction of new generation resources in 
various parts of the West because existing 
electrical resources would not be able to utilize 
the S WTP for regional exchanges. 
Environmental impacts associated with 
generation (e.g. , air quality) and transmission 
(e.g., similar types of impacts to the SWlP) 
would occur if generation is constructed. 

A second possible result of the no-action is that 
electrical rates in various parts of the West may 
be impacted if the SWIP is not constructed and 
more expensive generation options are 
exercised. Finally, the stability and reliability 
of the electrical system in the West would not 
be enhanced without the SWlP. 

The BLM believes that the SWlP is a desirable 
action for the utility industry to most efficiently 
utilize electrical conservation and availability 
and minimize environmental impacts in the 
western United States. 

.' 
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Formal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

B. Will the utility corridors be able to B. !PCo and LADWP are concerned about 
be used for things other than vandalism and potential liability issues 
transmission lines (e.g. water lines, associated with sanctioned use of these rights-
access)? of-way. Especially if the liability concerns can 

be adequately addressed by user groups it is 
possible that they would be open to discussion. 

The BLM can allow joint occupancy of a right-
of-way by compatible uses. 

C. Would like more detail concerning C. The utilities are not aware of banking of 
the banking of energy. energy, although reserve margins are planned 

by every utility to handle unexpected 
occurrences. 

David Breekey Las Vegas A. Concerned about the ability of the A. The BLM reserves the right to require the 
right-of-way to be used by other common use of a right-of-way (ROW) and the 
utilities. right to authorize use of the ROW for other 

compatible uses. Any additional use of the 
ROW is subject to compliance with the 
National Environmental Policy Act. 

B. What does Nevada Power have to B. Please refer to the discussion in the DEIS/DPA 
say concerning the availability of about Nevada Power on pages 1-7 and 1-8. 
power in extra by 1997 (when 
SWiP is in operation) or power in 
extra anywhere in the southwest. 
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Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

C. The no-Action alternative needs 
further evaluation. 
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C. The BLM believes that an adequate range of 
alternatives to the SWIP was evaluated and that 
the SWlP DEISfDPA discussion of the no
action alternative is adequate. The no-action 
alternative would result in other actions being 
taken, which is discussed in the SWIP 
DEIS/DPA on pages 2-10 and 2-11. 

The no-action alternative could lead to 
construction of new generation resources in 
various parts of the West because existing 
electrical resources would not be able to utilize 
the SWIP for regional exchanges. 
Environmental impacts associated with 
generation (e.g., air quality) and transmission 
(e.g., similar types of impacts to the SWIP) 
would occur if generation is constructed. 

A second possible result of the no-action is that 
electrical rates in various parts of the West may 
be impacted if the S WIP is not constructed and 
more expensive generation options are 
exercised. Finally, the stability and reliability 
of the electrical system in the West would not 
be enhanced without the SWIP. 

The BLM believes that the SWIP is a desirable 
action for the utility industry to most efficiently 
utilize electrical conservation and availability 
and minimize environmental impacts in the 
western United States. 



Fonnal Public Meet ing Comments and Responses (Continued) 

D. Need to address alternative energy. 

E. If LADWP gets the Ely to Delta 
power, how does the power get to 
Los Angeles? To get the power to 
LA. a corridor will need to go 
through the Sunrise Mountain 
WSA. How will this be done? 

F. A one mile wind power corridor 
that goes through the Sunrise 
Mountain WSA is being proposed 
to Congress, how does this tie in 
with SWIP? 
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D. Alternative sources of energy have been 
evaluated as alternatives to the SWIP in Chapter 
2 of the DEIS/DPA. !PCo is pursuing many 
alternative energy sources to further diversity 
resources. However, alternative energy sources 
do not meet the purpose and need for the SWIP 
and .do not replace the need for the SWIP. 

E. There are two 500kV lines currently through the 
Sunrise Mountain ISA. The Navajo
McCullough line and the !PP # I 500kV DC 
transmission line. The Utah-Nevada 
Transmission Project already has a third right
of-way grant from Delta through the Sunrise 
Mountain ISA, but cannot proceed until the 
WSA issue is resolved. The SWIP DEIS/DPA 
discusses the Marketplace-Allen Transmission 
(MAT) Project in the Curnulative Effects on 
page 4-81 of the DEISIDP A. This project was 
conceived to attempt to minimize the number of 
total lines through the Sunrise corridor. 

F. The BLM is not aware of this proposal or any 
of its details. 



Fonnal Public Meeting Comments and Responses (Continued) 

G. It is said that the Northwest power 
generation will be affected by the 
salmon being listed. How will this 
affect the ability to transfer power 
if it is not in the Northwest to bring 
it to Nevada? 

H. The DEISIDPA did not adequately 
address why SWIP is needed. 
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G. It is not clear how the listing of the salmon will 
impact the operation of the SWIP. The utilities 
believe that there may be benefits to the salmon 
by operating the S WIP. 

H. Refer to the expanded Purpose and Need in 
Chapter 3 of this document. 
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APPENDIX A 

GLOSSARY, ACRONYMS, 
& ABBREVIATIONS 



Glossary 

Access (road) 

Alignment 

Alluvium 

Alternative (action) 

Alternative (route) 

Ambient 

Annual (ecology) 

Aquifer 

Archaeology 

Archival 

Artifact 

Assumed Centerline 

Assessment (environment) 

Background 

Base Load 

APPENDIX A 

Road used for passage to and along transmission line for 
purposes of construction and maintenance. 

The specific, surveyed route of a transmission line. 

A general term for all detrital deposits resulting from the 
operations of modern rivers, including the sediments laid 
down in river beds, floodplains, lakes and fans at the foot 
of mountain slopes and estuaries. 

An option for meeting the stated need . 

An optional path or direction for a transmission line. 

Characteristic of the atmosphere. 

A plant that completes its development in one year or one 
season and then dies. 

A stratum of permeable rock, sand, etc., which contains 
water. Water source for a well. 

The science that investigates the history of peoples by the 
remains belonging to the earlier periods of their existence. 

Pertaining to or contained in documents or records 
preserved in evidence of something. 

Any object showing human workmanship or modification, 
especially from a prehistoric or historic culture. 

For purposes of assessing impacts and recommending 
mitigation a centerline was assigned that may be slightly 
adjusted during engineering design. 

An evaluation of existing resources and potential impacts 
to them from a proposed act or change to the environment. 

That portion of the visual landscape lying between the 
middleground limits to infmity. Color and texture are 
subdued in these areas; primarily concerned with the 
two-dimensional shape of landforms against the sky. 

The minimum load of a utility over a given period of time. 
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Glossary (continued) 

Candidate, Category I (CI) 

Candidate, Category 2 (C2) 

Candidate, Category 3 (C3) 

Capacity 

Capability 

Centerline 

Circuit 

Committed mitigation 

Community (biological) 

Conductor 

Construction, Operation and 
Maintenance (COM) Plans 

Contrast 

Contrast rating 

Taxa for which FWS has substantial information on hand 
to support proposing the species for listing as threatened or 
endangered. Listing proposals are either being prepared or 
have been delayed by higher priority listing work. 

Taxa for which the FWS has information to indicate that 
the listing is possibly appropriate. Additional information 
is being collected. 

Taxa that were once being considered for listing as 
endangered and threatened but are no longer receiving such 
consideration. 

The maximum load that can be generated or transmitted by 
generating or transmission facilities for a given period of 
time without exceeding approved limits of temperature or 
stress. 

The ability to generate or transmit power. 

A line identified within each broad corridor representing 
the preferred location for the transmission line. 

A complete closed conducting path over which electric 
current may flow. 

Obligation to a measure that would diminish the severity 
of an impact. 

A group of one or more populations of organisms that 
form a distinct ecological unit. Such a unit may be 
defined in terms of plants, animals or both . 

A material , usually in the form of a wire or cable, suitable 
for carrying an electric current. 

A detailed plan depicting engineering, access, 
construction, environmental, and reclamation that is 
prepared prior to construction and operation of a proposed 
action. 

The effect of a striking difference in the form, line, color 
or texture of an area being viewed. 

A method of determining the extent of visual impact for an 
existing or proposed activity that would modify any 
landscape feature (land and water form, vegetation and 
structures). 
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Glossary (continued) 

Corona 

Corridor 

Critically endangered (CE) 

Cu ltural resources 

Delete (D) 

Distance zone 

Electromagnetic field 

Electrostatic field 

Emergent (vegetation) 

Endangered species (E or LE) 

Energy conservation 

Environment 

Ephemeral 

Erosion 

The discharge of energy from an energized transmission 
line that occurs when the voltage gradient exceeds the 
breakdown strength of air. 

A continuous trace of land of defmed width through which 
a utility route passes. 

State of Nevada Status Code. State status based on NRS 
527.260 - .300. 

Any site or artifact associated with cultural activities . 

State of Nevada Status Code. This follows federal non
candidate definitions 3A, 3B, 3C plus NNNPS category 
3D: species delisted because name was not formally 
published. 

A visibility threshold distance where visual perception 
changes. It is expressed as fore-ground, middleground and 
background. 

A space or region within which magnetic forces are present 
around an electrical current. 

Pertaining to a space or region within which atmospheric 
electricity at rest interferes with radar, radio or television 
reception. 

Vegetation coming into existence. 

Any species in danger of extinction throughout all or a 
significant portion of its range. This defin ition excludes 
species of insects that the Secretary of Interior determines 
to be pests and whose protection under the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973 would present an overwhelming and 
overriding risk to man. 

A means of saving energy. 

The surrounding conditions, influences or forces that affect 
or modify an organism or an ecological community and 
ultimately determine its form and survival. 

Lasting for a brief time. 

The group of processes whereby earth or rock material is 
loosened or dissolved and removed from any part of the 
earth's surface. 
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Glossary (continued) 

Ethnography 

Fault 

Floodplain 

Foreground 

Foreground/Middleground 

Generic mitigation 

Geology 

Habitat 

Hydrology 

Impact 

Insulator 

Interdisciplinary team 

That aspect of cultural and social anthropology devoted to 
the fIrst-hand description of particular cultures. 

A fracture or fracture zone along which there has been 
displacement of the sides relative to one another parallel to 
the fracture. 

That portion of a river valley, adjacent to the river channel, 
which is built of sediments and is inundated with water at 
least once every 100 years. 

The visible area from a viewpoint or use area out to a 
distance of one-half mile. The ability to perceive detail in 
the landscape is greatest in this zone. 

The area visible from a travel route, residence or other use 
area to a distance of 3-5 miles. The outer boundary of this 
zone is defined as the point where texture and form of 
individual plants are no longer apparent in the landscape. 
Vegetation is apparent only in patterns or outline. 

Mitigation measures or techniques to which the applicants 
made commitment on a nonspecifIc basis. 

The science that relates to the earth, the rocks of which it 
is composed, and the changes that the earth has undergone 
or is undergoing. 

A specific set of physical conditions that surround a single 
species, a group of species, or a large community. In 
wildlife management, the major components of habitat are 
considered to be food, water, cover and living space. 

The science that relates to the water of the earth. 

A modification in the status of the environment brought 
about by the proposed action. 

A device that is resistant to the conduction of electricity 
used for isolating and supporting conductors. 

A group of people with different training representing the 
physical sciences, social sciences and environmental design 
arts assembled to solve a problem or perform a task. The 
members of the team proceed to solution with frequent 
interaction so that each discipline may provide insights to 
any stage of the problem and disciplines may combine to 
provide new solutions. 
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Glossary (continued) 

Ionization 

Juri sdictions 

Kilovolt 

Kilovolts per meter (kV/m) 

Kilowatt 

Landform 

Landscape character type 

Link 

Megawatts (MW) 

Microwave 

Milliampere (rnA) 

Milligaus (mG) 

Mitigation 

Monitor 

One-hundred-year flood 

The process of removing an electron from a molecule . 

The limits or territory within which authority may be 
exercised. 

1,000 volts (a volt is a measure of electrical potential 
difference which would cause a current of I ampere to 
flow through a conductor whose resistance is I ohm). 

A unit measure of electric field strength. 

A unit of power equivalent to 1,000 watts. 

A term used to describe the many types of land surfaces 
that exist as the result of geologic activity and weathering, 
e.g., plateaus, mountains, plains and valleys . 

The arrangement of a particular landscape as formed by the 
variety and intensity of the landscape features and the four 
basic elements of form, line, color and texture. These 
factors give the area a distinct quality which distinguishes 
it from immediate surroundings. 

A segment of a route alternative sharing common 
endpoints with adjacent links . Endpoints of a link are 
determined by the location of intersection with other 
segments (links) of other routes. 

1,000 kilowatts or 1 million watts (a watt is a unit of 
electrical power equal to I1756th horsepower). 

A very short electromagnetic wave. 

Measure of electric current induced in conductive 
materials within an electric field. 

A unit of measurement for magnetic fields. 

To alleviate or render less intense or severe. 

State of Idaho Status Code. Taxa that are common within 
a limited range as well as those taxa that are uncommon, 
but have no identifiable threats (i.e., certain alpine taxa). 

A flood with a magnitude which may occur once every 
one hundred years. A I-in-\ 00 chance of a certain area 
being inundated during any year. 
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Glossary (continued) 

Ozone 

Paleontology 

Particulates 

Perennial 

Playa 

Raptor 

Rare 

Reconnaissance 

Region 

Residual impact 

Review 

Right-of-way 

Riparian 

Route 

A form of oxygen, 0 " produced especially when an 
electric spark is passed through oxygen or air. 

The science that deals with the life of past geological ages 
through the study of the fossil remains of organisms. 

Minute, separate particles, such as dust or otber air 
pollutants . 

Lasting through a year or many years. 

The shallow central basin of a desert plain, in which water 
gathers after a rain and is evaporated. 

A bird of prey. 

A plant or animal restricted in distribution. May be locally 
abundant in a limited area or few in number over a wide 
area. 

Preliminary examination or survey of a territory. 

A large tract of land generally recognized as having similar 
character types and physiographic types. 

The adverse impact of an action occurring after application 
of all mitigating measures. 

State of Idaho Status Code. Taxa that may be of 
conservation concern, but for which the state bas 
insufficient data upon which to base a recommendation 
regarding their appropriate classification. 

Strip of land over which the power line, access road and 
maintenance road would pass. 

Situated on or pertaining to the bank of a river, stream, or 
other body of water. Riparian is normally used to refer to 
the plants of all types that grow along streams or around 
spnngs. 

A transmission route is the general path of a transmission 
line and associated facilities. In this environmental 
document, a route is comprised of contiguous segments or 
links . 
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Glossary (continued) 

Scenic-quality class 

Scenic-quality rating unit 
(SQRU) 

Seen area 

Seismicity 

Seldom-seen area 

Selective mitigation 

Sensitivity 

Series Compensation 
capacitors) 

Set 

Significant (impact) 

Site 

The designation (A, B, or C) assigned a scenic quality 
rating unit to indicate the visual importance or quality of a 
unit relative to other units within the same physiographic 
province (BLM designation). 

A portion of the landscape that displays primarily 
homogeneous visual characteristics of the basic landscape 
features (landform, water, vegetation and structures and 
modifications) which separate it from the surrounding 
landscape. 

That portion of the landscape which can be viewed from 
one or more observer positions. The extent or area that 
can be viewed is normally limited by landform, vegetation, 
structures or distance. 

The likelihood of an area being subject to earthquakes. 
The phenomenon of earth movements . 

Areas that are either beyond the furthest extent of the 
background zone (of the area or travel routes) or that are 
seen from areas or travel routes of low use volume. 

Mitigation measures or techniques to which the Project 
Sponsors made commitment on a case-by-case basis after 
impacts were identified and assessed. 

The state of being readily affected by the actions of 
extemal influence. 

Provides voltage support and increases the electrical (series 
capacity of long transmission lines as well as provides for 
economical loading of the line. 

A subdivision of the overall routing network representing 
localized routing options. Each set is comprised of two or 
more routes sharing common endpoints . 

"Significant" has been used in this document to describe 
any impact that would cause a substantial adverse change 
or stress to one or more environmental resources . In 
general, all potential high impacts were considered to be 
"significant;" but in some cases potential moderate impacts 
were considered significant. 

Any locale showing evidence of human activity. 
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Glossary (continued) 

Species 

Study area 

Substation 

Technical Report 

Terminal 

Threatened species (T or L T) 

Use volume 

Utility corridor 

Variety Class 

Visual Management System 

Visual Management Objectives 

Visual-Resource Management 
classes (VRM) 

Visual sensitivity levels 

A group of individuals of common ancestry that closely 
resemble each other structurally and physiologically and in 
nature interbreed producing fertile offspring. 

A given geographical area delineated for specific research. 

A facility in an electrical transmission system with the 
capability to route and control electrical power, and to 
transform power to a higher or lower voltage. 

Document containing detailed studies summarized in 
PAJEIS. 

(see Substation) 

Any species likely to become endangered within the 
foreseeable future throughout all or a significant part of its 
range. 

The total volume of visitor use each segment of a travel 
route or use area receives. 

A common route used by more than one utility for 
transportation. 

A designation (A, B, or C) assigned to a homogeneous 
area of the landscape to indicate the visual importance or 
quality relative to other landscape areas within the same 
physiographic province (FWS designation). 

System of land management based upon meeting visual 
resource goals (FS). 

The term used in this study to generally define VRM 
(BLM) or VQO classes (FS). 

Classification of landscapes according to the kinds of 
structures and changes that are acceptable to meet 
established visual goals (BLM designation). 

The index of the relative degree of user interest in scenic 
quality and concern for existing or proposed changes in the 
landscape features of tbat area in relation to other areas in 
the study area. 
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Glossary (continued) 

Visual Quality Objectives 

Volts per Meter (vim) 

Watch (W) 

Wetlands 

Classification of landscape areas according to the types of 
structures and changes that are acceptable to meet 
established visual goals (FS designation) . 

A unit of measurement of an electric field. 

Plants of uncertain abundance and distribution andlor those 
whose threats cannot be currently defined. 

Those areas that are inundated by surface or groundwater 
with a frequency sufficient to support vegetative or aquatic 
life that requires saturated or seasonally saturated soil 
conditions for growth and reproduction. 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations 

AC 

ACEC 

ACHP 

ACSR 

AFB 

AGL 

AN 

ANMPA 

ANSI 

AQMP 

BLM 

BMP 

BNRC 

BPA 

BOR 

CEQ 

CIEE 

CFR 

CO 

CO, 

COM 

CWA 

DC 

dbA (or db(A) 

alternating current 

Area of Critical Environmental Concern 

Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 

aluminum conductor steel-reinforced 

Air Force Base 

above ground limit 

audible noise 

Arizona-New Mexico Power Area 

American National Standards Institute 

Air Quality Management Program 

Bureau of Land Management 

Best Management Practices 

Board on Natural Resources & Conservation (Montana) 

Bonneville Power Administration 

Bureau of Reclamation 

Council on Environmental Quality 

Conservation and Energy Efficiency 

Code of Federal Regulations 

carbon monox ide 

carbon dioxide 

Construction, Operation, and Maintenance 

Clean Water Act of 1972 

direct current 

decibels on the A-scale 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations (continued) 

DEIS 

DG&T 

DNA 

DOE 

DPA 

EEl 

EHV 

EIS 

EMF 

EMI 

EPA 

EPR! 

FAA 

FAR 

FEMA 

FERC 

FLPMA 

FS 

FWS 

GBNP 

GIMS 

GIS 

GMP 

GW 

Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Deseret Generation and Transmission 

deoxyribonucleic acid 

Department of Energy 

Draft Plan Amendment 

Edison Electrical Institute 

extra high voltage 

environmental impact statement 

electromagnetic field 

electromagnetic interference 

Environmental Protection Agency 

Electric Power Research Institute 

Federal Aviation Administration 

Federal Aviation Regulations 

Federal Emergency Management Agency 

Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

Federal Land Policy and Management Act 

USDA Forest Service 

USDI Fish and Wildlife Service 

Great Basin National Park 

geographic information management system 

geographic information system 

General Management Plan 

gigawatt 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations (continued) 

HMA 

HC 

HCC 

HV 

H, 

IAIMPP 

IBLA 

IDFG 

IDWR 

IFR 

IGS 

IPA 

IPCo 

IPP 

ISA 

ITS 

kHz 

kV 

kV/m 

LADWP 

LCC 

mA 

MAP 

MAT 

Herd Management Area 

hydrocarbons 

high current configuration 

high voltage 

hertz 

Impact AssessmentlMitigation Planning Process 

Interior Board of Land Appeals 

Idaho Department of Fish and Game 

Idaho Department of Water Resources 

instrument flight rules 

Intermountain Generating Station 

Intermountain Power Authority 

Idaho Power Company 

Intermountain Power Project 

instant study area 

Intermountain Transmission System 

kilohertz 

kilovolt 

kilovolts per meter 

Los Angeles Department of Water and Power 

low current configuration 

milliampere 

Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project 

Marketplace-Allen Transmission 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations (continued) 

mG 

MFP 

MEQB 

MOA 

MOU 

mRNA 

MSL 

MUSY 

MVA 

MW 

MWH 

NA 

NAAQS 

NATCF 

NDOW 

NDPSC 

NEPA 

NERC 

NESC 

NHPA 

NJDEP 

NMBM&MR 

NNNPS 

NOx 

milligauss 

Management Framework Plan 

Minnesota Environmental Quality Board 

military operating area 

Memorandum of Understanding 

messenger ribonucleic acid 

Mean Sea Level 

Multiple Use, Sustained Yield Act of 1960 

mega-volt ampere 

megawatt 

megawatt-hour 

Natural Area 

National Ambient Air Quality Standards 

Nell is Air Traffic Control Facility 

Nevada Department of Wildlife 

North Dakota Public Service Commission 

National Environmental Protection Act of 1969 

Nuclear Energy Regulatory Commission 

National Electrical Safety Code 

National Historic Preservation Act of 1986 

New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 

New Mexico Bureau of Mines and Mineral Resources 

Northern Nevada Native Plant Society 

nitrogen oxide 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations (continued) 

NPC 

NPS 

NRA 

NRHP 

NWPP 

NYPSC 

OHV 

ORV 

PA 

PIFUA 

PGE 

PPL 

PSD 

PURPA 

Qs 

RFP 

RI 

RMP 

RMPA 

rms 

RNA 

ROD 

ROS 

Nevada Power Company 

National Park Service 

National Recreation Area 

National Register of Historic Places 

Northwest Power Pool 

New York Public Service Commission 

off-highway vehicle 

off-road vehicle 

Plan Amendment 

Powerplant and Industrial Fuel Use Act 

Portland Gas & Electric 

Pacific Power & Light 

Particulates of Significant Deterioration 

Public Utilities Regulatory Policies Act of 1978 

Quarternary Alluvium and Colluvium 

Request for Proposal 

Radio Interference 

Resource Management Plan 

Rocky Mountain Power Area 

root -mean-square 

ribonucleic acid 

Record of Decision 

Recreation Opportunity Spectrum 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations (continued) 

SA 

SCADA 

SCS 

SCPPA 

SHPO 

SQRU 

S02 

SPPC 

SRMA 

SRP 

SWIP 

TDHS 

TSP 

TSPP 

TVI 

Tys 

UAMPS 

UDWR 

UNTP 

UPL 

U.S. 

USDI 

USGS 

UTTR 

S peci al Area 

Supervisory Control and Data Acquisition 

Soi I Conservation Service 

Southern California Public Power Authority 

State Historic Preservation Office 

Scenic Quality Rating Unit 

sulfur dioxide 

Sierra Pacific Power Company 

Special Recreation Management Area 

Salt River Project 

Southwest Intertie Project 

Transmission and Distribution Health and Safety 

Total Suspended Particulates 

Thousand Springs Power Plant 

Television Interference 

Tertiary sedimentary rocks 

Utah Associated Municipal Power Systems 

Utah Division of Wildlife Resources 

Utah-Nevada Transmission Project 

Utah Power & Light 

United States 

United States Department of the Interior 

USDI Geological Survey 

Utah Training and Testing Range 
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Acronyms and Abbreviations (continued) 

VFR 

Vim 

VRM 

VQO 

WAPA 

WPPP 

WSA 

WSCC 

visual flight rules 

volts per meter 

Visual Resource Management 

Visual Quality Objective 

Western Area Power Administration 

White Pine Power Project 

Wilderness Study Area 

Western Systems Coordinating Council 
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APPENDIX B 

LIST OF AGENCIES, ORGANIZATIONS AND 
INDIVIDUALS RECEIVING THE FEISIPPA 

A listing has been developed of those individuals, groups, organizations, and political 
representatives to whom all public documents will be sent. This includes, but is not limited to, the 
following: 

Federal Agencies 

Environmental Protection Agency 
Office of Federal Activities 
Chief Environmental Policy Branch, Region-8 Office 
Region 10, Environmental Evaluation Branch, Seattle, W A 
Environmental Review Coord., Div. E-3, Region 9, San Francisco, CA 
Office of Environmental Affairs 

Federal Highway Administration, Portland, OR 
Office of Public Affairs 
Natural Resources Library 
Department of the Interior 

Bureau of Land Management 
Idaho State Office 

Boise District 
Jarbidge Resource Area 
Owyhee Resource Area 

Burley District 
Snake River Resource Area 

Shoshone District 
Bennett Hills Resource Area 

Nevada State Office 
Elko District 
Ely District 
Las Vegas District 

Cal iente Resource Area 
Stateline Resource Area 

Utah State Office 
Richfield District 

House Range Resource Area 
Warm Springs Resource Area 

Salt Lake District 
Denver Service Center 
Director, Washington, DC 
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California 
Barstow Resource Area 

Bureau of Mines 
Branch of Mineral Assessment 
Westem Field Operation Center 
Intermountain Field Operation Center 
Director/State Geologist, Reno, NV 

Bureau of Reclamation 
Division of Power, Washington , DC 
Burley, Idaho 
Regional Director, Pacific Northwest Region 
Regional Director, Lower Colorado Region 
Regional Director, Mid-Pacific Region 
Regional Environmental Officer, Upper Colorado Region, Salt Lake City, UT 
Division of Engineering & Technical Services, Boulder City, NV 
Denver Federal Center 

Fish and Wildlife Service 
Idaho Field Office 
Reno 
Office of Regional Director, Denver, CO 
Chief, Division of Environmental Coordination, Washington, DC 

Minerals Management Service 
Offshore Environmental Assessment Division, Washington, DC 

National Park Service 
Denver Service Center 
Hagerman Fossil Bed National Monument 
Golden Spike National Historic Site 
Great Basin National Park 
Western Regional Office 
Division of Environmental Compliance, Washington, DC 
Division of Environmental Quality-774, Washington, DC 
Regional Director, Rocky Mountain Regional Office, Denver, CO 
Pacific Northwest Regional Office, Seattle, W A 

U.S. Geological Survey 
Environmental Affairs Program, Reston, V A 

Department of Agriculture 
Forest Service, 

Environmental Coordination Staff, Chief of Forest Service, Washington, DC 
Intermountain Region, Ogden, UT 
Sawtooth National Forest, Twin Fall s, ID 
Humboldt National Forest 

Soil Conservation Service 
Mel Anderson, District Supervisor, USDA - APHIS - ADC, Ely, NV 
Office of Environmental Coord., Washington, DC 

Department of Defense, Air Force 
Office of Deputy AlS of the USAF, Washington, DC 
HQ-USAF/LEEV, Washington, DC 
Edwards AFB, CA 
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Hill AFB, UT 
Chief, Plans, Programs & Resources Division, 

Mountain AFB, ID 
Wing Airspace Manager, Mountain Home AFB, ID 

Department of Defense, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
North Pacific Division 
SOllth Pacific Division 

Department of Energy 
Office of Environmental Compliance 

Government Printing Office 
Marked Files 
Depository Receiving Section 

State Agencies 

California 

Department of Water Resources, Energy Division, Sacramento 
California Energy Commission, Environmental Protection Office, Sacramento 

Idaho 

Planning Commission Secretary, Lincoln County Planning Commission, Shoshone 
Public Utilities Commission, Boise 
Historic Preservation Office, Boise 
Idaho Department of Lands, South Central Area, Gooding and Boise 
State Archaeologist, U.S. Assay Office, Archaeology, State Board of Education 
Department of Parks and Recreation, Boise 
Department of Fish and Game 

Director, Boise 
Regional Director, Jerome 

Department of Transportation, Boise 
Department of Water Resources, Boise 

Nevada 

Administrator, Division of State Lands, Carson City 
Department of Wildlife, Elko, Ely, Las Vegas, and Reno, Panaca 
Department of Administration, Carson City 
Division of Forestry , Elko and Las Vegas 
Division of Historic Pres. & Archeology, Historic Preservation Officer, Carson City 
Natural Heritage Program, Carson City 
Department of Planning, Henderson 
Department of Transportation, Ely 
District Manager, State Park System, Panaca 
Department of Agriculture, Las Vegas 
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Director, Mailroom Complex, Las Vegas 
Military Department, USPFO 
Legislative Counsel Bureau 

Utah 

Division of Wildlife 
Wildlife Resources, Habitat Chief 
State Historic Preservation Office, Salt Lake City 
State Lands & Forestry, Richfield 
Geological & Mineral Survey, Salt Lake City 
Parks and Recreation, Salt Lake City 
Department of Transportation 

Other 

Center for Urban Affairs & Policy Research, Evanston, IL 
Chief, Department of Water Resources, Energy Division, Sacramento, CA 

Local Agencies 

California 

City of Glendale 
City of Burbank 

Idaho 

Burley District Advisory Council 
Cassia County, County Commissioners 
City of Boise 

Planning Department, Boise 
City of Twin Falls 

Community Development Office 
Gooding County, County Commissioners 
Jerome County, Planning and Zoning Commission, Jerome 
Lincoln County, County Commissioners, Shoshone 
Twin Falls County, County Commissioners 

Nevada 

City Engineer, Ely 
City of Henderson 

Economic Development Dept., Henderson 
Planning Department 

B-4 



City of Boulder City 
Department of Public Works 
Commu nity Development Director 

City of North Las Vegas 
Community Planning & Zoning 
Office of Economic Development 

Clark Cou nty 
Reg. Flood Control District, Las Vegas 
Comprehensive Planning, Las Vegas 
Conservation District 
County Manager 
School District 
Zoning Administration 

Economic Diversification Program, White Pines Development Comm., Ely 
Elko County 

Association of Conservation Districts, Elko 
County Manager 
Library Bookmobile 

Elko District Advisory Council, Wells 
Juab County, County Commissioners 
Lincoln County, Cou nty Commissioners 
Nevada League of Cities, Carson City 
Nevada County Planning Department 
Nye County 

Road Department, Tonopah 
County Commissioners 

White Pine 
Conservation District, Ely 
County Commissioners, Ely 

White Pines Development Committee, Economic Diversification Program, Ely 

Utah 

City of Boulder City, 
Department of Public Works, Boulder City 
Community Development Director 

Bear River Association of Governments, Logan 
Millard County 

Planning Administration, Delta 
County Commissioners, Fillmore 

Six County Economic Development, Richfield 
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Senators, Congressmen, Representatives, Commissioner, etc. 

Idaho 

Dirk Kempthome, US Senator, Boise 
Larry E. Craig, US Senator, Boise 
Mike Crapo, US Representative, Boise 
Larry LaRocco, US Representative, Boise 
Governor's Office 

Special Assistant Natural Resources 

Nevada 

Harry Reid, US Senator, Reno 
Richard H. Bryan, US Senator, Reno 
James H. Bilbray, US Representative, Reno 
Barbara Vucanovich, US Representative, Reno 
John C. Carpenter, Assemblyman, Elko 
Kris Johnson, District Representative, Las Vegas 
Bob Miller, Governor, Carson City 

Utah 

Robert Bennett, US Senator, Salt Lake City 
Orrin G. Hatch, US Senator, Salt Lake City 
James V. Hansen, US Representative, Salt Lake City 
Karen Shepherd, US Representative, Salt Lake City 
William Orton, US Representative, Salt Lake City 
Michael O. Leavitt, Governor, Salt Lake City 

Organizations 

Edwina Allen, Sierra Club, Middle Snake Group 
American Mustang & Burro Association 
Arctic Precious Metals, Inc. 
Russell Avery, Avery Engineering Company 
Frank Bachman, J.R. Simplot Co., Land & Livestock Division 
Carl Baker, Silver Creek Ranch 
Bob Barton, Nevada Land & Cattle Co. 
Duane Bauer, Western Rock Products 
Michael Bean, Environmental Defense Fund 
Kraig Beckstrand, Nevada Division of Wildlife 
Beth Blattenberger, Seattle City Lights 
Stu Bengson, UFWDA 
Greg Bilyeu, Thiel Winchell Assoc. 
Lois Blumberg, The Wilderness Society 
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Nancy Brackett, Big Springs Ranch 
Dave Brickey, Sierra Club 
Keith Brecheisen, Baron Mining Corporation 
Pat Briggs, Great Salt Lake Audubon 
Scott Brooke, Attorneys Brooke & Shaw 
Scott Broong, CSY In vestments - Big Springs Ranch 
Betsy Buffington, The Wilderness Society 
Grace Bukowski, Citizen ' s Alert 
Betty Burge, TORT Group 
Karl Burke, LAC Minerals 
Russ Butcher, Pacific Southwest Director, National Parks & Conservation Assoc., 
John A. Cameron, Jr., Vice Pres ident, Portland General Exchange 
Steven Carter, Carter Cattle Company 
Don Cecala, Western Gypsum 
Jack Christensen, Bar 0 Ranch 
Laura Christenson, William Danley, AMAX Gold Inc. 
Russell J. Cowley, Six County Economic Development 
Janet Crowley, Connecting Power for Public Lands 
Chris Cu ll , Morrison-Maierle Environmental 
Willy Cunnin gham, National Outdoor Leadership School 
Colorado River Commission 
Alan Cox, Homestake Mining Company 
Courtney Dahl, Delamar Valley Cattle 
Willi am D. Davidson, Ely District Grazing Board 
Don Dayton , SNORE 
Donna Del Giudice, Woodward-Clyde Consultants - Library 
Desert Mountain Realty, Inc. 
Desert National Wildlife Range 
Paul E. Dorvel , P.E., R.W. Beck and Associates 
Jack Doyle, Aggrandize Mining Company, Inc. 
Paul Dudley , Aero Jet 
Fred Dunham, Oasis Mobile Home Brokers 
Patricia Dunham, Oasis Mobile Home Brokers 
Joan Dunlap, BostonlPacific Company 
Earth Satellite Corporation 
Kurt Eckerstrom, Haloburton N. U.S. Environment Corp. 
Bill Eis inger, Power Engineers 
Robert E lli s, Desert Survivors 
Sheldon Eppich, President, Utah Wildlife & Outdoor Rec . Federation 
Rey Flake, H. H. Land & Cattle Co. 
Donna Flanigan, Flanigan & Flanigan, Inc. 
Stephan D. Flint, Bridgerland Audubon Society 
William G. Fonte, Sundance Realty & Development 
H. Paul Friesema, Center for Urban Affairs & Policy Research 
Bob Fulkerson, Citizen Alert 
Cathy Gough, M&M Court Reporting 
Jane Graham, Public Service of New Mexico 
Emil y Gray, Energy and Environmental Services Commission 
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Nancy Green, The Wilderness Society 
Andrew D. Gregorich, Magma Copper Company 
Greystone 
Jack Groves, Groves, Wray, & Associates 
Dian M. Grueneich, Grueneich & Ellison 
Paula Del Giudice, Nevada Wildlife Federation 
Bruce Hall, Victor Land & Livestock Co. 
Lloyd Harvego, President, Resource Management International, Inc . 
Stan Haye, Sierra Club, CAINV Mining Committee 
Hark Heidecke, G.E. Raleigh & Associates 
John Hiatt, Conservation Chairman, Red Rocks Audubon Society 
Larry Hippler, Idaho Bureau of Aeronautics 
Paul Hovan, Newmont Gold Co. 
Pete Hovingh, Intermountain Water Alliance 
Thomas H. Hunt, National Trails Preservation Officer, Oregon-California Trails Office 
Judy Imhoff, PSCo 
William Johnson, CSY Investments 
Douglass W. Kimmelman, Goldman, Sachs, & Company 
Bruce King, Bear River Association of Governments 
Mel Kirschner, Noble-Tech Group, Ltd. 
Donna Knipschild, SEC, Inc. 
Hank Knox, Utah Wildlife Federation 
Don Kondoleon, California Energy Commission 
Mary Kozlowski, Las Vegas Board of Realtors 
Lands of Sierra, Inc . 
Dawn Lappin, Wild Horse Organized Assist 
Doug Larson, WIEB 
Russel Light, Sargeant & Lundy Engineers 
Shirley Lindstrom, Consolidated Hydro 
Rudy Lukez, Conservation Chair, Sierra Club, Utah Chapter 
Robert W. Maichle, Motorcycle Racing Association of Nevada 
Jack McCall, High Country Association 
Beverly Mellinger, Desert Echo 
Minerals Exploration Coalition 
Montana Public Service Commission 
Rick Moody, West Millard Wildlife Conservation Association 
Randall Morris, Committee for Idaho's High Desert 
I. Claire Morrow, Warm Springs Ranch 
MRW & Associates 
Nevada Wildlife Federation 
George Nesgos, Chas. T. Main, Inc. 
Jim Nyenheuis, ENSR 
Dawn Olowinski, Hawley, Traxell, Ennis & Hawley 
Kathryne Olson, Curator, Lost City Museum 
Oneida Farms, Inc. 
Nancy Sue Pearlman, Ecology Center of So. California 
Colin Persichetti, PacifiCorp 
Vern Peterman, Resource Concepts Inc. 
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Dale O. Pierce, Burley District Grazing Advisory Board 
Irene Porter, Southern Nevada Home Builders Assn. 
Catherine Quinn, Utah Wildlife Resources 
Barbara J. Rehfield, AMBA 
Charles Reinhold , Arizona Power Pooling Association 
George B. Rice, Kerr-McGee Chemical Corporation 
Peter Richardson, Davis, Wright, Tremaine 
Shane & Jannatte Ritchie, Big Springs Ranch 
George Rogers, Silver State Disposal Company 
Steven Rupp, Resource Management Int. 
Tim Seaton, S & S Geologic Consulting Services 
Hero Shiosaki, I.A.C.L. 
Barry Singleton, Singleton Associates Engineering 
Paul Smith, Smith Bros. Ox Ranch 
AI Steninger, Western Range Service 
Eric Sepulveda, Ana-Lab Corp. 
Glen Swalbert, Miller Co. Tourism 
George M. Thiel, P.E., CSY Investments - Big Springs Ranch 
Dave Tilford, Desert Mt. Realty, Inc. 
Mark Trinko, NOHUC 
Robert Tyler, Committee for Idaho's High Desert 
Phillip Wagner, Ducks Unlimited 
Lester Walcott, Common Wealth Assoc. , Inc. 
Richard Walsh, Tenaska, Inc . 
James P. Wold, Newmont Gold Co. 
Robert R. Wright, Robert R. Wright Company 
William B. Wright, Jr., Marys River Ranch 
Richard Wyman, Wyman Engineering 
Ann Zorn, Nevada League of Women Voters 

Individuals 

James W. Adams 
Mr. & Mrs. C.G. Andress 
Walter Barbuck 
Carl F. Beker 
Wally Bellows 
Carl Bennett 
Garl yn Bergdale 
Elliott Bemshaw 
Jim & Cindy Bitzenburg 
Sharon Boivin 
Ron Booth 
Steve Bradhurst 
James Bringle 
David Brown 
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Mary Lou Brown 
Mike Buchenau 
Carolyn Burk 
Van Burroughs 
Thorne J. Butler, M.D. 
John Cape 
Ella Lee Carone 
Carole Carter 
Jim Case 
Walters Charley 
Bill Chisholm 
Kurt Chriss 
Jack Claiborn, J r. 
Todd & Sue Ann Claiborn 



John Clark 
Lenore Clay 
Paul C. Clifford 
Mark Cochran 
Demar and Elizabeth Dahl 
M. Jeoffry Dail 
L.L. Daniels 
Doug Dashiell 
Dave Davis 
George Day 
Beth Defend 
Lynn Di lle 
Jack Doyle 
Loretta Cartner 
Jack and Ann Ekker 
Frank Elder 
David Eubank 
J.A. Favinger 
Michael Fewell 
J. Felix 
Garry & Louise Ferrin 
Wm. J. Fisher 
R.T. Fitzsimons 
Gordon Foppiano 
John Forman 
Van Fowers 
Golden Gardner 
JoAnne Garrett 
Greg Gault 
John Geddie 
Bill Glauz 
Sydney Gordon 
Joe L. Grembau 
Robert Hadfield 
Craig A. Hanson 
p.o. Hargis 
Roger J. Hatch 
Gene Heckethorn 
E. Nick Henery 
Brenda & Tim Herrmann 
Joseph L. Herring 
Charles L. Hester 
Vera Hester 
Luke Heyerdahl 
Bruce Hinckley 
David Hornbeck 
W. Berry Hutchings 
Catherine C. Igoa 
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Richard Ingersoll 
George L. Irlbeck 
Letha Jacobucis 
Sergio Jaramillo 
Jim Jensen 
Marion Johnson 
Becky Johnstone 
Bob Jones 
Larry Jones 
Dr. Stanley E. Jones 
Alice F. Kasai 
Alfred King 
R. Jane Kinnee 
Bruce and Clarissa Kunkel 
Dorothy Larson 
Larry Laurent 
Eric Law 
Clyde Lay 
Robert & Christie Leavitt 
J.A. Leitch 
Barbara Lewis 
Frank W. Lewis 
Howard Lieberman 
Warren Linnell 
Richard Loper 
Cher Lowe 
Calvert Lyon 
Donald Mack 
Dewitt Marshall 
Kimberly Martinez 
Grace Mayes 
W.E. McLean 
Joe McGloin 
Rod McKenzie 
Mitchell Meek 
Joe Merkel 
Alvin Meyerhoff 
Stan Millan 
Craig W. Miller 
Greg Miller 
Dan Moreno 
Kenneth N. Morris 
George F. Morrow 
Barbara Murphy 
Carl L. Myers 
Neil Namin 
Jay Nance 
Dave Naslund 



Tom Needham 
Grant Nelson 
Ray Nelson 
Albert Nickle 
William A. Nisbet 
Wilma L. Norris 
Kevin O'Brien 
Paul Okamura 
Kimberly Otero 
Randy Palmer 
Ruth Pearson 
G.M. Perkins 
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APPENDIX C 

BIOLOGICAL OPINION 



Memorandum 

To: 

From : 

United States D~partment of the Interior 
LL ,:, ; ; .. : ." . . - :.- . . . 

FISH~AND Wll;D,.PFE.SERVICE 
NEVADA ECOLOGICAL SERVICES FIELD OFFICE 

4600 Kiet2J~! Larte,~: )BuiliJ.ing C-125 
Reno, Nevada 89502-5093 

May 12, 3 
File No. 1-5-93-F-91 

District Manager, Burley District, Bureau of Land 
Management, Burley, Idaho (Attn: Karl Simonson) 

Field Supervisor, Ecological Services, Reno, Nevada 

Subject: Formal section 7 Consultation for the Issuance of a 
Right-of-way Permit for the Southwest Intertie 
Project 

This Biological Opinion responds to your December 23, 1992, 
request for formal consultation with the Fish and wildlife 
Service (Service) pursuant to section 7 of the Endangered 
Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act). The Service will 
analyze those impacts upon the desert tortoise (Gopherus 
agassizii) , a species federally listed as threatened, that 
may result from the issuance of a right-of-way permit for the 
Southwest Intertie Project (SWIP). This consultation is 
conducted pursuant to 50 CFR Part 402 of our interagency 
regulations governing section 7 of the Act. The Service 
initiated formal consultation upon receipt of your request on 
December 28, 1992. 

The Bureau of Land Management (BLM) has determined that the 
proposed action is not likely to adversely affect the 
endangered bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus) or the 
American peregrine falcon (Falco peregrinus anatum). The 
Service concurs with this finding. Therefore, these two 
species will not be addressed in this Biological Opinion. 

This Biological opinion contains information from BLM 
correspondence dated December 23, 1992, January 6, 1993, 
February 23, 1993, March 26, 1993, and May 3, 1993; Dames & 
Moore correspondence dated January 18, 1993; February 9, 1993, 
March 4, 1993, March 25, 1993, and April 23, 1993; Service 
correspondence dated January 5, 1993, March 24, 1993, and 
April 30, 1993; a meeting held January 11, 1993, with BLM, 
Los Angeles Department of Water and Power, Idaho Power Company 
(Idaho Power), and Dames & Moore; a biological assessment 
dated December 1992; conversations with BLM and Dames & Moore 
staffs; and information in our files. 



Description of the proposed Action 

BLM received an application from Idaho Power for a 
right-of-way permit (BLM No. N-49781) to construct SWIP, a 
500-kilovolt (kV) transmission line project. SWIP consists of 
two segments: (1) A 500-mile Midpoint to Dry Lake segment 
between an existing sUbstation near Shoshone, Idaho, and a new 
proposed sUbstation site in Dry Lake Valley northeast of 
Las Vegas, Nevada; and (2) a 200-mile Crosstie segment between 
a new proposed sUbstation site near Ely, Nevada, east to a new 
proposed sUbstation near Delta, Utah (Figure 1). 

Only the last 53.2 miles of the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment 
is in desert tortoise habitat. The BLM estimates that a total 
of 379.7 acres of desert tortoise habitat will be disturbed 
during the development of this portion of the Midpoint to 
Dry Lake segment. Wire pulling sites and wire splicing sites 
will result in the short-term disturbance of 24.4 acres of 
desert tortoise habitat. Marshaling yards, batch plants, 
tower bases, tower footings, and tower anchors will result in 
the long-term disturbance of 355.3 acres of desert tortoise 
habitat. 

According to the offsite compensation mitigation formula 
developed and approved by the Management Oversight Group in 
"Compensation for the Desert Tortoise" (Hastey et al. 1991), 
Idaho Power shall pay a total offsite mitigation fee of 
$522,859.50. The mitigation rate is based on $295 per acre , 
multiplied by a compensation value of 4, multiplied by 24.4 
acres of short-term disturbance of desert tortoise habitat and 
$295 per acre, multiplied by a compensation v alue of 5, 
multiplied by 355.3 acres of long-term disturbance of desert 
tortoise habitat. 

BLM proposes the following mitigation measures to minimize 
impacts to desert tortoises from the proposed action (BLM 
1993, Dames & Moore 1992): 

1. To the extent possible, tower sites will not be located 
within 100 feet of caliche caves or rock coversites which 
could be used by tortoises. 

2. Access along the project will only be allowed from those 
points at which the project crosses Highway 93, Kane 
Springs Road, State Route 168, the substation, and one 
access point near mile marker 15 within Link Number 720. 

3. Prior to construction, a vegetative rehabilitation plan 
must be incorporated into the Construction, Operations, 
and Maintenance Plan (COMP) that shall be approved by BLM 
and Service. This plan will describe in specific detail 
as to how surface-disturbance sites will be rehabilitated 
using reasonable state-of-the-art techniques . As an 
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objective, at least a 70-percent recovery towards natural 
conditions should be achieved within 7 years of 
completion of the rehabilitation project using native 
plant species. Disturbed sites within 500 feet of all 
access points should be recovered to 90 percent of 
preconstruction condition within 2 years of completion of 
the project construction . Vegetation rehabilitation 
actions will begin within 1 year of project construction 
completion and be completed within 2 years of 
construction completion. Recovery includes recontouring 
to natural contours and reestablishing locally native 
plant species within the disturbed sites. Recovery 
success will be based upon percent ground cover (both 
basal and canopy), plant composition, and plant frequency 
in relation to those natural conditions occurring 
adjacent to the project site. The rehabilitation plan 
shall also describe in detail how the evaluation will be 
made for determining the success of the rehabilitation 
effort. 

4. Prior to construction and development of a vegetative 
rehabilitation plan, the project proponent shall collect 
baseline vegetative data within the project area to be 
used as baseline against which recovery efforts will be 
evaluated. BLM and Service will determine in 
consultation with the project proponent the level of 
inventory necessary to achieve a reasonable baseline data 
base. 

5. The project proponent shall receive credit and subsequent 
rebate of offsite mitigation fees in direct proportion to 
the extent in which actual surface disturbance has been 
reduced from that identified in the biological 
assessment. Such rebates may be made upon completion of 
project construction and all clean-up operations but 
before vegetative rehabilitation actions are taken. The 
burden will be on the project proponent to demonstrate 
that the actual surface disturbance is indeed less than 
that identified in the biological assessment. 

6. Offsite mitigation fees collected shall be deposited in 
an interest-bearing escrow account to be established by 
the project proponent. Upon conclusion of the 
rehabilitation evaluation, which shall occur no later 
than 7 years after the reclamation project work is 
completed, the project proponent shall receive a refund 
of the offsite mitigation fees equal to the percentage in 
which the rehabilitation is successful. For example, if 
the disturbed sites have been rehabilitated to 70 percent 
of the natural plant community, the project proponent 
will receive back 70 percent of the mitigation fee. 
Remaining mitigation fees will be disposed of in 
accordance with concurrent instructions from BLM and 
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service. Specific details shall be discussed in the 
Rehabilitation Plan. If rehabilitation objectives are 
achieved prior to the 7-year evaluation period , the 
project proponent may request a refund of the appropriate 
level of mitigation fees as described above . However, 
the project proponent will be required to provide an 
evaluation (that meets BLM and Service requirements as 
identified in the rehabilitation plan) as to the success 
of the rehabilitation effort. 

7. Prior to blasting, all tortoise burrows/coversites within 
a 200-foot radius of the blast site will be located and 
the entrances carefully stuffed with crumpled newspapers 
or other material approved by BLM and Service . After 
blasting is completed, all burrows/coversites will be 
inspected for damage . If a burrow/coversite has 
collapsed and there is a possibility it is occupied, it 
will be excavated to ensure that no tortoises have been 
buried and, therefore, in danger of suffocation. If a 
tortoise is present, or potentially present (e.g, end of 
tortoise burrow is not visible), and the burrow/coversite 
has not been damaged; stuffing material will remain in 
place for 2 weeks in order to prevent tortoises from 
abandoning the burrow/coversite. 

All tortoises located within 100 feet of the blast site 
will be removed and temporarily relocated (in accordance 
with desert tortoise handling protocol) prior to 
blasting. 

8. To prevent mortality, injury, and harassment of desert 
tortoises and damage to their burrow and coversite, no 
pets shall be permitted in any project construction area 
unless confined or leashed . 

9. Where construction activities occur during the tortoise 
activity period (March 1 through October 31), the project 
proponent shall install a temporary tortoise-proof fence 
along the access routes and construction sites . 

10. During the tortoise activity period, a tortoise biologist 
shall be present during all construction activity where 
one or more pieces of heavy construction equipment are 
being used. 

11. All construction-vehicle movement outside the right-of
way will be restricted to predesignated access, 
contractor acquired access, or public roads . 

12. The real limits of construction activities will be 
predetermined, with activity restricted to and confined 
within those limits. No paint or permanent discoloring 
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agents will be applied to rocks or vegetation to indicate 
surveyor construction activity limits . 

13. In constructi on areas where recontouring is not required, 
vegetation will be left in place wherever possible and 
original contour will be maintained to avoid excessive 
root damage and allow for resprouting. 

14 . The project sponsors will 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. 

15. Hazardous materials shall not be drained onto the ground 
or into streams or drainage areas. Totally enclosed 
containment shall be provided for all trash. All 
construction waste including trash and litter, garbage, 
other solid waste, petroleum products, and other 
potentially hazardous materials shall be removed to a 
disposal facility authorized to accept such materials. 

1 6 . No widening or upgrading of e x isting access roads will be 
undertaken in the area of construction and operation, 
e x cept for repairs necessary to make roads passable, 
where soils and vegetation are very sensitive to 
disturbance . 

17 . The alignment of any new access roads or overland routes 
will follow the designated area's landform contours where 
possible, provided that such alignment does not 
additionally impact resource values. This would minimize 
ground disturbance and/or reduce scaring (visual 
contrast). 

18 . All new access roads not required for maintenance will be 
permanently closed using the most effective and least 
environmentally damaging methods appropriate to that area 
with concurrence of the landowner or land manager (e.g., 
stockpiling and replacing topsoil, or rock replacement) . 
This would limit new or improved accessibility into the 
area . 

19. The project proponent will designate a field contact 
representativ e (FeR). The FeR will be responsible for 
overseeing compliance with protective stipulations for 
the desert tortoise and for coordinating compliance with 
BLM . FeR will have the authority to halt activities of 
construction equipment which may be in violation of the 
stipulations . 

20 . All construction and maintenance workers will participate 
in a tortoise-education program. The program will be 
developed by the project proponent prior to the beginning 
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of construction. The program will be submitted to the 
Service for review and approval prior to implementation. 
The program will include, at a minimum, the following 
topics: Occurrence of desert tortoises, sensitivity of 
the species to human activities, legal protection for 
desert tortoises, penalties for violations of Federal and 
State laws, general tortoise activity patterns, reporting 
requirements, measures to protect tortoises, and personal 
measures employees can take to promote the conservation 
of desert tortoises. 

21. within desert tortoise habitat, a biologist will be 
assigned to the pre-construction survey team(s). The 
biologist will be responsible for ensuring that placement 
of new access routes, spur roads, and tower sites affect 
as few tortoise burrows as possible. The placement of 
access and spur roads will be as direct as possible to 
minimize habitat disturbance while minimizing destruction 
of tortoise burrows. Other work areas (e.g., splicing, 
tensioning, pulling, batch sites) will also be surveyed 
by a biologist as construction proceeds. Potential work 
areas will be flagged several days prior to construction 
for review by a biologist. To the extent possible, these 
sites will be located in already disturbed areas. 

22. Overnight parking and storage of equipment and material 
will be in previously disturbed areas (i.e, lacking 
vegetation). These areas will also be designated by the 
pre-construction survey team. If previously disturbed 
areas are not available, these activities will be 
restricted to the right-of-way and will be cleared of 
tortoises by the on-site biologist prior to use . 

23. within desert tortoise habitat, construction and 
maintenance workers will strictly limit their activities 
and vehicles to construction areas and routes of travel 
which have been flagged to eliminate adverse impacts to 
desert tortoises and their habitat. Aside from these 
areas, workers may not drive cross-country even within 
the right-of-way. All workers will be instructed that 
their activities are restricted to flagged and cleared 
areas. 

24. To the extent possible, vehicle use on spur roads, tower 
sites, and at splicing and tensioning sites, will occur 
by crushing of vegetation only (i.e., no blading of such 
would occur). FeR will ensure that blading is conducted 
only where necessary. However, due to construction 
constraints, a result of equipment size and personnel 
safety, most spur roads and tower sites would need to be 
bladed. 
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25. Prior to construction, a plan establishing handling, 
holding, and relocation procedures for tortoises will 
be developed. The plan will be developed in consultation 
with BLM and the Service, and will be approved by these 
agencies. This plan will include, at a minimum: 
(1) A protocol for moving tortoises found above ground in 
construction areas; (2) a protocol for excavating and 
relocating tortoises found in burrows in areas flagged 
for disturbance; and (3) the techniques for constructing 
artificial burrows for relocated tortoises. The plan 
will take into account the time of year and temperature 
ranges in establishing procedures. The purpose for 
deferring development of the plan is to ensure the use of 
the most current and effective techniques available at 
the time of construction. 

26. The Service will be notified within 3 days of any 
tortoise death or injury caused by project activities. 
Notification would include the date, time, circumstances, 
and location of any injury or death. Dead animals may be 
marked and left onsite. Injured animals will be 
transported to a qualified veterinarian. The Service 
will furnish direction on the final disposition of 
tortoises taken to a veterinarian. 

27. Trash and food items will be removed daily by the 
construction workers and placed in raven-proof 
containers. 

28. From March 15 through November 1, construction and 
maintenance vehicles will not exceed a speed of 25 mile 
per hour in tortoise habitat. 

29. No later than 90 days after completion of construction 
within tortoise habitat, FeR and on-site biologist will 
prepare a report for BLM and Service. The report will 
document the effectiveness of the tortoise mitigation 
measures, the number of tortoises excavated from burrows, 
and the number of tortoises moved from construction 
sites. The report will make recommendations for 
modifying or refining the stipulations to enhance 
benefits to the tortoise or to reduce needless hardship 
on the project proponent. The report will include an 
estimate of the actual acreage of habitat disturbance 
caused by crushing and blading versus what was estimated 
prior to construction. 

30. Herbicides will not be used as a part of this project. 
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status of the species/Environmental Baseline 

The desert tortoise, a large herbivorous reptile, is generally 
active when annual plants are most common (spring , early 
summer, autumn). Desert tortoises usually spend the remainder 
of the year in shelter sites, escaping the e xtreme weather 
conditions of the desert. Sheltering habits of desert 
tortoises vary greatly in differ ent geographic locations. 
Shelter sites may be located under bushes , in the banks or 
beds of washes, in rock outcrops , or in caliche caves. 
Further information on the range, biology, and ecology of the 
desert tortoise can be found in Berry (1984) , Berry and Burge 
(1984), Burge (1978), Burge and Bradley (1976), Hovik and 
Hardenbrook (1989), Karl (1981 , 1983a, 1983b), Luckenbach 
(1982), and Weinstein et al. (1987). 

On April 2, 1990, the Service determined the Mojave population 
of the desert tortoise to be threatened (service 1990) . The 
Mojav e population includes those animals living north and west 
of the Colorado River in the Mojave Desert of California, 
Nevada, Arizona , and southwestern Utah and in the Colorado 
Desert in california (a division of the Sonoran Desert). In 
Nevada, the native range of th i s species is generally 
restricted to Clark County and those portions of Nye and 
Lincoln Counties south of 37 degrees North latitude and b e l ow 
approximately 1,330 meters elevation ( 4,000 feet). Reasons 
for listing the desert tortoise included loss of habitat from 
construction projects such as roads , housing and energy 
developments, and conversion of native habitat to agriculture. 
Grazing and off-road vehicles have degraded additional 
habitat. Also cited as threatening the desert tortoise's 
continuing existence were illegal collection, upper 
respiratory tract disease, and predation on juvenile desert 
tortoises by common ravens (Corvus corax). 

According to Desert Tortoise Habitat Management on Public 
Lands; A Rangewide Plan (Spang et al. 1988) , BLM classified 
desert tortoise habitat into three categories based on: 
(1) Importance of the habitat to maintaining viable 
popUlations; (2) resolvability of conflicts; (3) desert 
tortoise density; and ( 4) desert tortoise popUlation status 
(stable, increasing, or decreasing) . SWIP traverses 53.2 
miles of desert tortoise habitat of which 45 . 7 miles is 
classified as category I desert tortoise habitat and 7.5 miles 
is classified as category III desert tortoise habitat (Dames & 
Moore 1992). 

The short-Term Habitat Conservation Plan for the Desert 
Tortoise in Las Vegas Valley, Clark County, Nevada (Regional 
Environmental Consultants 1991), identifies 14 potential 
tortoise management areas (PTMAS) in Clark and Lincoln 
counties. Only the Eldorado and the Piute Valley PTMAs have 
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been designated as Tortoise Management Areas (TMAs). SWIP 
traverses the Coyote Spring Valley PTMA. 

The Draft Recovery Plan for the Desert Tortoise (Mojave 
Population) (Brussard et. al . 1993) identifies proposed desert 
wildlife management areas (DWMAs) where management actions 
should be undertaken to recover the desert tortoise. SWIP 
traverses the proposed Mormon Mesa DWMA. 

Based on BLM triangular- strip transects Dames & Moore (1992) 
est imated that SWIP traverses 4.3 miles of low-density desert 
tortoise habitat, 3.2 miles of low- to medium-density habitat, 
30.2 miles of medium- to high-density habitat, and 15.5 miles 
o f h i gh-density habitat. Also, SWIP traverses the creosote
burs age series of the Mojave Desertscrub biome. Dominant 
s hrubs are cresotebush (Larrea tridentata) and white bursage 
(Ambrosia dumosa). 

Effects of the Proposed Action on the Listed species 

The proposed development of SWIP may result in the short-term 
disturbance of 24.4 acres of desert tortoise habitat and the 
long-term disturbance of 355.3 acres of desert tortoise 
h a bitat. Mitigation proposed by BLM to require Idaho Power to 
set up a interest-bearing escrow account for the 
rehabilitation of the desert tortoise habitat destroyed during 
the construc tion of SWIP should minimize these impacts. 

The proposed development of SWIP may impact 95 desert 
tortoises. Desert tortoises may be killed or injured by 
vehic les and may be harassed through removal from construction 
areas. The proposed project could result in the death or 
injury of desert tortoises that move onto construction areas 
and roads used by preconstruct ion and construction crews 
(Bury 1978, Luckenbach 1975, Nicholson 1978). Furthermore, 
vehicles tha t stray from construction areas and roads may 
crush desert tortoises above ground or in their burrows. 
Mitigation proposed by BLM to require Idaho Power to: 
(1) Install a temporary tortoise-proof fence around the 
perimeter of construction zones during desert tortoise 
activity period; and (2) restrict vehicle access to five 
specific access routes should minimize these impacts. 

Desert tortoises may be killed or injured by vehicles, 
resulting from the increased accessibility of the area during 
and after construction of the SWIP transmission line. Such 
increased access may also result in increased illegal 
collection of desert tortoises found on or near roadways. 
This may impede BLM's effort to manage the project area as a 
recovery area for desert tortoises. BLM proposes to minimize 
this impact by requiring rehabilitation of all roadways; 
howe ver, before rehabilitation is complete, the roadways will 
be visible to off-road vehicle enthusiasts . 
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Desert tortoises may be killed or injured by the noise and 
electrostatic and electromagnetic fields generated by the SWIP 
transmission lines. 

Additional harassment may occur from increased levels of human 
activity, noise, and ground vibrations produced by vehicles 
and heavy equipment (Bondello 1976, Bondello et al. 1979); 
attraction of ravens to the area if trash is not removed 
immediately (Berry 1985, BLM 1990); capture of tortoises by 
construction and maintenance crews for use as pets; death or 
injury of desert tortoises by construction and maintenance 
crews' unleashed dogs; and entrapment of desert tortoises in 
their collapsed burrows during blasting. BLM proposes to 
minimize these adverse impacts by requiring Idaho Power to: 
(1) Provide a desert tortoise-education program; (2) initiate 
a leashed-dog program; (3) initiate a trash-abatement program; 
and (4) initiate a desert tortoise burrow-protection program 
prior to blasting should minimize these impacts. 

The Service has determined that the level of impact described 
herein will not reduce appreciably the likelihood of survival 
and recovery of the Mojave population of the desert tortoise 
in the wild because: (1) The proposed temporary tortoise
proof fencing along the perimeters of all construction zones 
will exclude desert tortoises from entering the project site 
during construction; (2) BLM will require Idaho Power to 
establish and maintain an interest-bearing escrow account for 
the rehabilitation of desert tortoise habitat; (3) the project 
site is near U.S. Highway 93, and (4) access roads will be 
minimized and rehabilitated following construction. 

Cumulative Effects 

Cumulative effects are those effects of future non-Federal 
(State, local government, or private) activities on endangered 
and threatened species or critical habitat that are reasonably 
certain to occur during the course of the Federal activity 
subject to consultation. Future Federal actions are subject 
to the consultation requirements established in section 7 of 
the Act and, therefore, are not considered cumulative to the 
proposed action. 

The majority of the land surrounding the project site is under 
public ownership and managed by BLM. The proposed SWIP would 
allow utilities in the northwestern, southwestern, and 
intermountain united States, to add capacity and reliability 
to the western electrical power system at an economical price. 
This system may stimulate development in southern Nevada, 
especiallY in the Las Vegas Valley. 

The Las Vegas Valley is currently undergoing rapid commercial 
and residential development. Nearly all portions of the 
valley contain ongoing and planned future developments, 
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including much of the northern, western, and southern 
portions, as well as the Henderson area. Over the next 10 
years, the Las Vegas Valley is expected to gain over 215,000 
residents. Between 1979 and 1986, the amount of developed 
land in the Las Vegas Valley increased annually by about 7 
percent. That trend is expected to continue well into the 
1990s. 

Clark County is proceeding with preparation of a long-term 
habitat conservation plan (HCP) for an incidental take permit, 
pursuant to section 10(a) (1) (B) of the Act. The application 
will address take of desert tortoises and their habitat from 
future development projects on all non-Federal lands within 
Clark County and will propose mitigation to minimize such 
impacts. 

Biological Opinion 

It is our Biological Opinion that the issuance of a right-of
way permit for the development of SWIP is not likely to 
jeopardize the continued existence of the threatened Mojave 
population of the desert tortoise. Because critical habitat 
was designated for the Beaver Dam Slope subpopulation in utah 
in 1980, but not for the subpopulations in Arizona, 
California, and Nevada, no critical habitat will be destroyed 
or adversely modified by issuance of this permit. 

Incidental Take 

sections 4(d) and 9 of the Act, as amended, prohibit taking 
(harass, harm, pursue, hunt, shoot, wound, kill, trap, capture 
or collect, or attempt to engage in any such conduct) of 
listed species of fish or wildlife without a special 
exemption. "Harm" is further defined to include significant 
habitat modification or degradation that results in death or 
injury to listed species by significantly impairing behavioral 
patterns such as breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 CFR § 
17.3). "Harass" is defined as actions that create the 
likelihood of injury to listed species to such an extent as to 
significantly disrupt normal behavior patterns which include, 
but are not limited to, breeding, feeding, or sheltering (50 
CFR § 17.3). Under the terms of sections 7(b) (4) and 7(0) (2) 
of the Act, taking that is incidental to and not intended as 
part of the agency action is not considered a prohibited 
taking provided that such taking is in compliance with the 
reasonable and prudent measures, and the terms and conditions 
that implement them, as set forth below. 

The Service hereby incorporates by reference BLM's 30 
mitigation measures from the Description of the Proposed 
Action into this incidental take statement as part of these 
terms and conditions. The following terms and conditions 
either specify additional measures considered necessary by the 
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service or modify measures proposed by BLM. Where these terms 
and conditions vary from or contradict mitigation measures 
proposed under the Description of the Proposed Action, 
specifications in these terms and conditions shall apply. The 
measures described below are nondiscretionary and must be 
implemented by BLM so that they become binding conditions of 
any grant or permit issued to the applicant, as appropriate, 
in order for the exemption in section 7(0) (2) to apply. 

BLM has a continuing duty to regulate the activity that is 
covered by this incidental take statement. If BLM fails to 
require the applicant to adhere to the terms and conditions of 
the incidental take statement through enforceable terms that 
are added to the permit or grant document, the protective 
coverage of section 7(0) (2) may lapse. 

Based on the analysis of impacts provided above, mitigation 
measures proposed by BLM, desert tortoise surveys conducted by 
BLM, and anticipated project duration, the Service anticipates 
that the following take could occur as a result of the 
proposed action: 

1. Five (5) desert tortoise may be accidently injured or 
killed by vehicles or equipment during development and 
maintenance of SWIP. 

2. Ninety (90) desert tortoises may be harassed by removal 
from the boundaries of SWIP. 

3 . An unknown number of desert tortoise eggs may be 
destroyed during development of SWIP. 

4. An unknown number of desert tortoises may be taken in the 
form of indirect mortality through predation by ravens 
drawn to trash within the SWIP site. 

5. An unknown number of desert tortoises may be taken 
indirectly in the form of harm through increased noise 
associated with operation of heavy equipment. 

6. An unknown number of desert tortoises may be taken 
indirectly in the form of harm through noise and 
electrostatic and electromagnetic fields associated with 
operation of 500-kV transmission lines. 

7. An unknown number of desert tortoises may be taken 
indirectly in the form of harm through suffocation in 
burrows collapsed during blasting operations. 

8. An unknown number of desert tortoises may be killed or 
injured by vehicles driving off-road to conduct emergency 
repairs of electrical transmission lines. 
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9. A total of 379.7 acres of desert tortoise habitat may be 
destroyed during construction of SWIP which could result 
in harm and/or harassment of desert tortoises. 

Reasonable and Prudent Measures 

The Service believes that the following reasonable and prudent 
measures are necessary and appropriate to minimize take: 

1. Measures shall be taken to minimize mortality or injury 
of desert tortoises due to construction or maintenance 
activities and operation of heavy equipment. 

2. Measures shall be taken to minimize predation on 
tortoises by ravens drawn to construction areas or by 
unleashed dogs brought to construction areas. 

3 . Measures shall be taken to minimize destruction of desert 
tortoise habitat, such as soil compaction, erosion, or 
crushed vegetation, due to construction or maintenance 
activities. 

4. Measures shall be taken to ensure compliance with the 
reasonable and prudent measures, terms and conditions, 
reporting requirements, and reinitiation requirements 
contained in this Biological Opinion. 

Terms and Conditions 

In order to be exempt from the prohibitions of section 9 of 
the Act, BLM must comply with the following terms and 
conditions, which implement the reasonable and prudent 
measures described above. 

1. To implement Reasonable and Prudent Measure number 1, BLM 
shall fully implement mitigation measures 7, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 14, 15, 25, and 28 from the Description of the 
Proposed Action. 

In addition, to BLM's mitigation measure 9, the following 
shall be added to their measure: 

Typical fence design will consist of I-inch mesh, 
48-inch-wide, plastic fence constructed to maintain 
zero clearance between the ground and the bottom 
edge of the fence. Other proposed fence designs 
must be approved by the Service prior to 
implementation. 

In addition, to BLM's mitigation measure 28, the 
following shall be added to their measure: 
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BLM's mitigation measure shall be initiated from 
March 1 through October 31 during the desert 
tortoise active period. 

In addition, to BLM's mitigation measures, the following 
terms and conditions shall be implemented: 

a. All construction sites and access roads shall be 
clearly marked or flagged at the outer limits prior 
to the onset of any surface-disturbing activity. 
All personnel shall be informed that their 
activities must be confined to within the marked or 
flagged areas. 

construction sites and access roads shall be 
surveyed by qualified tortoise biologists no more 
than 15 days prior to initiation of construction. 
surveys shall provide laO-percent coverage of the 
entire construction area. All desert tortoise 
burrows located will be conspicuously flagged or 
marked. All desert tortoise burrows, and other 
species' burrows which may be used by desert 
tortoises, will be examined with a fiber-optic 
scope, if necessary, to determine occupancy of each 
burrow by tortoises. 

b. From November 1 through February 28, environmental 
monitors (in place of desert tortoise biologists) 
will be onsite during all phases of transmission 
line construction to ensure all construction 
vehicles and heavy equipment remain in the 
boundaries of the construction zone delineated by 
Term and Condition 1.a. above. 

c. Any desert tortoises or eggs found along the fence 
will be removed by qualified tortoise biologists in 
accordance with the attachment. 

d. The tortoise-proof fence shall be monitored at least 
monthly, particularly following precipitation, and 
maintained during construction. Monitoring and 
maintenance shall include regular removal of trash 
and sediment accumulation and restoration of zero 
clearance between the ground and the bottom of the 
fence . 

e. Desert tortoises and eggs found within construction 
sites shall be removed by qualified desert tortoise 
biologists in accordance with the attachment. 
Desert tortoises removed from the project sites 
shall be released into undisturbed habitat within 
1,000 feet from the collection site. 
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Desert tortoises removed from these construction 
sites shall be placed in the shade of a shrub or in 
a natural unoccupied burrow similar to the 
hibernaculum in which it was found, or in an 
artificial burrow following the protocol provided in 
the attachment. Desert tortoises shall not be 
placed on lands outside the administration of the 
Federal government without the written permission of 
the landowner. Desert tortoises shall be 
purposefully moved only by qualified desert tortoise 
biologists solely for the purpose of moving them out 
of harm's way. 

If a suitable location is not found, desert 
tortoises shall be provided to a Service-approved 
transfer facility. The transfer facility must be 
provided with a 10-day notice that tortoises may be 
delivered. Idaho Power shall bear all costs 
associated with delivery of desert tortoises to the 
transfer facility. Each desert tortoise shall be 
delivered in an individual cardboard box which is 
marked with the date and location of collection, 
Biological opinion number, and "BLM" to distinguish 
these desert tortoises from those collected on 
private lands. 

2. To implement Reasonable and Prudent Measure number 2, BLM 
shall fully implement mitigation measures 8 and 27 from 
the Description of the Proposed Action. 

3 . To implement Reasonable and Prudent Measure number 3, BLM 
shall fully implement mitigation measures 1, 2, 3, 5, 6, 
13, 16, 17, 18, 21, 22, 23, 24, and 30 from the 
Description of the Proposed Action. 

In addition, mitigation measure 1 shall be replaced by 
the following term and condition and shall be 
implemented: 

Tower sites shall not be located within 100 feet of 
caliche caves or rock coversites which could be used 
by tortoises. 

In addition, to BLM's mitigation measure 6, the following 
shall be added to their measure: 

Prior to issuance of right-of-way permit, Idaho 
Power shall transfer $524,067.50 into an interest
bearing escrow account administered by Idaho Power, 
as offsite mitigation for the destruction of desert 
tortoise habitat within the project boundaries. The 
mitigation rate is based on $295 per acre, 
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multiplied by a compensation value of 5, multiplied 
by 355.3 acres of long-term disturbance of desert 
tortoise habitat. Any refunds to Idaho Power shall 
include principle and interest. 

In addition, mitigation measure 16 shall be replaced by 
the following term and condition and shall be 
implemented: 

No widening or upgrading of existing access roads 
will be undertaken in the area of construction and 
operation, except for minor repairs necessary to 
make roads passable. 

In addition, mitigation measure 24 shall be replaced by 
the following term and condition and shall be 
implemented: 

Vehicle use on spur roads, tower sites, and at 
splicing and tensioning sites, shall occur by 
crushing of vegetation only (i.e . , no blading of 
such would occur). 

In addition, to BLM's mitigation measures, the following 
terms and conditions shall be implemented: 

a. Prior to issuance of right-of-way permit, Idaho 
Power shall transfer $28,792 into an account 
administered by Clark county, as offsite mitigation 
for the destruction of desert tortoise habitat 
within the project boundaries. The mitigation rate 
is based on $295 per acre, multiplied by a 
compensation value of 4, multiplied by 24.4 acres of 
short-term disturbance of desert tortoise habitat , 
but will be indexed for inflation based on the 
Bureau of Labor statistics Consumer Price Index 
beginning January 1, 1994. These funds shall be 
directly deposited into Desert Tortoise Habitat 
Conservation Fund Number 236-8290 administered by 
Clark County for the purpose of securing TMAs, 
habitat enhancement, and desert tortoise research. 
None of these funds shall be used to develop a HCP. 
These funds are independent of any other fees 
collected by the county for desert tortoise 
conservation planning. These funds shall be held in 
an interest-bearing account, and the accrued 
interest also shall be expended on desert tortoise 
conservation measures. All section 7 funds shall be 
expended only at the direction of the Service. 

Total payment must be made prior to issuance of 
right-of-way for BLM and Idaho Power to be in 
compliance with the provisions of the Act. Payment, 
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if made directly, shall be by certified check or 
money order payable to Clark County, and delivered 
to: 

Clark County 
Department of Administrative services 
225 Bridger Avenue, 6th Floor 
Las Vegas, Nevada 89155 
(702) 455-3530 

The payment, whether made directly or transferred 
under an interlocal agreement, shall be accompanied 
by a cover letter from the project proponent that 
identifies the project and biological opinion that 
is requiring the payment, the amount of payment 
enclosed, and the number of the check or money 
order. The cover letter shall also identify the 
name and address of the project proponent, the name 
and address of the Federal agency responsible for 
authorizing the project, and the address of the 
Service office issuing the biological opinion. This 
information will be used to notify the project 
proponent, the authorizing Federal agency, and the 
Service that the payment has been received. 

b. Idaho Power shall patrol the transmission line by 
helicopter. Any maintenance by vehicle shall 
require rehabilitation of the vehicle trail upon 
completion of the maintenance activity. 
Rehabilitation will be conducted according to a 
service approved Construction, Operations, and 
Maintenance Plan identified in BLM mitigation 
measure 3. 

4. To implement Reasonable and Prudent Measure number 4, BLM 
shall fully implement mitigation measures 4, 19, 20, 26, 
and 29 from the Description of the Proposed Action. 

In addition, to BLM's mitigation measure 19, the 
following shall be added to their measure: 

BLM shall designate a representative responsible for 
overseeing compliance with the reasonable and 
prudent measures, terms and conditions, reporting 
requirements, and reinitiation requirements 
contained in this Biological Opinion. The 
designated representative shall provide coordination 
among BLM, Idaho Power, and the Service. 

18 



In addition, to BLM's mitigation measure 20, the 
following shall be added to their measure: 

The program shall also be presented to all 
supervisory personnel and personnel associated with 
maintenance activities in desert tortoise habitat. 
All such personnel shall also be informed of the 
terms and conditions included in this Biological 
Opinion. All such persons shall sign a statement 
indicating that they have completed the educational 
program and understand fully its provisions and the 
terms and conditions included in this Biological 
Opinion. 

The reasonable and prudent measures, with their implementing 
terms and conditions, are designed to minimize the anticipated 
incidental take that may result from the proposed action. 
with implementation of these measures, the Service believes 
that no more than 95 desert tortoises may be incidentally 
taken (5 killed or injured and 90 harassed) and 379.7 acres of 
desert tortoise habitat may be destroyed. If, during the 
course of the action, the level of incidental take identified 
is exceeded, reinitiation of consultation will be required. 
ELM must immediately provide an explanation of the causes of 
the taking and review with the Service the need for possible 
modification of the reasonable and prudent measures. 

Reporting Requirements 

Upon locating a dead, injured, or sick endangered or 
threatened species, initial notification must be made to 
the Service's Division of Law Enforcement, Special Agent 
Edward Dominguez, in Las Vegas, Nevada, at telephone number 
(702) 388-6380. Care should be taken in handling sick or 
injured desert tortoises to ensure effective treatment and 
care or the handling of dead specimens to preserve biological 
material in the best possible state for later analysis of 
cause of death. In conjunction with the care of sick or 
injured desert tortoises or preservation of biological 
materials from a dead animal, the finder has the 
responsibility to carry out instructions provided by the 
Law Enforcement Division to ensure that evidence intrinsic 
to the specimen is not unnecessarily disturbed. 

Sick or injured desert tortoises shall be delivered to any 
qualified veterinarian for appropriate treatment or disposal. 
Dead desert tortoises suitable for preparation as museum 
specimens shall be frozen immediately and provided to an 
institution holding appropriate Federal and State permits per 
their instructions. Should no institutions want the desert 
tortoise specimens, or if it is determined that they are too 
damaged (crushed, spoiled, etc . ) for preparation as a museum 
specimen, then they may be buried away from the project area 
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or cremated. The applicant or project proponent shall bear 
the cost of any required treatment of injured desert 
tortoises, euthanasia of sick desert tortoises, or cremation 
of dead desert tortoises. Should sick or injured desert 
tortoises be treated by a veterinarian and survive, they may 
be transferred as directed by the Service. 

Conservation Recommendations 

section 7(a)(1) of the Act directs Federal agencies to use 
their authorities to further the purposes of the Act by 
carrying out conservation programs for the benefit of 
endangered and threatened species. The term "conservation 
recommendations" has been defined as Service suggestions 
regarding discretionary agency activities to minimize or avoid 
adverse effects of a proposed action on listed species or 
critical habitat or regarding the development of information. 

The Service recommends that BLM in cooperation with Idaho 
Power conduct a long-term study to determine if the 
effects of audible noise and electrostatic and 
electromagnetic fields generated by SWIP transmission 
project on desert tortoises living in Coyote Spring 
Valley. 

In order for the Service to be kept informed of actions that 
either minimize or avoid adverse effects or that benefit 
listed species or their habitats, the Service requests 
notification of the implementation of any conservation 
recommendations. 

Reinitiation Requirement 

This concludes formal consultation on the actions outlined in 
the December 23, 1992, request. As required by 50 CFR § 
402.16, reinitiation of formal consultation is required if: 
(1) The amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded; (2) 
new information reveals effects of the agency action that may 
affect listed species or critical habitat in a manner or to an 
extent not considered in this opinion; (3) the agency action 
is subsequently modified in a manner that causes an effect to 
the listed species or critical habitat that was not considered 
in this opinion; or (4) a new species is listed or critical 
habitat designated that may be affected by the action. 

The designation of the Mormon Mesa Desert wildlife Management 
Area and/or the designation of the Coyote spring Tortoise 
Management Area may provide significant new information that 
warrants reinitiation of consultation. In instances where the 
amount or extent of incidental take is exceeded, any 
operations that are causing such take must be stopped in the 
interim period between the initiation and completion of the 
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new consultation if any additional taking is likely to occur. 

We appreciate the assistance and cooperation of your staff 
throughout this consultation process. If we can be of any 
further assistance, please contact me or Mark Maley at 
(702) 784-5227. 

Attachment 

~ David L. 

cc: 
Idaho Power Company, Boise, Idaho (Attn: Patrick Hasenoehrl) 
District Manager, Las Vegas District, Bureau of Land 

Management, Las Vegas, Nevada (Attn: sid Slone) 
(wjatch) 

operations Services Coordinator, Administrative Services, 
Clark County, Las Vegas, Nevada 

Desert Tortoise HCP Coordinator, The Nature Conservancy, 
Las Vegas, Nevada 

Director, Nevada Department of Wildlife, Reno, Nevada 
Regional Manager, Nevada Department of Wildlife, Las Vegas, 

Nevada 
State Director, Nevada State Office, Bureau of Land 

Management, Reno, Nevada 
Chief, Division of Endangered Species, Fish and wildlife 

Service, Arlington, Virginia 
Senior Resident Agent, Division of Law Enforcement, Fish and 

wildlife Service, Reno, Nevada 
Special Agent, Division of Law Enforcement, Fish and wildlife 

Service, Las Vegas, Nevada 
Assistant Regional Director, Ecological Services, Fish and 

wildlife Service, Portland, Oregon (Attn: Richard Hill) 
(all wjo atch) 
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ATTACHMENT 

DESERT TORTOISE HANDLING AND OVERWINTERING PROCEDURES 

(Note: Much of the information contained herein was obtained 
from Chapter III, Protocols for Handling Live Tortoises, in 
the Interim Techniques Handbook for Collecting and Analyzing 
Data on Desert Tortoise Populations and Habitats. This 
handbook is a cooperative effort among federal and state 
agencies. Primary editor is Dr. Cecil Schwalbe of the 
University of Arizona, Tucson, Arizona. The information on 
handling tortoise eggs was developed by the Reno Field station 
in consultation with Dr. Schwalbe, Betty Burge of Las Vegas, 
Nevada, and the Service's Ventura Field Office.) 

1. All desert tortoises shall be handled in a careful 
manner. This includes lifting the animal slowly, fully 
supporting the animal in an upright position, and 
completing various measurements in the minimum amount of 
time. A tortoise can be damaged or die of intestinal 
torsion. If a tortoise must be turned over on its back, 
this should be done gently. The fieldworker shall turn 
the tortoise over by carefully rolling it over on its 
side to its back, and return the tortoise to the upright 
position by rolling it back in the same direction. The 
tortoise shall not be rolled end over end, side over 
side, or spun. 

Tortoises, especially females, may be fatally damaged by 
blows, butting, or overturning, which results in egg yolk 
peritonitis brought on by seepage of egg yolk or breakage 
of shelled eggs into the peritoneal cavity. Handling of 
potentially gravid females shall be done very carefully. 

To prevent hyperthermia, on warm days a tortoise must be 
kept in the shade (of the fieldworker, a pack, other 
equipment, etc.) except during photography. Tortoises 
shall not be weighed, measured, etc. when air 
temperatures exceed 90°F (32°C) at 1.5 m (4.9 ft) above 
ground unless measures are taken to insure the animal 
does not overheat. Tortoises shall be placed in shaded 
areas during handling, and if the animal is to be held 
for a longer period, it shall be individually placed in a 
sterile cardboard box, placed in a shaded, cool location 
and returned to the site of capture or relocation at 

i,it,ii~iif"i~'lii~ji~'i(h:!~~!:!!ll~~~~!i!Ji 
temperatures exceed 86°F (30°C). ShieYCl."'''th'e!'''''bulb of the 
thermometer from direct solar radiation and wind when 
measuring temperatures. 
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2. Because of the threat of Upper Respiratory Tract Disease 
(URTD) , all tortoises shall be handled so as to minimize 
the chances of spreading the disease, even if URTD has 
not been documented in a given locality. All personnel 
handling tortoises must be initially trained using 
protocols developed by Dr. Cecil Schwalbe of the 
University of Arizona. These protocols will be used to 
minimize the spread of URTD. All personnel handling 
tortoises shall wear disposable latex or plastic gloves 
to prevent transmission of diseases among tortoises. Not 
more than one tortoise shall be handled with each pair of 
gloves. 

All equipment that comes in contact with any tortoise 
shall be sterilized before it is used on another 
tortoise. For example, triangular files for notching, 
calipers for measuring shell length, rules, and other 
equipment should be sterilized by soaking in 95% 
isopropyl or ethyl alcohol for at least 20 minutes before 
using on another tortoise. A 25% solution of chlorine 
bleach may also be used, but bleach is extremely 
corrosive and may damage many types of equipment. Wooden 
rules should not be used; they are difficult to sterilize 
because of the porosity of the wood. Use metal or 
plastic rules instead. 

To avoid sterilizing spring scales or weighing straps 
prior to weighing each tortoise, use individual "T-shirt" 
bags, the plastic bags with two handles that are used to 
bag groceries. The handles of the bag can be used to 
suspend the tortoise during weighing. 

The fieldworker's clothes shall be changed completely, 
including shoes, before visiting other tortoise sites. 
Dr. Schwalbe defines a site as follows: "As a general 
rule, a single valley or desert mountain range would be 
considered one site, unless there were special 
circumstances, such as URTD confirmed in one part of a 
valley, but not thought to occur in other parts of that 
valley. In such an instance, a change of clothes would 
be necessary before visiting other parts of that valley." 
Always visit the site with known occurrence of URTD last 
to minimize the chance of spreading the disease. Vehicle 
undercarriages and tires shall be washed when travelling 
between sites where URTD is known or suspected to occur. 
The fieldworker is not required to wash vehicles if there 
are no confirmed reports of URTD on a study site. The 
fieldworker shall consider that wet soil carrying 
microbes will adhere to vehicles, and such microbes are 
less likely to die before a new study area is visited. 
It is advisable to wash a vehicle after driving in wet 
soil if feasible. 
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When transported by vehicle or confined, each tortoise 
shall be contained in a newly-purchased, clean cardboard 
box of an appropriate size. Boxes shall be discarded 
after use. Tortoises shall never be placed in automobile 
trunks or on floorboards in an unconfined manner. 
Tortoises shall never be placed in the bed of a truck 
over the catalytic converter as this area of the metal 
bed may become extremely hot . Tortoises must not be left 
unattended in vehicles; this measure is intended to 
eliminate accidental mortality caused by overheating. 
Truck beds and floorboards must be padded and travel 
shall be at speeds which eliminate unnecessary 
vibrations . 

3. Tortoises removed from the project area and released into 
the wild as a result of mitigation measures for this 
project shall not be individually marked, except for 
those hibernating tortoises removed temporarily as 
specified under Procedure number 6 below. These 
tortoises shall be marked per Bureau of Land Management 
(BLM) standards (Attachment A-I). Tagging is the current 
preferred method for long-term marking and is 
supplemented with photographs and drawings. All three 
methods should be used to insure that over time the 
tortoise can be properly identified in future years . 

Tagging: Tagging was originally used in 1977 and appears 
to be as effective or better than notching for a long
term marking technique . Place a small dot of white paint 
or a small piece of heavy white paper (card stock) on the 
fourth left costal scute; wait for the paint to dry. 
write the identifying number for that tortoise on the dry 
dot or paper using permanent black ink. wait for the ink 
to dry and cover the dot or paper and the ink with quick
drying clear epoxy. Note that the epoxy shall not touch 
the suture lines between the scutes. Numbers shall not 
be placed in the middle of the scute as this area may be 
sloughed or rubbed depending on the age of the tortoise 
and habitat in which it occurs. 

In addition a photograph (35mm slide) of the carapace and 
fourth left costal scute shall be taken. If possible 
dust off the tortoise with a small brush to remove mud or 
dust from the scutes. Remember the brush must be either 
sterilized or disposed of after each use. Place a small 
piece of white paper (16 rom x 90 rom) on the gggg of the 
shell with information on the study site nam'e;·wQate, and 
tortoise number. The tortoise shell area and fourth 
costal scute shall fill the slide frame. Drawings shall 
be made showing any anomalies (e.g., extra or missing 
marginal, costal, or vertebral scutes) or injuries (e.g., 
punctures holes from canines, tooth scrapes). 

27 



The responsible Federal Agency shall develop its own 
cataloging format to enable it and others to track 
tortoises handled as a result of development projects. 

4. A standard data sheet should be developed to record the 
following information: 

A. Name of person collecting the animal. 
B. Exact location and date of collection. 
c. The individual number assigned to that animal. 
D. The over-wintering location of the tortoise. 
E. The release site and date of release of the 

animal. 
F. Health condition of the tortoise, including 

measured weight and length at initial capture 
and release. In addition to this information 
complete the URTD checklist (Attachments A-2 & 
A-3) . 

G. Photographs of carapace, plastron, and fourth 
left costal scute . 

H. The information specified in 4.A. through 4 . G. 
must be supplied to the responsible Federal 
agency and the Fish and wildlife Service 
(Service) immediately after cessation of both 
tortoise clearing and release activities. The 
information shall be provided in the form of a 
report accompanied by data sheets. 

5. Tortoises found actively moving on the surface, and to be 
removed from the project site, shall be released between 
150 and 1000 feet from the outer boundary of the project 
area nearest the capture point. Relocated tortoises 
shall be placed under a shrub in the shade . Tortoises 
shall be monitored at the release site until they are 
exhibiting normal behavior. Should the capture occur 
late in the day so the animal will not have sufficient 
time to find a suitable burrow for the night , the 
tortoise shall be placed in a clean cardboard box as 
described above and held in an appropriate place safe 
from predators and danger of hyperthermia, until release 
can occur in the morning. 

6. If tortoises found in burrows, and to be removed from the 
project site and released into the wild , are removed from 
burrows between November 1 and March 15, they shall be 
transported in cardboard boxes to the approved over
wintering site. Each tortoise shall be placed in an 
artificial burrow within a fenced enclosure with one 
tortoise per enclosure. Each enclosure must be separate 
from adjacent pens so that one tortoise can not place its 
head or limbs through the fence and physically contact a 
tortoise in an adjacent enclosure. Fencing does not need 
to be buried but shall be stable enough to preclude 
escape. 
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The main chamber of the burrow shall be constructed of 
plywood and the roof placed approximately 2.5 feet below 
the soil surface. The burrow's tunnel shall be eight to 
10 feet long with a gentle slope (e.g., about 4:1). The 
tunnel shall be stabilized on the top with PVC pipe cut 
in half. The pipe shall be no smaller than 15 inch in 
diameter and soil shall be used to adjus-t tunnel to 
tortoise size. After placement of the tortoise in the 
burrow, the entrance of the tunnel shall be partially 
blocked with loose topsoil . 

If any tortoise excavated is underweight, as determined 
by comparison to regressions developed by Dr. Michael 
weinstein for the tortoises at the Honda project, the 
tortoise shall be placed in a room at a temperature of 
90° to 100°F and allowed to soak in fresh water for two 
to three hours. After rehydration and drying, the 
tortoise shall be cooled to hibernation temperature 
slowly and placed in an artificial burrow. This 
procedure shall be implemented only by persons instructed 
in this manner of treatment. 

Beginning in February , activity of the tortoises within 
the artificial burrows shall be monitored to determine an 
appropriate release time . Tortoises shall be released in 
the morning hours when temperatures are conducive to 
activity. The appropriate time for release will probably 
occur in the third week of March. 

Each tortoise shall be released between 150 and 1000 feet 
from the outer boundary of the project area nearest the 
capture point. Released tortoises shall be placed under 
a shrub in the shade . Releases shall occur at a 
temperature that is suitable for activity, with 
reasonable expectation that the temperature will remain 
within the tortoise's thermal preference long enough for 
the tortoise to adjust to its surroundings. Tortoises 
shall be monitored at the release site until they are 
exhibiting normal behavior. To facilitate this measure, 
each tortoise must be accompanied by one of the approved 
biologists. There shall be no mass releases of animals. 

7. Tortoise eggs shall be moved to artificial nests either 
in the wild or at an approved facility. Biologists must 
receive special training in the procedures outlined 
below, but such training can be obtained after a nest is 
actually found. If this is done, the nest shall be 
carefully covered with soil so as not to move the eggs 
and protected until on site training is provided. The 
responsible Federal agency shall ensure that this 
training is made available . 
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Any nest that is found shall be carefully excavated by 
hand at a time of day when the air temperature 6 inches 
above the ground is approximately equal to the soil 
temperature at egg level. Immediately upon finding a 
nest, large tool use shall be discontiriued and the nest 
excavated by the biologist using his or her hands. 
Before disturbance of nest contents, each egg shall be 
gently marked with a small dot on the top using a felt
tipped pen to establish the egg's orientation in the 
nest. In handling nest contents, eggs must be maintained 
in this orientation at all times. Because egg shells 
become extremely fragile in the last few weeks before 
hatching, special care shall be taken with eggs found 
from August to mid-October. Because these eggs are very 
fragile, some may break during handling. This will be 
lethal to egg contents. Such an accident can be expected 
to occur until techniques are developed to avoid this 
type of incident. Broken eggs shall be buried nearby and 
left in the field, or the contents preserved and provided 
to qualified researchers. 

The biologist shall measure and record the depth of the 
nest below the soil surface, the location of the nest in 
relation to any adjacent shrub (i.e., whether on the 
north, south, east, or west side of the shrub), the 
species of shrub and its approximate foliage volume, and 
the soil type. Place approximately one inch of soil from 
the nest area in a bucket and carefully transfer the eggs 
to the bucket, maintaining egg orientation. Cover the 
eggs with soil that is free of cobbles and pebbles, to a 
depth equivalent to that in the original nest . 

If good tortoise habitat is available in the general 
area, the eggs shall be relocated between 150 to 1,000 
feet from outer boundary of the project site. Prepare a 
nest with the same depth, orientation, location in 
relation to a specific shrub species, and in the same 
soil type as the original nest. Carefully transfer the 
eggs, maintaining their original orientation, to the new 
nest. The eggs shall be replaced so that they touch one 
another. Gently cover with soil from which cobbles and 
pebbles have been removed so that all the air spaces 
around the eggs are filled. Relocated nests in the wild 
shall be monitored by a qualified biologist. The 
monitoring program shall be developed in consultation 
with the Service. 

If a suitable site for a new nest is not available in the 
wild, the eggs shall be prepared for inCUbation in a 
suitable holding facility. Place a small amount of soil 
in a bucket and transfer the eggs to the bucket using the 
technique specified above, making sure the eggs are 
touching one another. Carefully fill the bucket to the 
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depth of the original nest, but leave the top of the soil 
layer 3 inches below the rim of the bucket so that future 
hatchlings cannot escape. Bury the bucket in soil in a 
safe location at an approved holding facility. 

The biologist shall record in detail all the procedures 
used in moving eggs. Personnel caring for incubating 
eggs at a facility shall maintain a record of where the 
eggs were found, method of incubation, length of time and 
conditions under which the eggs were incubated, 
observations of eggs during the incubation period, 
information about hatchling health and behavior, and 
disposition of the hatchlings. 

8. Should any deviation from the procedures outlined above 
be necessary, the approved biologist shall contact the 
Fish and wildlife Service as soon as possible. 

9 . A final report, containing all the information noted 
above and including release information, must be supplied 
to the Service and the responsible Federal agency within 
one month of the final releases or disposition of 
tortoises. 
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APPENDIX D 

COMMITTED MITGATION FOR 
THE PROPOSED ACTION 
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Segment 
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" 10 
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10 
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10 
10 
10 
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10 
10 
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10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

" 10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
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10 
10 
10 
10 
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10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

APPENDIX D-l 

COMMITTED MITIGATION FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
MIDPOINT TO DRY LAKE 

Milepost 
From To 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
04 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
09 
10 
1.1 
1.2 
13 
1.4 

1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
18 
1.9 
20 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 

" 3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
37 
3.8 
3.9 
40 
4 .1 

4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 

5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
55 
5.6 
57 
5.8 
5.9 
60 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
07 
0.8 
0.9 
1 0 
1.1 
1.2 
13 
14 
15 
1.6 
17 
1.8 
19 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
32 
3.3 

" 3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 

42 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
48 
4.9 
5.0 
51 
5.2 
5.3 
54 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 

1 

• • • • • • 

• • 
• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • 

• 
• 

• • • 

2 

• 

• • • • • 
• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • • 
• • 

3 

• 

• • • • • 
• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • • 

• • 

4 

• • • 
• 

• • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • 
• 
• • • 
• • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • 

• • • 

• • 

11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
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10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 
10 

20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 

Milepost 
From To 

7.0 
71 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.S 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
81 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.S 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
90 
9.1 
92 
9.3 
9A 
95 
9.S 
9.7 
98 
9.9 

10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10,8 
10,9 

11.0 

11 ,' 
11.2 
11,3 

11.4 
11.5 

1'.6 
11.7 
11.8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12,1 

12.2 
12.3 
12,4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12,9 

13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 

Total Milts 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 

0.' 
0.5 
O.S 
0.7 
0.8 
09 
10 

" 1.2 

7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 

7.' 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
81 
8.2 
8.3 

8.' 
8.5 
8.S 
8.7 
8.8 
89 
9.0 
91 
92 
93 

9' 
95 

9' 9' 
98 
99 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 ,6 
11 .7 

" .8 
1' .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13,0 

13.' 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
135 
13.6 
13.7 

01 
02 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
O.S 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 

" 12 
13 

MID-MrrXLS 5/18/93 

1 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
5.9 

• 
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• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • 
• 

6.' 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • 
• 

6.' 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • 
• • 
• • • 

• 
l.' 

• 
• • • • • 
• • • • 
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APPENDIX 0-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 

Milepost 
From To 

1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1 .• 
1.7 
1.8 
19 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2 .• 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
4B 
4.7 
4.8 

4' 
5.0 
5.1 
52 
5.3 
54 
5.5 

Tol:OI\ Miler 

0.0 
0.1 
02 
0.3 
OA 
0 .5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
11 
1 2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
17 
1.8 
19 
20 
2.1 
22 
23 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
28 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
32 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 

1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2 4 
2.5 
2 .• 
2.7 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4 .1 

42 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0 .• 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
18 
19 
2.0 
21 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
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• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

301' 63 

Mitigation MeaSlue* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
5.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 
• • • • 

• • 
1.7 

• • • 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • 
• 

0.0 
• 
0.5 

• • • • 

• • • • • 

• • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
5.6 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • 

• • 
• 

1.1 

• 

11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

1.7 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-I , Committed Mitigation forthe Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

Milepost 
From To 

3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
8.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
95 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
lOA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 

10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 .6 
11 .7 

3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
8.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
90 
91 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9 .6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 

10,' 
10,2 

10.3 
10A 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11.2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11.6 
11 .7 
11 .8 

MID-MrrXLS 5118/9 3 

1 

• 
• 
• 

• • • • • 
• • 

• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • 
• 

2 

• 

• 

• • • • 

3 

• 

• 

• • • • 

4 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • 

• • • 
• 
• • 

• • 

• • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4of63 

Mitigation Measure'" 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • • • 

• 

• • 

• 

• • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 II 12 

• 
• 



APPENDIX D-I , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
4 1 
4 1 
41 
4 1 
4 1 
41 
4 1 
4 1 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
4 1 
4 1 
4 1 
4 1 
4 1 
41 
41 

Milepost 
From To 

118 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 

' 2. ~ 

12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13,0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.' 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14,9 

15,0 

15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
16.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19. ' 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 

11 .9 
12.0 
12.' 
12.2 
12,3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
127 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.' 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.' 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16,1 

16.2 

16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19. 7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 

MJD-M1TXLS 5/ 18/93 

1 

• • • 

• 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • 

2 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• 

3 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• 

4 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • • 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

50f63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• • 

• 
• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • 

• • • • 

• • • • • • 

11 12 



APPENDIX D-I , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to DI)' Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 

41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
41 
4 1 
41 
4 1 

40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

Milepost 
From To 

2<).0 
2<).1 
2<).2 
2<).3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20,9 

21.0 
21.' 
21 .2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21.6 
21 .7 
21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
224 

22.' 
22 .• 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 
24.1 

24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 

25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 

26. ' 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.S 
2<; .• 

2<;.7 

2<;8 

2<;.9 

27.0 
27.1 

2<).1 

20.2 
20.3 
2<)A 

2<).' 
2<) .• 
2<).7 
2<).8 
2<).9 
21 .0 
21 .1 
21.2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21.5 
21.6 

21 .7 
21.8 
21.9 
220 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
22A 

22.' 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23,7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 
24 .1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 

26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
270 
27.1 
27.2 

27.2 27.3 
27.3 27.4 
27.4 27.5 

Tol;oIMI~s 

0 .0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.' 

MID-Mrr.xLS 5118/93 

1 

• • 

• 

• • • • • 

• • 

• • • • 

5.7 

2 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 
10.1 

• • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 
10.0 

• • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • • 

• • • 
• • • • 

• 
• • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • 
17.8 

• • • • • 
60f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• 

16.0 

• • • 

• • 

• 
• • • • 

• 

• • 

• • 

• 
7.' 

• 
0.0 1.7 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

2!1.6 

• • • • • 

10 

1.5 

11 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 
• • • • 
• • • 

2.5 

• • • • • 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation fo r the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 
40 

50 
50 
50 

Milepost 
From To 

0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
56 
5.7 
5.8 
59 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 

TOla lMlIes 

00 
01 
0.2 

0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4. 4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6. 4 
6. 5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7 .3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
78 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 

M10-Mrr.XLS 5118193 

• • • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • • • 

• • • • 

• 

2 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
'.1 

• 
• 

3 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
'.1 

• 
• 

4 

• • • 
• 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
• 
• • • 

4.S 

7 0f 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3.' 

• • 
• • • • 
• 
• 

• • 

• • • 
• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • 
3.0 

• • 

0.0 0.0 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
7.5 

• • • 

10 

• 

0.1 

II 

• • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3J 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-J, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 

Milepost 
From To 

0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3 .6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
41 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4 9 
5 .0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6. 1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.9 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7 A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
80 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 

OA 
0.5 
0 .6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1. 0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
25 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
2.9 
30 
31 
32 
3.3 
34 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 

MID-MrrXLS 5/18/93 

1 

• • • • • • • • 

• • 

2 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

3 

• • 

• • 
• • 

• • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

4 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
80f63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

• • • • • 

• • • 
• • • • • • 
• • 
• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 

• • • 

• 
• 
• • 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 

• • 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

10 

• • • • • 

11 12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 
50 

70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 

Milepost 
From To 

8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
94 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10,0 

10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
1004 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11.1 
11.2 
11 ,3 

114 
11.5 
11 .6 

11 ,7 
11 .8 
11.9 
12,0 
12.1 
12_2 

12.3 
12.4 
12,5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.' 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 

8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8 .9 
9.0 
9 1 
92 
93 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10,0 
10,1 

10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11.i 
11.2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11.6 
11 .7 
11 .8 

11.9 

12.0 

12.' 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.6 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13,2 

13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13,6 

13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
20 
2. 1 
2.2 
2.3 
24 

MID·Mrr.xLS 5/1 8/93 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
2. l 

• 
• • • • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

' .8 

• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

'.8 

• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

7.' 

• 
• 

• • • • 
• • • • • 
• • 

90f 63 

Mitigation Mcasure* 

0.0 

• 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• • 

• • 

• 

• 

• 
• • 

• 
'.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
12.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

11 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 

• • • 

O.l 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to DIY Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 
70 

711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 
711 

71 4 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
71 4 
71 4 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
714 
71 4 
714 
714 
714 
714 

Milepost 
From To 

2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 

2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

'9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3 .9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 

5.8 5,9 

Total Miles 

00 
0. 1 
0.2 
0.3 
0. 4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
09 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0 .3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.9 
09 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
19 
20 
2.1 
2 .2 
2 .3 
2A 
2.5 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.9 
0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.9 
0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1 9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 

MJ [).M IT.XLS 5/1&193 

1 

• • • 

• 

1.2 

0.0 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • ,.S 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • ... 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
3.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.7 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 

10 0f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• 
S.4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

0.0 

• • • • • 

1.7 

• • 

0.1 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
5.9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
3.1 

• 

• • • • • • • • • 
1.0 

• • • 

11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

5.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • I.' 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 

,., 

• • • • 

• • • • • • 
I.' 



APPENDIX D- l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

714 
7_14 

101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 

Milepost 
From To 

2.6 
2.7 

Total Mllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
06 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
14 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
69 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 

2.7 
2.8 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2 .3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
39 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
66 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 

MID-MIT.XLS 5/18193 

1 

0.0 

• • 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • 
• 
• • • • 

• • • 

• • • 
• • 

2 

• • 
1.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • 

• • 

• • 

• • • 

3 

• • 
1.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • 

• • • 

• • 
• • • 

4 

1.6 

• • 

• • • • 

• 

• 

• • • 

• • • 
• • • 

• • 
• 

• 

• 
• • 

11 of 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 

• • 
1.8 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

0.0 0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• • • 

9 

• • 
1.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.3 

• • 

• • 

11 

• • 
1.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 

• • 
• 

• • • • • 

• • • 

• 
• • • 

12 

0.0 

• 

• • 

• 



APPENDIX D-l, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 
101 

715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 
715 

713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 
713 

110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
11 0 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 
110 

130 

Milepost 
From To 

7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8 .3 
8A 
8.5 

7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 

8.6 8.7 
8,7 8.8 
8,8 8.9 

Total Milts 

0.0 
0.1 
02 
0.3 
DA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0 .8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 

I.' 
1.5 
1.6 
1 .7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
DA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
lA 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
21 
22 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
DA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 

0.9 1.0 
1.0 1.1 
1.1 1.2 
L2 '.3 
'.3 1.4 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
02 
0.3 

D.' 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
lA 
1.5 
1 .6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
DA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
lA 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 

2.0 2.1 
2.' 2.2 
2.2 2.3 
2,3 2.4 
2.4 2.5 
2.5 2.6 

Total Miles 

0.0 0.1 

MID-MIT.xLS 5/18/93 

1 

• 

• • 

,., 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
1.7 

• • 

• • • • 
0.' 

0.0 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
7.0 

• • 
• 

• 
• • • • 
• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 

• • 
1.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
2.2 

• 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
7.1 

• • 
• 

• 
• • • • 
• • • • • 
I.' 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • 
1.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
2.2 

• 

4 

• • • 
• • • • • 

J.2 

• • 
• 

• • • • 
0.7 

• • 
• • • 

• • 
0.7 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
2.1 

• 
120f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

• 

• • • • • 
1.1 

• • • 
• 

• • 
• • 

0.' 

• • 
• • 
0.' 

• 

• 

• 
• 

0.' 

0.0 

0.0 

0.' 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
2.7 

• 
• • • • 
• • 

• 
0.' 

• • • • • • 

, .. 

0.0 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • •. , 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
2.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • ... 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
2.2 

• 

10 

, .• 

• • • • 

, .• 

0.' 

'.0 

11 

• • • 
• • • • • 

5.8 

• • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
I.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
I.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
2.2 

• 

12 

0.' 

0.' 

• 
'.1 

0.0 



APPENDIX 0-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 
130 

Milepost 
From To 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
DA 
0.5 
0 .6 
0 .7 
0 .6 
0.9 
10 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
15 
16 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 

" 2.2 
2.3 
2A 
,5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
31 
32 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
41 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
49 
5.0 
51 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
62 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
75 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 

7.' 
8.0 
81 
8.2 

0.2 
0.3 

D. ' 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

D.' 
10 
1 1 
1.2 
1.3 

1.' 
15 
16 
1.7 
18 
1. 
2.0 
21 
22 
2.3 
2A 
25 
2.6 
27 
28 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3. ' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
48 
49 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
61 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 

7.' 
8.0 
6.1 
8.2 
8.3 

MlD-MITXLS 5/18/93 

1 

• • 

2 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

4 

• • • 

• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • 
13 of 63 

Mitigation Measure .... 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • • 

• 

• 

9 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

10 11 

• • • 

• • • • • • • 

12 



APPENDIX D- I, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

'30 
'30 
'30 

,SO 
'50 
'50 
'50 
150 

'50 
150 

'50 
' 50 
' 50 
' 50 
' 50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
' 50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
' 50 
' 50 
' 50 
'50 
' 50 
' 50 
'50 
' 50 
'50 
'50 
' 50 
,SO 
, SO 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
,SO 
,SO 
,SO 
,SO 
,SO 
,SO 
'50 
'50 
'50 
,SO 
, SO 
,so 
,SO 
'50 
,SO 
'50 
,SO 
,SO 
,SO 
'50 
'50 
,SO 
,SO 
,SO 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
'50 
' 50 
,SO 
,SO 
'50 
'50 
' 50 

Milepost 
From To 

8.3 
8A 

8A 
8.5 

8,5 8.6 

TolillMllu 

0.0 

0.' 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
a .• 
0.7 
0.8 

a.' 
' .0 
1.1 

'2 
' .3 
'A 
' .5 
'8 
1.7 
' .8 ,., 
2.0 
2. ' 
22 
2.3 
2 4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 

3' 
32 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3.' 
4.0 
4.' 
4.2 

' .3 
'A 
' .5 
4.6 
4.7 

' .8 .. , 
5.0 
5.' 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.' 
6.0 

6.' 
6.2 
6.3 

6.' 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

6.' 
7.0 

7 ' 
7.2 
73 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 

0.' 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

a.' 
' .0 
1.1 

'2 
1.3 

'4 
' .5 
'6 
'7 
' .8 ,., 
20 
2.' 
22 
2.3 
2A 
25 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 

3.' 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3 .7 
3.8 

3.' 
' .0 .. , 
' .2 
' .3 
'A 
' .5 
4.6 
' .7 
' .8 
4.' 
5.0 
5.' 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.' 
6.0 

6.' 
6.2 
6.3 

6.' 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
8.8 

6.' 
7.0 

7.' 
7.2 
7.3 
7.' 
7.5 
7.8 
7.7 

MID·MIT.xLS 5f18f93 

I 

0.2 

• • • 

2 

• • • 
7.' 

• • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 
• 
• • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • 
7. 1 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• 

• • 
• 

• • • • • • 

4 

• • • 
.J 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • • 
14 0f 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 1.2 

• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• • 

• • 

• 
• • • • • • 

0.0 0.0 

9 

• • • 
7.l 

• • • • • 

10 

0.0 

II 

1.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route Milepost 
Segment From To 

1SO 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 
150 

151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
15 1 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
15 1 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 

7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 

7.8 
79 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 

8.2 8.3 
8.3 8,4 

Tobll\llle~ 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
11 
1.2 
13 
1.4 
1 .5 
1.6 
1 .7 
1 .8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
26 
2.7 
2.8 
2 .9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5 .6 
5.7 
5.8 

5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
72 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
11 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
24 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5. 1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
55 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
61 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7 .2 
7.3 

MID-MIT.xLS 511 8/93 

1 

0.3 

• • • 

• • • • • 

2 

'.7 

• 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • •. , 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • 
7.4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • 

150f 63 

Mitigation Mcasure* 

0.0 

• • • • • • • ... 
• • • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• • 

• • 

• 

• • 

• 

• 
• • 

0.0 0.0 

• • • • • • • 

9 

0.5 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• • • • • • • • 

• • • 

11 

• • • • • • • 
3.5 

• • • • • • • • 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-I , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

'" ,., 
151 
151 

'" '" '" '" '" '" 151 
151 

'" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" '" ,., 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 
151 

'" ,., 
151 
151 
151 
15 1 
151 
151 ,., ,., 
151 ,., 
151 ,., 
'" '" '" '" '" '" 151 
151 

'" '" '" '" '" '" '" 151 

'" 151 
151 
151 

'" '" '" '" '" '" '" 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 

Milepost 
From To 

7.3 

7.' 
7.5 

7." 
7.7 
7.' 
7.' 
B.O 
B.1 
B.2 
B.3 

B.' 
B.5 
B.6 
B.7 
B.B 
B.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.B 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
lOA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10. 9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11.2 
11.3 
11.4 
11 .5 
".6 
11.7 

1' .8 
11 .9 
120 
12.1 
12.2 

" 3 
12.4 
125 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13,1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 

TolalMIIC's 

0.0 
0 .1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 

0." 
0.7 
O.B 
0.9 

7.4 
7.5 

7." 
7.7 
7.B 
7.9 
B.O 
B.1 
B.2 
B.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8." 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
91 
9.2 
9.3 
9 . 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11.3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 .6 
11.7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12-1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13,0 
13.1 
13,2 
13,3 

13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.' 
14.2 
14.3 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 

M1D-MIT.xLS 5118193 

1 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • 

• • • 

2 

• • 

• • • • • • 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 
• 

11 .0 

• • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • 

• • • • • • 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

12.6 

4 

• • 
• 

• 

• 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 
' .6 

• • • • • • • • • • 
160f 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

• 

• • 
• 

• • • • • • • 

• 

• 
• 

• 
' .1 

• • 

0.0 0.7 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
12.4 

10 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

6.' 

Il 

• • • • • • • 

1.5 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to DIY Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 
152 

MileJlost 
From To 

1.0 
11 
12 
13 
14 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2. ' 
2.5 
2.' 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
30 
31 
32 
33 
3A 
3.5 
3.' 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
' .0 
41 

'2 
' .3 
' A 
' .5 
' .6 .., 
' .8 
' .9 
50 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.' 
5.5 
5. 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
60 
61 

' .2 
6.3 
6A 
' .5 

••• 
' .7 
' .8 
6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
79 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8 . 
8.5 
86 
8.7 
8.8 
8.' 
9.0 
' .1 

1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.' 
25 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
' .0 
' .1 
' .2 
' .3 
'A 
' .5 , .. 
,,7 
' .8 
' .9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.' 
5.5 

5.' 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 

' .0 
' .1 
' .2 
' .3 
.A 
6.5 
6.' 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
76 
77 
7.8 
79 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
90 
9.1 
9.2 

MID·MIT.XLS 5/J11/93 

1 2 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

3 

• • • • • 
• 

• 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 
• 

4 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 
• 

17 0f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • 

• 

• • 

• 

• • 

• • 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

9 10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

152 
152 

'" '" '" 152 

'" 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 . 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 
200 

Milepost 
From To 

9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 

TOlalMlIu 

0.0 
01 
02 
03 
0 4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
17 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
25 
2.6 
2.7 
28 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3 .5 
3 .6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
41 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
53 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
8.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 

9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.8 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1 0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1 4 
15 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
51 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
5.8 
5.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 

MIO·MIT.xLS 5/18/93 

1 

,., 

• • • 

• • • • • 

2 

• 

J .4 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • 

3 

• 

'-' 

• • 

• 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• 

t.' 

• • 

• 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

180f 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

' .0 

• • 
• • 
2.1 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

0. ' ,., 

9 10 

,., '.0 

11 

0.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 
221 

223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 

Milepost 
From To 

To"~1 Miles 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
26 
27 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
35 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.' 
4.0 
4 1 

0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1 0 
1.1 
1.2 
1 3 
1.4 
15 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
38 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 

4.2 4.3 
4.3 4.4 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1.0 
11 
1.2 
1.3 
14 

1.5 
1 6 
1.7 
18 

" 20 
2.1 
2.2 
23 
2.4 
2.5 
26 
27 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3 4 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
06 
0 7 
0.8 
0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
13 
1.4 
1.5 
16 
1 7 
1.6 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2 4 
2.5 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3. 5 

M[Q·MrLXLS ji[S19J 

1 

0.' 

• • 

• • • 

0.5 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 

\.I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
1.' 

• 
• 

3 

' .1 

• • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
' .1 

• 
• 

4 

' .1 

• • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

1.0 

190r63 

Mitigation Measure' 

0.0 

0.0 

1.7 

• • 
• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

LO 

• 
• • 

• • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

• • • • • 

9 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
" 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.0 

• • • • 

0.' 

• 

11 

I.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

I~ 

12 

0.0 

0.0 



APPENDIX D- l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 

Milepost 
From To 

3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.6 
4.9 
5.0 
51 
5.2 
53 
54 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
58 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6 .2 
6 .3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.6 
7.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
lOA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11.3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11.6 

3.6 
3.7 
3.6 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4 2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.6 

4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.6 

5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
62 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
75 
7.6 
7.7 
7.6 
79 
6.0 

' .1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
93 
9.4 
9.5 
96 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10,5 

10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 

'1 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 

".4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 

MlO-MrrXLS 5/18/93 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

4 

200f63 

Mitigation Measurc* 

• 

• • • • 

• • • 

• • 

• 

• • • • • • 

• 
• • 
• • 

• 
• • • • 
• • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • 
• 

11 12 



APPENDIX D-I , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 
223 

212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 

Milepost 
From To 

11 .7 
11 .8 
11 • 
120 
12 1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.<\ 
125 
126 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13,1 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
02 
0.3 
0 4 
05 
0.6 
0.7 
06 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2 .3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4 2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.6 
4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
52 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
56 
5.7 
5.6 
5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 

11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12,9 
13,0 
13.1 
13.2 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
39 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.6 
49 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.6 

5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 

MlD-MIT.XLS 5118/93 

1 

• • • • • • • • • 
5.60 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

2 

• • • • • 

2.JO 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • 

2.30 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

0.00 

21 01' 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.011 

• 

• 
• • • 
• • 

4.S0 

• • • 
• 

0.00 0.00 

9 

• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 

7.70 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.50 

• • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • 

11 12 

0.00 0.00 



APPENDIX D-l, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
", 

212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 

Milepost 
From To 

6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.6 
7.9 
8.0 
8 .1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.6 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 

10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.01 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11.0 
11.' 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 

1' .8 
11 .9 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12,4 

12.5 
12,6 
12.7 
12.8 
12,9 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.' 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14,9 

6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9 .0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9 .4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.' 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10,9 

11 .0 
11.' 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
1' .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.2 
12.3 
124 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.2 
13.3 
13,4 

13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 

MID-MrrXLS 5/ 18f93 

1 

• • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • 

• 

2 

• • • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
4 

220f63 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-I, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 
212 

230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 

Milepost 
From To 

15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.2 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

D.' 
1.0 
1.1 
12 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 

4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5. 4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 

5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
62 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 

15,1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.3 

0 .1 
0. 2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
D.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
20 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3' 
4.0 
4.1 
4. 2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 

4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 

5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 

MID·MIT.XLS 5/18/9 3 

1 

4.20 

• • • 

• 
• 

• 

2 

3.70 

• • • • • 

• 

3 

3.70 

4 

IJ.OO 

230f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.00 0.40 

• 

• • • • • 

0.00 0.00 

9 

7.70 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

1.40 

11 12 

0.00 0.00 



APPENDIX D-J , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route Milcpost 
Segmcnt From To .....;..;"""""'-

230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 

6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
64 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
127 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14 .1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 

MID·MrrXLS 5/18/93 

6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
73 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
82 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.'1 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 

11.' 
11.2 
11.3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13,3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14,7 
14.8 

1 

• • • • 

• • 

• 

• • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
4 

240f63 

9 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

11 12 



APPENDIX D-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 
230 

241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 

Milepost 
From To 

14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.' 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 

Tota l Mlle~ 

0.0 
0 1 
02 
03 
0. 4 
05 

0.' 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 

I .' 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 

2.' 
27 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 

3.' 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
44 
4.5 

4.' 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 

5.' 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
' .0 
' .1 
' .2 
'.3 

14,9 
15.0 
15.' 
15.2 
15,3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16,2 
16.3 
16.4 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 

0.' 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
lA 
1.5 

I .' 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
20 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 

2.' 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 

3.' 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 

4.' 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 

5.' 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
'.0 
' .1 
' .2 
' .3 
'A 

MID-M1TXLS 5/18193 

1 

1.7 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
7.1 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • 

5.2 

4 

• • • • • • • • • 
0.9 

• • • • 

• • • 
250f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 0.6 0.0 0.0 

• 

• 

• 

9 

• • • 

HI 

10 

1.2 

11 12 

0.0 0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for Ule Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 

Milepost 
From To 

6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6 .• 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7 .• 
7.9 
• . 0 
• . 1 
•. 2 
.3 
• .4 
• . 5 
• . 6 
• . 7 

••• 
• . 9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9 .6 
9.7 
9 .• 
9.9 
10,0 
10.1 
10.2 
10,3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11.1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11.7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
139 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 

6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6 .• 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7 .• 
7.9 
• . 0 
• . 1 
• . 2 
•. 3 

' .4 
' .5 
' .6 
' .7 

••• 
' .9 
9 0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.' ,., 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11.1 

" .2 
11 .3 

11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11.7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
127 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.' 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 

14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 

MJO·MIT.XLS 5/18/93 

1 

• 

2 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

26 0f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • 

• 

• 

• • 

• • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • 

11 12 



APPENDIX D-J , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 

Milepost 
From To 

14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15,1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15,6 

15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17,0 
17.1 
17.2 
17,3 

17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
n7 
17,8 

17.9 
18.0 

18. ' 
18.2 
18,3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
1B.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19,0 
19.1 
19,2 
19,3 

19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20,2 

20.3 
20.4 
20,5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 ,0 

21 .1 
21 .2 
21 ,3 

21.4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21 .8 
21 ,9 
220 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22 .5 
22.6 
22.7 

14.7 
14.8 
14,9 
15.0 
15.' 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.6 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
15.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18,0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19,9 
20,0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21 .1 
21.2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21.8 
21.9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
224 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 

MID·MITXLS 5/ 18/93 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • 

2 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
270f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• 

• • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-l, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 
241 

242 
242 
242 
242 
242 
242 
242 
242 
242 
242 

Milepost 
From To 

22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23,8 
23,9 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
27.0 
27.1 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27.5 
27.6 
21.7 
27.8 
27.9 
28,0 
28.' 
28.2 
28.3 
28.4 
28.5 
28.6 
2B.7 
28.8 
28. 9 
29.0 
29.1 
29.2 
29.3 
29,4 

22 .• 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.S 
23.9 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
27.0 
27.1 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27.5 
27.6 
27.7 
27.8 
27.9 
28.0 
28.1 
28.2 
28.3 
28.4 
28.5 
28.6 
28.7 
28.8 
28.9 
29.0 
29,1 
29.2 
29.3 
29.4 
29.5 

29.5 29.6 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0 .2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0 .• 
0.7 
0.8 
0 .• 

Total Miles 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0 .• 
0.7 
0.8 
0 .• 
1.0 

M1D·MlTXLS 5/ 18/93 

1 

• • 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • 
1.2 

• • • • 
0.' 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 
21 .' 

• • • • • 

U.5 

3 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 
14.6 

• • • • • 

0.5 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 
• • 

IU 

0.0 

280[ 63 

Mitigation Measure'" 

0.0 

0.0 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

2.7 

• • • • • • • • 
0.' 

0.0 0.' 

0.0 0.0 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1'.8 

• • • • • • • • • • 
1.0 

10 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• • • 
• • • 

0.0 

11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

1.2 

• • • • • • • • 
0.' 

\2 

0.0 

flJ) 



APPENDIX 0-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to 01)' Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

244 

'" 244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 
244 

270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 

Milepost 
From To 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1 .7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2 .2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
53 
5A 
5 .5 
5.6 
5.7 
58 
5.9 
6.0 

TOlal Mllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0 .9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

0.1 
0.2 
03 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
19 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2 7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
38 
3. 9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
46 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.6 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1 .9 

MID-MrrXLS 5/18f93 

1 

• • 

• • • 

0.5 

• • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
5.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
5.5 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
5.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
290[63 

Mitigation Measure'"' 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • 

• 

• • 

• 

• • • • 

0.0 0.0 

• • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
6.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.0 

• • • • 

11 

• • • • • • • • 

0.' 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-I , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 
270 

291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 

Milepost 
From To 

1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3. 2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 

TotalMllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
21 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
36 
37 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 

2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 

0.1 
0.2 
0 .3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
10 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 

MID-Mrr.xLS 5/18/93 

1 

• • • • • 

0.7 

• • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • 

• 

2 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

1.5 

• • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.7 

• • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
1.' 

• • 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 

300r63 

Mitigation Measure* 

,., 0.4 

• • • • • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

,., '.5 

9 

• 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
] .7 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 

10 

' .4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

11 

,., 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

12 

,., 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
29 1 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
29 1 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
29 1 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 

Milepost 
From To 

5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
91 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
95 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10,0 

10,' 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11 .8 
11.9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13 .0 

13.1 
13.2 
13,3 

13.4 
13.5 
13.6 

5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
79 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
87 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
93 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
98 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
lOA 
10.5 
10,6 

10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11.3 
11 .4 
11,5 

116 
11.7 
11 .8 
11 ,9 

120 
12,1 

122 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
130 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 

MID-MITXLS 5f l8J9J 

1 

• • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 
• • 
• • 

2 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • 
• • • • 

• 

• • 

3 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• 

• • 

4 

• • • 

• • • • • • 
• • • • 
• • • • 
• • • • 

• 

• 

3 1 of 63 

Mitigation Measure'" 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • • • • • 

9 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • 
• • • • 

• 
• • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • 

10 

• • 

11 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 



APPENDIX D-1, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 
291 

293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
2'3 
2'3 
2'3 
2'3 
2'3 
293 
293 
293 
293 
2.3 
293 
293 
293 
293 
2.3 
293 
2.3 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
2.3 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
2.3 
2.3 
293 
293 
293 
2.3 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
2.3 
293 
293 

Milepost 
From To 

13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 

13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 

14.2 14.3 
14.3 14,4 

Total Mllu 

00 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
a .• 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.< 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
I .• 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.' 
5 .0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5 .• 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
67 
6.8 

6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0 .4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

a.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
lA 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

I.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4 2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 

MID-MrrXLS 5/!8/93 

1 

• 
• 
• • , .• 
• 
• • 

• • • 
• • • 

• • • 

• • • 
• • • • 

• 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • 

2 

• • • 
• 

7.' 

• • 
• • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• 

• • • • 
• • 

• • 

3 

• • • 
• 

7.J 

• • 
• • • • • • 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

• 

• • • • 
• • 

• • 

4 

• • • 
• 
••• 

• 
• • • • • • 

• 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• 

• • • 
• • 

• • 

320f63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

,., 

• 

'.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• • 

,., 0.' 

9 

• • • • • • • 
••• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• • 
• • • • • • 

10 

• • • 
• 

2.' 

• • 
• • • • • • 

• 

11 

•. , 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 

,., 



APPENDIX 0-1 , Co mmitted Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
2" 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 

Milepost 
From To 

7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.B 
79 
B.O 
81 
B.2 
B.3 

" B.5 
B.6 
B.7 
B.B 
B.9 
B.O 
91 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
95 
96 
9.7 
9B 

9.' 
10.0 
10.1 

10.2 
10.3 
l OA 
10.5 
10.5 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 0 
11 .1 

11.2 
11.3 

".4 
11.5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
" ,8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 

12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 

13.0 
13.1 

13.2 
13,3 

13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 

14.6 
14.7 
148 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 

7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.B 
7.9 
B.O 
B1 
B.2 
B.3 
BA 
B.5 
B.6 
B.7 
B.B 
B.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
98 
9.9 
10.0 

10. ' 
m2 
10.3 

l OA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10. 8 
10, 9 

11.0 
11.1 
11.2 

11.3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11.6 

11.7 
11.8 
11 .9 
120 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
126 
12.7 
12.8 

12.9 
13 .0 
13. 1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 

14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15,0 

15.' 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 

MI D-M IT.XLS 5/18/9) 

• 
• • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

• • • 
• • 

• • 

2 

• • 

• • • 

• 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • 

• • • 

• • • • • 

• 

• • • • 

4 

• • 

• • • 

• • • • • 

• 

• • • • 

• • • • 
33 of 63 

Mitigation Mea~JUre* 

• • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • 

• • • • 

9 

• 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

12 



APPENDIX D-I , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 
293 

310 
310 
310 
310 
3 10 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 
3 10 
310 
310 
310 
310 
3 10 
310 
310 
3 10 

Milepost 
From To 

15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
18,0 

18.' 
18.2 
16.3 
18.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
1B.7 
18.8 
1B.9 
19.0 
19,1 

19.2 
19.3 
19,4 

19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19,8 

19.9 
20.0 
20.1 

20.2 
20.3 
20A 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21.' 
21.2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 .5 

Tolal Mllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.< 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
18.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18 .1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21 .1 

21 .2 
21.3 
21.4 
21 ,5 

21 .6 

0.1 
0.2 
03 
0.< 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.< 
1.5 
16 
1.7 
1 .8 
19 

MID-MlTXLS 5118193 

1 

• • • 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • 
8.8 

• • • 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • 

• • • • • • 
• 

• • 
• 

, .. 

3 

• • • • • • 
• 

• • 
• 

6.' 

4 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 
• 

• 

34 0f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • 

• • 
• • • 
• 

• 

10.8 

• • 

0.0 0.0 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

I1 .S 

• • • 
• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.' 

11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

8. ' 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

310 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 

"0 
"0 
"0 
"0 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 

"0 
310 
310 

"0 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 
310 

340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 

Milepost 
From To 

" 2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 

2.' 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
,.5 
' .6 
3.7 

' .6 
3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 

4.' 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 

TotalMlln 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 

0.' 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
16 
17 
1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 

2.' 
3.0 
31 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
36 
3.9 
4.0 
41 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 

4.' 
5.0 

2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3 1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
35 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
39 
4.0 
41 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.6 

0 1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
13 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1 .7 
1.8 
1 .9 
2.0 
2. 1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 

' .7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4. 1 
4.2 
4.3 

" 4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 

MID·MIT.XLS 5/18/g) 

1 

• • • • • • • • 

2.5 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
2 .. 1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
2.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.8 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
35 of 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• 

• 

• 

0.0 0.5 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

0.0 

• • • • • 

0.5 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
'.6 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • • • 

0.5 

11 12 

0.0 0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 
340 

362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 

Milepost 
From To 

5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.6 

5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
75 
76 
7.7 
7.6 
7.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 

5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.6 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
76 
7.7 
7.6 
7.9 
9.0 
6.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 

8.4 8.5 

Tolal Mile! 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
D.' 
1.0 
1.1 

" 1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.9 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 

0.1 
02 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 

'-' 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1 .7 
1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
27 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 

0.0 

2 

• • • • • • 

• 

'.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 
7.0 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 
'-' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
36 of 63 

Mitigation Measure'" 

0.0 

• 

• 

• 
• • 
1.1 

• • • 

• 

• 
• • 

0.' 0.0 

9 

z .• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.0 

11 12 

,., 0.' 



APPENDIX D-l , Conunitted Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 
362 

363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 

Mile"ost 
From To 

4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5. 9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
604 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
69 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
904 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 

Total Mllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0 .8 
0.9 
10 
1.1 
1 2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1 .6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
204 
2.5 
2.6 

4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
52 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
604 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7 .7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8 2 
8.3 
804 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
904 
9.5 
96 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
004 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
104 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
24 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 

MID-MIT.XLS 5118/93 

1 

• • • • 

0.4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 
'.3 

• 

• • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 
'.2 

• 

• • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 
'.2 

• 

3701'63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

0.0 

• 

• • • 
• • 

• 

• 

1.5 

• • 

• • • • • 

0.0 0.0 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
••• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 

• • • • • • 

2.' 

11 12 

0.0 0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 
363 

Milepost 
From To 

2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 

4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 

7.' 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
83 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 

8.' 
90 
' .1 
9.2 
9.3 

'.4 
'.5 
96 
9.7 
9.8 
9 .9 
10,0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 

2.' 
2.' 
3 .0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
48 

4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.' 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
82 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
88 
89 

' .0 
' .1 
92 
93 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 

' .7 
98 

'9 
10,0 

10.' 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 

MID-MrrXLS 5/\8/93 

1 

• • • • • • 

• • • 
• • • • 

2 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
380f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• 

• 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 

• • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • 

12 



APPENDIX 0-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

363 
363 
363 
363 
3., 
363 
363 
363 

." 
6" 
669 
669 

'6' ." ." 
6" 
66' 
66' 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 

66' 
66' 
669 
669 
669 
669 

6" 
669 

6" 
66' 
66' 
6" 
66' 
669 
66' 
669 
669 
66' 
6" 
66' 
669 
669 
669 

66' 
66' 
669 
669 

66' 
669 
669 

6" 
669 
669 
66' 
66' 
66' 
66' 
66' 
669 
669 
66' 
66' ." ." 
6" 
66' 
66' 
66' 
66' 
66' 
.69 
.69 
6 .. 
669 
669 
669 

Milepost 
From To 

10.9 

'1 .0 
11 .1 
11.2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 

T OI:i I Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0 .5 
0 .6 
07 
0.8 

D.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 

1.' 
1.7 
1.' 
1.9 
2 .0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 

2' 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
31 
3.2 
33 
3.4 
35 

3.' 
3.7 
3.' 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.' 
4.7 
4.8 
49 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
55 
5.6 
57 
58 
59 
.0 
' .1 
' .2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 

11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11.3 
11.4 
11.5 
11.6 
11 .7 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

D.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
36 
3.7 
3.8 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 

5.' 
6.0 
61 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 

MlD-MrT.xLS 5/18/93 

1 

J .J 

• • • 
• • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • 
5.7 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • •. \ 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • 
7.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

• 

390r63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 0.0 

• • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • 
••• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

0.0 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

11 

• • • • • • • • 
2. \ 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 
• 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-I, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 

Milepost 
From To 

7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
65 
66 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
90 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
lOA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11.3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11.8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13,0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.B 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 

14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 

7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
78 
79 
8.0 
8.1 
82 
83 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10,0 

10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10,5 

10.6 
10-7 
10.8 
10-9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13,6 

13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 

MID-MrrXLS 5/18/93 

1 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • 

• • • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • 

• • 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • 

400f63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• • • • 
• • 

• 

• 

• • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • 

11 

• • 

• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 



APPEND IX D-I , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
66" 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
66" 
669 

Milepost 
From To 

15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15,9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
15,3 
16.4 
165 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
173 
17,4 

17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
1B.l 
18,2 
18.3 
18.4 
18,5 

18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
l R2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19,6 

19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.' 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
207 
20.8 
20.9 
21.0 
21.1 
21 .2 
21.3 
21 .4 
21.5 
21 .6 
21.7 
21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
223 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 

22" 
230 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 

15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16,0 

16. ' 
16.2 
16,3 
16.4 
16.5 
166 
16.7 
16.6 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 

17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
1B.6 
18.7 
16.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.' 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 

20." 
21 .0 
21 .1 
21 .2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
223 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 

23.' 
23.6 

MIO-MIT.xLS 5/\8/93 

-------

2 3 

• • • 

• 

• 

• • • 

• • 

4 

• • • 

• 

• 

• • • 

• • 

4 1 0f 63 

Mitigation Mcasure* 

• • 

• 

• • 

• • 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

9 10 II 

• • • 

12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
66' 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
66' 
669 
66' 
669 
669 

66' 
66' 
669 
669 
669 

66' 
66' 
66' 

Milepost 
From To 

23.6 
23.7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24,6 

24.7 
24,8 
24,9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25,7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.' 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
27.0 
27.1 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27.5 
27.6 
27.7 
27.8 
27.9 
28.0 
28.1 
28.2 
28.3 
28.4 
28.5 
28.6 
287 
288 
28.9 
29.0 

29. ' 
29,2 
29.3 
29,4 
29.5 
29.6 
29.7 
29.8 
29.9 
30.0 
30.1 
30.2 
30.3 
30.4 
30.5 
30.6 
30.7 
30.8 
30.9 
31.0 
3 1.1 
31 .2 
31 .3 
31.4 
31.5 
31.6 
31.7 

23.7 
23.8 
23,9 

24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
27.0 
27.1 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27.5 
27.6 
27.7 
27.8 
27.9 
280 
28.' 
28.2 
28.3 
28.4 
28.5 
28.6 
28,7 
28.8 
28.9 
29.0 
29.1 
29.2 
29.3 
29.4 
29.5 
29.6 
29,7 
29.8 
29.9 
30.0 
30,1 
30.2 
30.3 
30.4 
30.5 
30.6 
30.7 
30.8 
30.9 
3 1. 0 
31 .1 
31.2 
31.3 
3 1.4 
31.5 
3 1.6 
31.7 
31.8 
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1 

• 
• 

• • 

• • • 

2 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

3 

• • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 

4 

• • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
420F63 

Mitigation Mcasure* 

• 
• 
• • 

• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

9 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Rou te Milepost 
Segment From To 

669 
669 
669 
669 
6 .. 
669 
669 
669 
6 .. 
669 
669 
669 
6 .. 
669 
6 .. 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 

6" 
6 .. 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 
669 

670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 

31 .8 
31 .9 
32.0 
32.1 
32.2 
32.3 
32.4 
32.5 
32.6 
32.7 
32.8 
32.9 
33.0 
33.1 
33.2 
33,3 
33.4 
33.5 
33.6 
33.7 
33.8 
33.9 
34.0 
34.1 
34.2 
34.3 
34.4 
34.5 
34.6 
34.7 
34.8 
34.9 
35.0 
35.1 
35.2 
35.3 

To1 .. 1 Mlle~ 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
11 
12 
13 

" 1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
23 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
32 
3.3 
34 
3.5 
36 
37 
3.8 
39 

' .0 
' .1 
' .2 

" 
MlD·MIT.xLS .51 18f93 

31 .9 
32.0 
32.' 
32.2 
32.3 

". 
32_5 
32.6 
32.7 
32.8 
32.9 
33.0 
33.1 
33.2 
33.3 
33.4 
33.5 
33.6 
33.7 
33.8 
33.9 
34_0 
34_1 
34.2 
34.3 
34.4 
34.5 
34.6 
34.7 
34.8 
34.9 
35.0 
35.' 
35.2 
35.3 
35.4 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
07 
08 
0.9 
10 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
U 
1.8 
1.9 
20 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
31 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
3.9 

' .0 
4.1 

' .2 
' .3 

•• 

1 

'.1 

2 

• • • • • • 

16. 1 

• 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
20.4 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
14.4 

430 1' 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 

,., 11.0 ,., 0.' 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 
• 

9 10 

111.6 

11 

• • • • • • • • 

15.1 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation forthe Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 
670 

672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 

Milepost 
From To 

4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 

4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
90 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9. 4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
98 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10A 
10.5 
10.6 
10,7 
10.8 
10.9 
11.0 
11.1 
11 .2 

T nlal Milu 

00 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 

4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
48 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

6.' 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11. 0 
11.' 
11 .2 
11 .3 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 

MID-MrrXLS 5/1 S/93 

1 

0.0 

2 

• 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
2.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

0.0 

4 

0.0 

44 0r 63 

Mitigation Measurc* 

0.0 

• 

• • 

• • 

• • • 

• 

• 

• • 

\., 

• 

• 

0.0 0.0 

9 10 

0.0 0.0 

11 

• • • • • • • • • • 

\.0 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D- l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route MileI'0st 
Segment From To 

672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 

1.1 
12 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
16 
1.7 
1.6 
19 
2.0 
21 
2.2 
2.3 

2' 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3 .7 
3.6 
3.9 

'.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 

'.8 
4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7 A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7 .8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.6 
6.9 
g.o 
9. 1 
9.2 

M1D~MITXLS 5/18/93 

1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2 0 
21 
2.2 
2.3 
24 
2.5 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
39 

' .0 
' .1 
4.2 
4.3 
4. 4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
53 
5A 
55 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
60 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
g.o 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 

1 

• 

• • • 

• • • 

2 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • 

• • • 
• • • • • 

3 

• • • 
• • • • • 

4 

• 

4.5 of63 

Mitigation Measurc* 

• 
• 

• • 

• 

• 
• • • 

• • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 

• • • • • • • • 

12 



APPENDIX D-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed ACtiOll- Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
872 
672 
672 
872 
672 
672 
672 
.72 
.72 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 

Milepost 
From To 

9.3 
9.4 

9.' 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.'1 

10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10,8 

10.9 

" .0 
" .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 ,6 

11 .7 
11 .8 
11.9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
123 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13,0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14 .0 

' 41 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14,9 

15.0 
15.' 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16,0 

16.' 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 

9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 

10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11.0 

" .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15,7 
15.8 
15.9 
16,0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16_9 
17_0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 

MID-MIT,XLS 5/18/!'3 

1 

• • • • • • • 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• 

• • 

2 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • 

• • 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • 

• • 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• 

4601' 63 

Mitigation Measurc* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • 

Il 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Routc 
SCb'1llcnt 

672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 
672 

673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 

Milepost 
From To 

17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
1a.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19. 1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.' 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21 .1 

21.2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21.5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
22,3 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22,7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23. 1 
23.2 
23.3 
23,4 

Total M.Ile< 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0 .5 
06 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1.0 
1 1 
12 
1.3 
14 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 
1.9 

17,6 

17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.' 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
lB .7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19,5 

19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 

20.2 
20.3 
20A 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21.0 
21 .1 
21.2 
21 .3 
21. 4 
21 .5 
2U 
21 .7 
21.8 
21.9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
no 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
2.0 

MID·M!T.XLS 5118f93 

1 

• • • • • 
• • • 

J.' 

2 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• 

• 

' .0 

3 

• 

• • 

• 

• 

3.8 

4 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

0.' 

47 0f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • 

• • 

• 
• 

• • 

• 
5.1 

• 

• • 

0.0 0.0 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • 

7.2 

10 

0.2 

11 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

4.J 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 

Milepost 
From To 

2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
31 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
61 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
95 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 

10_0 

10.1 

2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
25 
2.6 
2.7 
28 
29 
3.0 
31 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5. 4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6. 4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 . 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8 1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 

10.0 
10_' 
10,2 

MIO-MITXLS S/Iil/93 

1 

• • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

4 

• 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • 

48 of 63 

Mitigation Mcasure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 

12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 

Milepost 
From To 

10.2 
10.3 
10,4 

10,5 
10.6 
10,7 
10,8 
10,9 

"0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11 .4 
11 .5 

" .6 
11 .7 
11 .8 
11.9 
12.0 
12.1 
12-2 
12.3 
12-4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 

13.' 
13.2 
13,3 

13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13,7 
13.8 
13.9 
14 .0 

14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15,6 

15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16,0 
16.1 
16.2 
16,3 

16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17,1 

17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 

18.' 
18.2 
18.3 

10.3 
lOA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10_9 

11 .0 
11 .1 
11 ,2 

11.3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 ,6 

11 .7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13,1 

13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15,1 
15,2 

15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 

MIO-MrrXLS 5/18/93 

1 2 

• • 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 

3 4 

49 01'63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

9 10 11 

• • 

• 
• • • • • • • 
• • • 
• 
• • 

12 



APPENDIX D-l, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 
673 

675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 

Milepost 
From To 

18,4 

18.5 
16.6 
18.7 
1B.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19,4 

19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.' 
20.9 
21 .0 
21 .1 
21 .2 
21 .3 
21 .4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21 .8 

16.5 
18.8 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19,4 

19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.' 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21 ,1 

21 .2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21.7 
21.8 
21 .9 

21 .9 22.0 

TornlMllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0." 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
13 
1.4 
15 
16 
1.7 
1. 
19 
20 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2." 
2.7 

2.' 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3 .' 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 

0." 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
12 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
23 
2.4 
2.5 
2." 
2.7 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3." 
3.7 
3.6 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 

MID·MITXLS 5/)8/93 

1 2 3 4 

0.] '.1 ].0 1.2 

500f63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
21.? 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 
• 

• 
• 

• • • • 

• • 
• 

• 
'.2 

• 

• • 

• 

• 
• • 
• • 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 

0.0 0.0 

9 10 11 12 

J.2 0.0 •. , 0.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 

Milepost 
From To 

4A 
4.5 

4.' 
4.7 
4.' 
4.' 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 

5.' 
5.9 

' .0 
' .1 
' .2 
' .3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 

••• ••• 
7.0 
7.1 
72 
7.3 
74 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.' 
7.9 

' .0 
' .1 
' .2 
' .3 ... 
' .5 
••• 
87 

•• ••• 
' .0 
' .1 
9.2 
9.3 
9 .. 
' .5 
9.6 

' .7 

" 9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
104 
105 
106 
10.7 
108 
109 
110 
11 .1 
" ,2 
113 
114 
11 ,5 

11 .6 
117 
116 
119 
12.0 
12.1 

122 
12.3 
124 
12.5 

4.5 
4.' 
4.7 
4.6 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
55 

5.' 
5.7 

5.' 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6 .. 
6.5 
66 
6.7 

••• 
' .9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 

7" 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.' 
7.9 
' .0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 

6" 
6.5 
6.6 

' .7 

••• 
' .9 
90 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
97 
9.6 
99 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.6 
10.9 
" .0 
11 .1 

112 
11.3 
11.4 
11 .5 

11 .6 

" .7 
" .8 
11.9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
125 
12.6 

MID-MrrXLS 5/11!/9~ 

1 

• • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

4 

• • • • • • 

51 0f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• 

• 
• 
• 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-l, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 

Milepost 
From To 

12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13,0 

13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14 .6 

14.7 
14.8 

14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15,3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15,8 

15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
lB.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19,1 

19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20A 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 

12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.' 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 

14,2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14,8 

149 
15.0 
15.1 
1S.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17,8 

17.9 
18,0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 ' 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20,5 
20,6 
20.7 
20,8 

MID-Mrr.XLS 5/18f93 

1 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 

2 3 4 

520f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • • 

• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

9 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX 0-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 
675 

690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 

Milepost 
From To 

20.8 
20.9 
210 
21 .1 
212 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21,6 

217 
21.8 
21.9 
22.0 
22. 1 
22.2 
22.3 
22A 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.6 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
2·t4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 
25.2 
26.3 
26.4 
25.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26,8 

TotalMllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

20.9 
21 .0 
21 .1 
21 .2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21.7 
21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 

22 ' 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
226 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 

24.' 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 

25.' 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 
26.2 
26.3 
2R4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 

26.8 
26.9 

0.1 
0.2 
0 .3 

0.' 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 

1.' 

M!D·Mrr.XLS 5/ 11:\/93 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

,., 

2 

1.' 

3 4 

0.6 

53 of 63 

Mitigation Measurc* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
20.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• 
• • 

• 
• 

• • • 

• 
• • • 
• • 
• 

• • 
• • 
• 
• 
• 
• 

7.' 

• 
• 
• 

• • 
• • 

0.0 

• • • • • • 

0.' 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

'.7 

10 

• • • • • • 

0.' 

II 12 

0.0 0.0 



APPENDIX D- l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 

Milepost 
From To 

1.9 
20 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3 .3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
56 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
91 
9.2 
93 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10_0 

2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
48 
4.9 
50 
51 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5 .6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
98 
99 
10.0 
10.1 

MID·MrrXLS 51\8/93 

1 2 3 4 

540f 63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 
• • 
• • • • 
• • • • 

• 

• 
• • • • 

• 
• 
• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 
• 

• 
• 

• • 
• • 
• 

9 10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 

Milepost 
From To 

10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 

" .0 
'1 .1 
11.2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11.5 
11.6 
11 ,7 
11 ,8 

11.9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 

14.4 

'" 14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15_0 

15. ' 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
155 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16,0 

16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17 .6 
17.7 
17.8 
17,9 

18.0 
18 .1 

18.2 

10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11.1 
11.2 
11,3 
11 .4 

'1 .5 
11 .6 
11,7 
11 .B 
11.9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12,5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13,' 
13.2 
13,3 

'" 13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14 .0 
14 .1 
14 .2 
14.3 
14.4 
U .S 
14.6 
14,7 

14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18,2 
18,3 

1 

• • • • 

2 3 4 

550f 63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• • • • • 
• • 
• 
• 
• • 
• • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• • • • • 

9 10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-1, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 

Milepost 
From To 

18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18,9 
19_0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19,4 

19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21 ,1 

21.2 
21.3 
21.4 
21.5 
21.6 
21 .7 
21.8 
21,9 

22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26,1 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 

18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20A 
20.5 
20,6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21 .1 
21 .2 
21 .3 
21.4 
21 ,5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.' 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.8 
23.7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 · 
241 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.8 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
28.0 
28.1 
28.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 

MID-MITXLS 5118/93 

1 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 3 4 

56of63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• 

• • • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

9 

• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-J , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 

Milepost 
From To 

26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
27.0 
27.1 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27.5 
27.6 
27.7 
27.8 
27.9 
28.0 
28.' 
28.2 
28.3 
28.4 
28.5 
28.6 
28.7 
28.8 
28.9 
29.0 
29.1 
29.2 
29.3 
29.4 
29.5 
29.6 
29.7 
29.8 
29.9 
30.0 
30.1 
30.2 
30.3 
30.4 
30.5 
30.S 
30.7 
30.8 
30.9 
31 .0 
31 .1 
31.2 
3 1. 3 
31.4 
31 .5 
31 .6 
31.7 
31.6 
31 ,9 

32.0 
32.1 
32.2 
32.3 
32.4 
32.5 
32.6 
32.7 
32.8 
32.9 
33.0 
33.1 
33.2 
33.3 
33.4 
33.5 

33.6 
33.7 
33.8 
33.9 
34.0 
34.1 
34.2 
34.3 
34.4 
34.5 
34.6 

26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
27.0 
27.1 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27.5 
27.6 
27.7 
27.8 
27.9 
28.0 
2B.1 
28.2 
28.3 
28,4 
28,5 

28.6 
28.7 
28.8 
28.9 
29.0 
29.1 
29.2 
29.3 
29,4 

29.5 
29.6 
29.7 
29.8 
29.9 
30.0 
30.1 
30.2 
30.3 
30.4 
30,5 
30.6 
30.7 
30.8 
30.9 
31.0 
31 .1 
31 ,2 

31.3 
31.4 
31 .5 
31 .6 
31 .7 
31 .8 
31 .9 
32.0 
32.1 
32.2 
32.3 
32.4 
32.5 
32.6 
32.7 
32.8 
32,9 
33.0 
33,1 
33.2 
33.3 
33.4 
33.5 
33.6 
33.7 
33.8 
33.9 
34.0 
34.1 
34.2 
34,3 
34.4 
34.5 
34.6 
34.7 

MIO-MITXLS 5/ 18193 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
" 

• • • • • • 

2 3 

• • 

4 

• 

570f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
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APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 

Milepost 
From To 

34.7 
34.8 
34.9 
35.0 
35,1 

35.2 
35.3 
35.4 
35,5 
35.6 
35.7 
35.8 
35.9 
36.0 
36.1 
36.2 
36.3 
36.4 
36,5 
36.6 
36.7 
36.8 
36,9 

37.0 
37.1 

37.2 
37.3 
37.4 
37.5 
37.6 
37.7 
37.8 
37.9 
38.0 
38.1 
38.2 
38.3 
38.4 
38.5 
38.S 
38.7 
38.8 
36.9 
39.0 
39.1 
39.2 
39.3 
39.4 
39.5 
39.6 
39.7 
39.8 
39.9 
40.0 
40,1 

40.2 
40.3 
40.4 
40.5 
40.6 
40.7 
40.8 
40.9 
41 .0 

41.' 
41 .2 
41 .3 
41 .4 
41 .5 
41 .6 
41 .7 
41 .8 
41 .9 
42.0 
42.1 
42.2 
42.3 
42.4 
42.5 
42.6 
42.7 
42.8 

34.8 
34.9 
35.0 
35.1 
35.2 
35.3 
35.4 
35.5 
35.6 
35.7 
35.8 
35.9 
36.0 
36.' 
36.2 
36,3 
36,4 

36.5 
36.6 
36.7 
36,8 

36.9 
37.0 
37.1 
37.2 
37.3 
37.4 
37 ,5 

37.6 
37.7 
37.8 
37 ,9 

38.0 
38.1 
38.2 
38.3 
38.4 
38.5 
38.6 
38.7 
38.8 
38.9 
39.0 
39.1 
39.2 
39.3 
39.4 
395 
39.6 
39.7 
39.8 
39.9 
40.0 
40.1 
402 
40.3 
40.4 
40.5 
40.6 
40.7 
40.8 
40.9 
41.0 
41 .1 
41.2 
41.3 
41.4 
41.5 
41.6 
41 .7 
41 .8 
41 .9 
42.0 
42.1 
42.2 
42.3 
42.4 
42.5 
42.6 
42.7 
42.8 
42.9 

MID·MITXLS 5/18/93 
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2 3 4 

580f63 

Mitigation Mcasurc* 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • • • 

11 12 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
690 
6go 

690 

700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 

Milepost 
From To 

42.9 
43.0 
43.1 
43.2 
433 
43.4 
43.5 
43.6 
43.7 
43.8 
43.9 
44.0 

TotalMltu 

00 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
09 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
14 
1.5 
1.6 
17 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4 .1 
4 2 
4 3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
46 
49 
50 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
56 
5.9 
6.0 
6 .1 
6.2 
6.3 
64 
6.5 
6.6 
6. 7 

43.0 
43.1 
43.2 
43.3 
43.4 
43.5 
43.6 
43.7 
43.8 
43.9 

44.0 
44.1 

0.1 
0 .2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
06 
07 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
V 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
44 
4.5 
4 6 
4.7 
48 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5 4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.6 

5.' 
6.0 
6. 1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 

MIO-MIT XLS 5/ 18/93 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
25.3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 

0.1 

3 4 

0.1 0.1 

590f63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
21.0 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
211.4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

• • • 
0.3 

• • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
1].1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 

• • • , .• 
• • • 

11 12 

0.0 '.0 



APPENDIX 0- 1, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 
700 

720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 

Milepost 
From To 

6.6 
6 .• 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 

7." 
7.7 
7.6 
7.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6 .4 
6.5 
6." 
6.7 
6.6 
6.9 
9.0 
91 
• . 2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 

9" 
• . 7 
• . 6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
1004 
10,5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 6 
11 7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 

Total Miles 

00 
0. 1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1 2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1 .7 
1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
25 
2.6 

6 .• 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 

7." 
7.7 
7.6 
7.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.6 
6 .• 
• . 0 
• . 1 
• . 2 
• . 3 
• .4 
• . 5 
•. 6 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.' 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10,9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11.2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 

" .8 
11.9 
12.0 
121 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
a .• 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 

1.' 
2.0 
2 1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.' 
25 
2.6 
27 

MID-Mrr.xLS 5/ 18/93 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
12.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 

0.0 

3 4 

0.0 0.0 

600 1' 63 

Mitigation Measurc* 

O.l 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
11. 1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 O.l 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

11 .8 

• • 
• • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

O.l 0.0 '.0 



APPENDIX D-l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 

Milepost 
From To 

2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
30 

3.' 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 

' .0 .. , 
' .2 
' .3 
.A 
' .5 
' .8 
' .7 
' .8 
' .9 
5.0 

5.' 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 

6.' 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
68 
6.9 
7.0 

7 ' 
72 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
80 
81 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 

9' 
9.2 
93 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
97 
9.8 
99 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10,8 

2.8 
2.9 
3.0 

3.' 
3.2 
3.3 

3.' 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 

' .0 ., 
' .2 
' .3 

•• 
' .5 
' .6 
' .7 
' .8 
' .9 
5.0 

5.' 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
81 
62 
8.3 

6. ' 
65 
68 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.' 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 

8 ' 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
91 
9.2 
9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 

9.' 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10. 4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.6 
10,9 

MID-MIT.xLS 5118/93 

I 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 3 4 

6 1 of63 

Mitigation Measure* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 
• 

10 II 12 



APPENDIX D- l , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 

Milepost 
From To 

10.9 
11 .0 
11 .' 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 .6 

" .7 
11.8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.B 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14,0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14,9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.'1 
lB.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 

11 .0 
l U 
11.2 
11.3 
11.4 
11.5 
11.6 
11.7 
11 .8 
11.9 
12.0 
12.1 

12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
125 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
as 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 

14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
18.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 

MID-MITXLS 5118193 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • 
62of63 

Mitigation Measurc* 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX 0-1 , Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Midpoint to Dry Lake (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 
720 

Milepost 
From To 

19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
200 
20.' 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21.0 
21 .1 
21.2 
21.3 
21 .4 
215 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21.8 
21 .9 
22.0 
221 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 

Total Miles 

GRAND TOTAL 

19.2 
19.3 
19.4 

19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
2U 
21.2 
2' .3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21 .6 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
2VI 
22,5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 

MlD· MIT.XLS 5/18/93 

Mitigation Measure'" 
1 

• • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 

4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

18.7 4.1 :U 2.5 11.0 20.6 

137.5 207.1 l S11i.l 164.7 102.9 175.6 

630f 63 

0.0 0.' 

0.0 15.1 

9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 

10 

20.6 0.0 

JOU 35.2 

11 12 

0.0 0.0 

94.4 1.8 



APPENDIX D-2 

COMMITTED MITIGATION FOR THE PROPOSED ACTION 
ELY TO DELTA 

Route 
Segment 

350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
3SO 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 

Milepost 
From To 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 

' 1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
15 
1.6 
17 
La 
19 
2.0 
21 
2.2 
2.3 
24 
25 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
31 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
41 
42 
43 
4.4 
4.5 
4. 6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
51 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
61 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
71 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
11 
12 
1.3 
1.4 
15 
16 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
21 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
31 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
41 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
51 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
61 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
71 
72 

CRSS·MIT.XLS 5/18193 

1 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• • • 
• • 
• 

• • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• • 
• • • 

• 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• • 
• • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 

• 
• • 
• • 

• 

1 of 21 

Mitigation Measure"" 

• 

• 

• • 

• • • 

• • 

• 

• • • 

• • • • • 
• 

• 

• • 

• 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

... Refer to Table 1-5 in this document for Committed Mitigation Measures 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 
350 

351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 

Milepost 
From To 

7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 

7.' 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
85 
8.' 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
92 
9.3 

9.' 
9.5 

9.' 
9.7 
9.8 

' .9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 

10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11.6 
11 .7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12 .1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 

Total Milu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.' 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 

7.3 

7.' 
7.5 

7.' 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.' 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 

9.' 
9.5 

9.' 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11.0 
" ,1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
" ,4 
" ,5 
11 .6 

" .7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12' 
12.5 
12.6 
127 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.' 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 

CRSS·MIT.XLS 5118193 

1 

• • • • • 
• • 
• • • • • • 

• • 

• • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • ••• 

• • • • • • • • • • 

2 

• 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

7.5 

3 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 

Mitigation Measure· 
4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

• 

• 

• 

• • • 
• 
• 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

'.7 '.J ••• 

• • • • • • 
5.' ••• 0..5 12.3 O.S 

• • • • • 
u 0.' 

20f21 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 
351 

352 
352 
352 
352 
352 

370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 

Milepost 
From To 

1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
16 
1.7 
1.8 
19 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
24 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
39 
4.0 
4 .1 
4.2 
4.3 

1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
18 
19 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2 .3 
2 .4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2 .8 

2.' 
30 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3.' 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 

4.4 4.5 

Tot:IIMlies 

0.0 
0.1 

0.1 
0.2 

0.2 0,3 
0.3 0.4 
0.4 0.5 

TQla lMllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
27 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1 .0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
2 .2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 

2.' 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 

CRSS-MIT.XLS 5118193 

• • • 

• 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• • • • 

2 

• • • • • 
• • • 
• • 

• • • • • • • • 
1.8 

• • • • • 
0.5 

• 

• 

• 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • • 
• • • 
• • 

• • • • • • • • 
1.8 

• • • • • 
0.5 

• 

• 

• 

0.0 

0.0 

• 

• 

• 

30121 

0.0 

0.0 

• • • 

• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
z .• 

• • • • • 
0.5 

• 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

• • • • 
0.' 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
4.S 

• • • • • 
0.5 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

• • • • 
• • • • • 

• • • • 

I.l 

• • • • 
0.4 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
4.3 

0.0 

• • • • • • • 

0.0 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 
370 

380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
3BO 
3BO 
380 
380 
380 
380 

Milepost 
From To 

3.6 
3.7 
3.B 

3.9 
'.0 
' .1 
'.2 
' .3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.B 
' .9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
56 
5.7 
5.B 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
62 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.B 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7 2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.B 
7.' 
B.O 
B.l 

' .2 
' .3 

••• 
B.5 
B.6 
B.7 
B.B 
B9 
9.0 
91 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.6 
99 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 

Tol;>IMUu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
O.B 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 

3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
' .0 
4.1 

' 2 
' .3 

'A 
4 .5 

'.6 
• .7 

' .8 
' .9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.B 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
67 
6.8 
69 
7.0 
7.1 
7 2 
7.3 

7. ' 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.B 
7.9 
B.O 
B.l 
B.2 
B3 
BA 
B.5 
8.6 
87 
8.8 
8.9 
90 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.8 
99 
100 
10.1 
102 
10.3 

01 
02 
0.3 
O. 
05 
0.6 
07 
0.8 
0.9 
1 .0 
1.1 
1.2 

CRSS-MIT.XLS 5118193 

J 

• • • 
• • • 
• • • • • • 

• • • 
• • • 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • .. 
• 

• • 
• • • 

2 

• • 
• • 

• • 

• • • 

• • 

• • • • 

• • 

2.0 

• • • 

• • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • 
• • 

• • 

• • • 

• • 

• • • • 

• 

1.9 

• • • 

• • 

• • 
• • 

• • 

• • • 

• • 

• • • • 

• 

1.9 

• • 

• • 
4 of 21 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • 

• 

• 
• • • 

7.0 

• • 
• 

• • 

0.0 0.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
'.J 

• • • • • • 
• • • • • 

10 11 

0.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • 
' .7 

• • 

12 

0.0 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Della (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
38(J 
38(J 
38(J 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
38(J 
38(J 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 

Milepost 
From To 

1.2 
1.3 

1.' 
1.5 
1 .• 
1.7 
1.8 
1,S 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2. ' 
2.5 
2,. 
2.7 
28 
2.S 
30 
3,1 
3.2 
3.3 
34 
3.5 
3 .• 
3.7 
3.8 
3S 

' .0 ., 
' .2 
'.3 ., 
'.5 

••• 
'. 7 
' .8 .. , 
5.0 
51 
5.2 
5.3 

5' 
5.5 
5 .• 
5.7 
5.8 
5S 
• . 0 
• . 1 
• . 2 
• . 3 ., 
6.5 
6.6 
• . 7 
6.6 
69 
7.0 
71 
7.2 
7.3 

7' 
7.5 
7. 
7.7 
7.8 
7.S 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 

8.' 
8.5 
8 .• 
8.7 
8.8 
8S 
S.O 

" S2 

13 
1, 
1,5 
1 .• 
1.7 
1.8 
1,S 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2,3 

2' 
25 
2 .• 
2,7 
2.8 
2S 
3.0 
3,1 
3.2 
3.3 

3.' 
3.5 
3 .• 
3.7 
3.8 
3S 
40 
, 1 

' .2 
' .3 ., 
' .5 

••• 
' .7 
' .8 
' .S 
5.0 
5,1 
5.2 
5.3 

5' 
5.5 
5 .• 
5.7 
5.8 
5.S 
6.0 ., 
•. 2 
• . 3 ., 
• . 5 

••• 
• . 7 
• . 8 
6.' 
7.0 
71 
7.2 
7.3 

7' 
7.5 
7 .• 
7.7 
7.8 
7S 
8.0 
81 
8.2 
8.3 

8' 
8.5 
8 .• 
8.7 
8.8 
8.' 
SO 
S.1 
S2 
'.3 

CRSS-MIT.XLS 5/18193 

1 

• • • 
• • • 
• • • • • 

• • • 
• • 

• 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • • 

2 

• • • 

• • • 
• • 

• • • • 

• 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• 
• • • 
• • • • • • 

• • 

Mitigation Measure'" 
3 4 I 5J 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • 

• • • 
• • 

• • • • 

• 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• 
• • • 
• • • • • • 

• • 

• • 

• 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• 
• 
• 
• • • • • • 

• • 
50f 21 

• • • 

• 

• • • 
• • • • 

• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 

12 



APPENDIX 0-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

380 
380 
360 
360 
380 
360 
380 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
380 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
380 
360 
380 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 
360 

Milepost 
From To 

9.3 
9.' 
9.5 
9 .• 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 

10.2 
10.3 
l OA 

10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11.0 
11 .1 
11.2 
11.3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11.8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12,4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
135 
13.6 
13.7 
13.6 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 

9.4 
9.5 
9.' 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 

10.2 
10.3 
tOA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 

" .5 
11 ,6 
11 .7 
11.8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12 1 
12.2 
12.3 
12' 
12,5 
12.6 
12.7 
12,8 
12,9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
136 
13.9 
14,0 
14,' 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14,9 

15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15,3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16,1 
16,2 
16.3 
16.4 
'6.5 
'6.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 

CRSS·MIT.XLS 5118193 

1 

• • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 4 I sJ 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • • 
• 

• 

60f21 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

• 

• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • 

10 11 12 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • 



APPENDIX D-2, Commilled Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 
380 

460 
460 
460 
460 
480 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 

Milepost 
From To 

17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18 ,0 

18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18,4 

18,5 
18.6 
18.7 
18,8 

18.9 
19,0 

19. 1 
19.2 
19.3 
19,4 

19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20,0 

20.' 
20.2 
20.3 
20A 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20,9 

21 .0 
21 .1 
21 .2 
21.3 
21.4 
21 .5 
21.6 
21,7 

21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 
22.1 

TOlalMllu 

00 
0.1 
02 
0 .3 
0 .4 
0 .5 
0.' 
0.7 
0.8 

0.' 
1 0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.' 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 

2.' 
2.7 
2.8 
2.' 
3.0 

17.5 
17.6 
17,7 

17,8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
1B.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19,0 

19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 
20.4 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21, 1 

21 .2 
21 .3 
21 .4 
21.5 
21.6 
21.7 
21 .8 
21.9 
22.0 
22.1 
22.2 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 

a.' 
0.7 
0 .8 
a., 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

1.' 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 

2.5 

2.' 
2.7 
2.' 
2.' 
3.0 
3.1 

CRSS·MIT.XLS 5/18193 

1 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • 

2 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

3 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Mitigation Mcasure* 
4 I 5J 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

• 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

8.4 tJ.6 12.0 to .4 0.0 11.3 0.0 t.I 17.1 0.11 0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

7of 21 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 
460 

464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 
464 

466 
466 
466 
466 
466 
466 

468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 

Milepost 
From To 

3.1 
32 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 

TOlalMlles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 

T (>lalMJles 

0.0 
0.1 

3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
42 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1 .8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
33 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
38 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 

0.1 
0.2 

0.2 0.3 
0,3 0.4 
0.4 0.5 
0.5 0,6 

TotalMUu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
09 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 

CRSS·MIT.XLS 5118193 

1 

• • • • • • • 

1.' 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.4 

• • • • • • 
0.' 

• 

• 

2 

• 

• • • 
0.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2.' 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Mitigation Measurc* 
3 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• 

• • • 
0.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

2.' 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

8 of 21 

'.0 

0.' 

0.' 

'.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
2.1 

• • • • • • 
0.' 

• • • • 

0.' 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • 
'.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
'.1 

• • • • • • 
0.' 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

• • • • • • 

2.' 

• • • 

0.1 

0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 
468 

471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
47 1 
471 
471 
47 1 
47 1 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
47 1 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 

Milepost 
From To 

1.6 
1.7 
1 .8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
28 

TotalMlIn 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
q.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1 .8 
1.9 
2.0 
2. 1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2 .6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
52 
5.3 
5A 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
8.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 

1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
27 
2.8 
2.9 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.8 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
32 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
38 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
53 
5A 
55 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 

CRSS-MIT.XLS 5/18193 

1 

• • • 

0.5 

• 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • 
2.3 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Mitigation Mcasure* 
3 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • • • • • • 
2.3 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

90f21 

0.0 

• • 

0.6 

• 

• 

• • • • 

0.0 0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
2.8 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

0.0 0.0 0.0 



APPENDIX 0-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
47 1 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 
471 

473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 
473 

461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
46 1 

Milepost 
From To 

,., 
'.7 
'.B 
' .9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.' 
7.7 
7.B 
7.9 
B.O 
B.l 
B.2 
B.3 
BA 
B.5 
B.' 
B.7 
8.B 
B.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.' 
9.7 
9.B 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.5 
10.7 
10.8 
mg 
11 ,0 

11.' 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11 .5 

ToflllMllu 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 

0.' 
0.7 
O.B 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 

Total Mile! 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
O.B 
0.9 
1.0 
1 .1 

' .7 
6.B 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.B 
7.9 
B.O 
B.l 

B.2 
B.3 
BA 
B.5 
B.6 
B.7 
8.B 
B.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
9 .7 
9.B 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 

10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 

10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 

1' .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11 .5 
as 
11 .7 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
O.B 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
lA 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
OA 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
O.B 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 

CRSS-MIT.XLS 5/18/93 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 
J.1 

• 

• • • • 
0.5 

• • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

5.2 

• • • • • • • • • 

• 
!.O 

• • • • • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 4 I 5J 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

5.2 

• • • • • • • • • 

• 
1.0 

• • • • • • • 

0.0 

0.0 

100f21 

0.0 

0.0 

0.6 

• 
0.1 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
8.2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
1.4 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

0.0 

• • • 

0.1 

0.0 0.0 

0.0 0.0 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
46 1 
46 1 
461 
46 1 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
46 1 
46 1 
46 1 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
46 1 
461 
461 
46 1 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
46 1 
461 
46 1 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
46 1 

Milepost 
From To 

1.2 
1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.' 
19 
2 .0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2 A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3 .6 
3.7 
3.8 
39 
40 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
SA 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
59 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6.4 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
68 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8.4 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
89 
9.0 
91 
9.2 

1.3 
1A 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
31 
32 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 

3.' 
4.0 
4. 1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
45 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
49 
SO 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
59 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
8.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
69 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7.4 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8. 1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8 9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
93 
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1 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • 

2 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

11 of 21 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 
461 

462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 

Milepost 
From To 

9.3 
9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 

11 .2 
11 .3 

Total Miles 

0.0 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
II 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
22 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3.4 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
46 
4.7 
4.6 
4.9 
5 0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 

9.4 
9.5 
9.6 
9.7 
9.6 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10,7 
10.8 
10.9 
11,0 
11 .1 
11.2 
11 .3 

'1.4 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
0.9 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 
1.9 
2.0 
2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.6 
2.9 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 

3.' 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.6 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
44 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.6 
49 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
53 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 

CRSS-MIT.XLS 5/18193 

I 

• • • 

• • • 

2 

J.O 

• • • 

• • • • 
• • • 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• • 

Mitigation Measure* 

3 I 4 I 5 J 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 I 10 11 12 

J.O 

• • • 

• • 

• • • • • 

• • 

• • 

• 

0.0 

• • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • • 

• • 

• • 

• 

12 of 21 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
0.0 10.2 0.0 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• 

• • 

0.0 4.' 

• • • • 

• • • 

0.0 0.0 

• • 
• • • • • 

0.' 



APPENDIX D-2, Conunitled Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 '.2 
'.2 . ., 
•• 2 . ., 
•• 2 . ., 
'.2 '.2 
'62 
. 62 
' 62 
462 
.62 
.62 
.62 
'62 
' 62 
. 62 
. 62 

'.2 
'62 
.62 
.62 
'62 
'62 
.62 
.62 
.62 
'62 
.62 
.62 
.62 
.62 
•• 2 
. 62 
.62 

'.2 
462 
.62 
'62 
'62 
'62 
.62 
.62 
.62 
.62 
.62 . ., 
'62 
'62 

'.2 
.62 

'.2 ,.2 
'.2 
'62 
462 
462 
'62 

Milepost 
From To 

5 .• 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
9.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
93 
9A 
9.5 
9.6 
97 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10A 
ms 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
1' .5 
11 .6 
11.7 
11 .8 
11 .9 
no 
12.1 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.7 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 

13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 

5.9 
• . 0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
6.9 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
85 
8.6 
8.7 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
9.1 
9.2 
9.3 

9.' 
9.5 
9 .• 
9.7 
9.8 
9.9 
10.0 
10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
107 
10.6 
10.9 
11 .0 
11 .1 

11 .2 

11.3 
11.4 
11 .5 
11.6 
11 .7 
11.8 
11 ,9 
12,0 

12.' 
12.2 
12.3 

12' 
12.5 
126 
127 
12.8 
12.9 
13.0 
13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13,8 
13.9 

CRSS-MITXLS 5/18/93 

• • 
• • • • • • 

• • • • • 

• • • 
• • • • • 

• • • • • 
• 
• 
• • • • • 

• 

2 

• 

• 

• • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• 
• 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 

• 
• 

• • • • 

• • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
130f21 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• 
• • • • • • • 
• 
• • • 
• 
• 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• 
• • • • • 

• • • • • 

10 11 12 

• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

• 

• • • • • • • 
• 

• • • • • 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

'" 462 
462 
462 
462 

'" '.2 ,.2 ,.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 
462 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 ,., 
'.2 ,., 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 '.2 '.2 '.2 '.2 ' .2 '.2 '.2 '.2 ' .2 '.2 
'.2 '.2 '.2 '.2 
'.2 ,., 
'.2 '.2 '.2 '.2 '.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 ,., 
'.2 
'.2 ,., ,., ,., 
'.2 '.2 '.2 
'.2 
'.2 '.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 ,., 
,.2 
'.2 
'.2 
'.2 '.2 '.2 ' .2 '.2 
'.2 
'.2 ,., 
'.2 '.2 '.2 

Milepost 
From To 

13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 

'" 14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18 .6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 
19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
2{11 
20.2 
20.3 
lOA 
20.5 
20 .• 
20.7 
20.8 
20.9 
21 .0 
21.1 
21.2 
21.3 
21.4 
21.5 
21.6 
21.7 
21.8 
21 .9 

14.0 
14.1 
14,2 
14,3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
150 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16,2 
16.3 
18.4 
16.5 
16.6 
18.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
180 
18,1 
18.2 
18.3 
18.4 
18.5 
18.6 
18.7 
18.8 
18.9 
19.0 
19.1 
19.2 
19.3 
19.4 

19.5 
19.6 
19.7 
19.8 
19.9 
20.0 
20.1 
20.2 
20.3 

20.' 
20.5 
20.6 
20.7 
20.6 
20.9 
21.0 
21.1 
21.2 
21 .3 
21 .-4 
21 .5 
21 .6 
21 .7 
21 .8 
21 .9 
22.0 

CRSS·MIT.XLS 5/18193 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

2 

• • 

• • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • 
• 

• 
• • • 
• • • • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 I 4 I 5J 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 

• 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 
14 of21 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 
• 

• 
• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• • • 
• 
• 

• 

• • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 
462 

470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 

Milepost 
From To 

220 
22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22.5 
22.6 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.8 
23." 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
246 
249 
25.0 
25.1 
25.2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.8 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.8 
26.9 
27.0 
27.1 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27.5 
27.6 
27.7 
27.8 

T OI:dMllu 

00 
0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
0." 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 
1.9 

22.1 
22.2 
22.3 
22.4 
22.5 
226 
22.7 
22.8 
22.9 
23.0 
23.1 
23.2 
23.3 
23.4 
23.5 
23.6 
23.7 
23.8 
23.9 
24.0 
24.1 
24.2 
24.3 
24.4 
24.5 
24.6 
24.7 
24.8 
24.9 
25.0 
25.1 
25,2 
25.3 
25.4 
25.5 
25.6 
25.7 
25.6 
25.9 
26.0 
26.1 
26.2 
26.3 
26.4 
26.5 
26.6 
26.7 
26.6 
26.9 
27.0 
271 
27.2 
27.3 
27.4 
27,5 
27,6 
27.7 
27.8 
27.9 

0.1 
0.2 
0.3 
0.4 
0.5 
0.6 
0.7 
0.6 
a .• 
1.0 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.4 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.6 

1.' 
20 

CRSS-MIT.XLS 5118193 

1 

• • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • • • • • 

• • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• 
• • • • • • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 I 4 I 5J 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• • 
• 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• • 
• 

• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 
• 
• 
• • • 
• 
• • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

7.5 12.5 12.4 12..0 3.8 15.8 0.0 0,0 16.0 7.7 s .• 0.0 

• • • 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 

1S of21 

• 

• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 

Milepost 
From To 

2.0 
2.1 
2.2 

" 24 
2 .5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4A 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
67 
6.8 
69 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
7.3 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
7.9 
8.0 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
86 
67 
8.8 
89 
90 
91 
9.2 
9.3 
9A 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
10,0 

2.1 
2.2 
2.3 
2.4 
2.5 
2.6 
2.7 
2.8 
29 
3.0 
3.1 
3.2 
3.3 
3A 
3.5 
3.6 
3.7 
3.8 
39 
4.0 
4.1 
4.2 
4.3 
4.4 
4.5 
4.6 
4.7 
4.8 
4.9 
5.0 
5.1 
5.2 
5.3 
5.4 
5.5 
5.6 
5.7 
5.8 
5.9 
6.0 
6.1 
6.2 
6.3 
6A 
6.5 
6.6 
6.7 
6.8 
69 
7.0 
7.1 
7.2 
73 
7A 
7.5 
7.6 
7.7 
7.8 
79 
80 
8.1 
8.2 
8.3 
8A 
8.5 
86 
67 
8.8 
8.9 
9.0 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
9.6 
97 
98 
9.9 
10,0 
10.1 

CRSS-MIT,XLS 5118/93 

1 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • 

2 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

Mitigation Mcasure* 
3 4 I 5J 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 

• 
• 
• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

160121 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• • 

• 

• • 
• 

• • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 

• • • • • • 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

470 
470 
470 
<70 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 

Milepost 
From To 

10.1 
10.2 
10.3 
10.4 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10,9 

11.0 
11.1 
1 1.2 
11 .3 
11,4 

11 .5 
lU 
11.7 
11.8 
11 .9 
120 
12.1 
12.2 
12-3 
12.4 

12-5 
12_6 

12-7 
12-8 
12.9 
13,0 

13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 ,.u 
14.8 
14.9 
15,0 

15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15.4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.1 
16.2 
16.3 
16.4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16.9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17.4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17.9 
18.0 
lB.l 

10.2 
10.3 
lOA 
10.5 
10.6 
10.7 
10.8 
10.9 
11.0 
11.1 
11 .2 
11 .3 
11.4 
11.5 
11 .6 
11 .7 
11.8 
11 .9 
12.0 
12.' 
12.2 
12.3 
12.4 
12.5 
12.6 
12.1 
12.8 
12.9 
13,0 

13.1 
13.2 
13.3 
13.4 
13.5 
13.6 
13.7 
13.8 
13.9 
14.0 
14.1 
14.2 
14.3 
14.4 
14.5 
14.6 
14.7 
14.8 
14.9 
15.0 
15.1 
15.2 
15.3 
15 .4 
15.5 
15.6 
15.7 
15.8 
15.9 
16.0 
16.' 
16,2 
16.3 
16,4 
16.5 
16.6 
16.7 
16.8 
16_9 
17.0 
17.1 
17.2 
17.3 
17,4 
17.5 
17.6 
17.7 
17.8 
17_9 
18.0 
18.1 
18.2 
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1 

• • • 

• • • 

• 

• • 

2 

• • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• • • • • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • 
• • • 
• • • • • 

Mitigation Measure* 
3 4 I 5 I 6 I 7 I 8 I 9 

• • • • • 

• • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • 

• • • • • 

• • 

• • 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• • • • • • 
• • 
• • • • • • • • • • • 
• • • • • 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • 
17 of 21 

• • • • • • • • • • • • 

• • • 

• 

• 

• 
• 

• 

• • 
• • 
• • 
• • • 
• • 
• • 
• • • • • • • • 
• • 
• • 
• • • 
• 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • 

10 11 12 



APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 

470 
470 
470 
470 
470 
470 

540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
540 
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APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 
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APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 
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1 .2 
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APPENDIX D-2, Committed Mitigation for the Proposed Action - Ely to Delta (continued) 

Route 
Segment 
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Legend for Reading Data Tables 

Column I indicates the beginning of the milepost for the indicated link 

Column 2 indicates the ending of the milepost description for the indicated link 

Column 3 indicates the length of each description 

Column 4 describes the resource along each length indicated in columns 1-3 

Column 5 indicates the potential ground disturbance/access level (refer to pages 2-35 and 2-36 of the 
DEISIDPA. 

Column 6 indicates the initial impact (i.e., impact before specific mitigation was committed). I = No
identifiable Impact; 2 = Low Impact; 3 = Moderate Impact; 4 = High Impact (refer to page 4-2 of the 
DEIS/DPA for a description of the impact levels). 

Column 7 indicates the specific mitigation measure app lied to reduce the initial impacts (refer to Table 
1-5 of this document). 

Column 8 indicates the residual impact (i.e., the impact expected to remain following the application 
of mitigation measures). I = No-identifiable Impact; 2 = Low Impact; 3 = Moderate Impact; 4 = High 
Impact (refer to page 4-2 of the DEISIDPA for a description of the impact levels). 
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LOW/MOD WiNDlWAT EROS HAl LEVEL 4 

LOW/MOD W INDIWAT EROS HAl LEVEL) 
LOW/MOD W INDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 4 

3 

2. 
2. 
3. 

4 
3. 

2 

2. 
2 

2 

2. 
1 

2 
1 

2. 
2. 
l . 

2. 
l . 
4 

3. 
4 . 

l . 

2 

2. ,. 
3. 

2. ,. 

,. 
2 
2. 
l . 

2 
2 

,. 
2. ,. 

24. 
o. 
o. 
2. 

o. 
24. 
24. 
o. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
O. 

24. 
o. 
2. 
o. 
o. 
2. 
o. 
2. 

24. 
2. 

24. 
2. 
o. 
o. 
o. 

o 
24. 
o. 

24. 
o 
24. 
o. 

24. 

o. 
24 
o 
o 

24 . 

O. 

o. 
24. 
o. 

24 . 

o. 
24 . 

2. 

2 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2 
2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2 

2 

2. 
2. 



TABLE: 1 • Ground Disturbance Impacts to Soils (Continuetl) 

MILE: POST INITIAL MlTlGA TlON RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LE:NGTH SOIL RESOURCES ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

Link 466. 

0.0 

Link 467. 

"0 
05 

" " 42 
47 

56 
65 

11.0 

112 

11.3 

11.6 

11.8 

11.9 

123 

12.6 

"0 

Link 468. 

0.0 

0 1 

U 

22 

!.illk 469. 

0.0 

00 
15 
21 

Link 47 1. 

0.0 

0.1 

0 .9 

14 

2A 

27 

31 
4 .9 

9.4 
11.4 

Link 472. 

0 .0 

00 

0.3 

0 .7 

07 

Link 473. 

0 .0 

00 

0.6 

OS 
18 

2.5 

4.2 

4.7 

5.6 
6.5 
" 0 
112 

" 2 
11.6 

" 8 
11.9 

12.3 

12.6 

13 ,0 

1) ,6 

0. 1 

15 
21 

2.9 

0.0 

15 
2.1 

" 

0. 1 

09 
14 

2.4 

2.7 

31 

49 
94 

11.4 
11.8 

00 
0.2 

07 

0.7 

12 

uu 
1.4 

06 

05 
Il 
07 

17 

05 
09 

09 
45 
01 

0 .1 

0 4 

0.2 
01 

04 
03 

0.4 

07 

01 

14 

0 .9 

0 .6 

00 
I.S 
06 
04 

0. 1 

0.8 

0.5 

10 

02 

10 

L2 
4.5 
2.U 
0.4 

0.0 

0.2 

0.4 
0 . 1 

O.S 

0 .0 

1.4 

LOWIMOD WTNO/WAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOWIMOO WINDiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOW/1'o.100 WINOiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 3 

LOWIMOD wrNDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOWf1'o..10D WTNDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 3 

LOW!MOO WINOIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 4 
LOW/1'o.100 WTNOIWAT EROS HAl LEVEL 2 
LOWIMOO WTNOIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL) 
LOW/1'o.100 WINDfWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 
LOW/1'o.100 WINOiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 3 

LOWIMOD WINOiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 1 

PRlt'vlE FARJ..-tLAND LEVEL 1 
LOW/1'o.10D WINDiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOWIMOD WINDiW AT EROS HAZ LEVEL 
PRlt'vlE FARMLAND LEVEL 
LOWIMOD WINDiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 
PRlt\.1E FARMLAND LEVEL 
I.OW/1'o.10D WlNDiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOWIMOD WINDiWAT EROS IiAZ LEVEL 2 
LOWIMOD WINDiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL) 

LOWIMOD WINDiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 
LOW/MOO W1NDiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 4 

LOWIMOD WTNDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 4 

LOWIMOO WINDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL) 
LOWIMOD WTNOIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 
LOWfMOO WINDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL ) 

LOWIMOD WTNDiWAT I;:ROS HAZ LEVEL 4 
LOWIMOO WINDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 3 

LOWfMOO WINOiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOWfMOO WINDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 3 
LOWIMOO WINDIWAT EROS 1HZ LEVEL 2 
LOWIMOD WINDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL J 

LOWIMOO WINDIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 4 
LOW/MOD WTNOIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOWIMOD WINDfWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 3 

LOWIMOD WIl'.'DiWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

LOWIMOD WTNOfWAT EROS HAZ 

lOW/1'o.fOD W1NDiWAT EROS HAZ 
I.OWIMOD WINDIWAT EROS HAZ 
lOWIMOD WINOIWAT EROS HAZ 
LOWIMOD WTNOfWAT EROS HAZ 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 

LOWfMOD WIND/WAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 3 
LOWIMOD WINOIWAT EROS HAZ LEVEL 2 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2 

2. 

2. 

2 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2 

o. 

24. 

o 
o. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 
o 
o 

o 
o. 
o 

24. 

24. 

o 

24. 
O. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o 

24 

O. 

O. 
o 

o 
o. 
o. 
o 
o 

o. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2 

2 
2 

2. 
2. 
2 

2 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2 

2. 

2 

2. 
2 
2. 

2 

2. 

2. 

2 

2 

2. 
2. 



TABLE 2 
EARTH RESOURCES 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Water Resources 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

0.0 
0.2 

08 
0 .9 

3.1 
' .0 

Link 461. 

0.0 
0.0 

0.' 
I., 
2.1 
24 

40 

" " 
" 7.0 

" 77 
82 .. , 
••• 
" 
" 10' 

Link 41il, 

00 

02 

0.7 
10 
1.0 

LI 

2.' 
2.' 
3D 
4.2 
4J 

" 
Link 464. 

00 
01 

" " 28 

Link 465. 

0.0 
01 
0,3 

0' 
0.6 
01 
Il 
16 
18 

02 

0.' 
09 
3.1 
40 

' .2 

0 .0 
05 

" 21 
2.4 
4.0 

" 48 
49 
70 
7.4 

77 

' .2 

" 88 

" " 10' 
114 

0.2 
0.7 
10 
10 
II 

28 
29 
3D 
42 
4J 

" 48 

01 

" 
" 28 
4.0 

01 
0.3 
04 
0.6 
01 
Il 
16 
18 
20 

INITIAL 
LENGTH \VATER RESOURCES CONT/GR DI8T IMPACT 

02 
0.6 
0 .1 
22 
09 
0 .1 

00 
04 
10 
01 
OJ 

" 05 
OJ 
02 
20 
0.4 

03 

0.' 
OJ 
04 
06 
04 

0.' 
09 

0.2 

0.6 
0) 

00 

01 
17 

01 
00 
Il 
O! 
02 
OJ 

O! 
24 
0.0 
0.2 
12 

0 .1 
0.2 
0 .1 
02 
01 
06 
04 
02 
02 

ALL OTIIER AREAS 
ALL OTI{ER AREAS 

INTERMIT STREAM 
ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 

LEVEL -4 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL ) 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL -4 
LEVEL 3 

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL J 

SHALLOW GROUNDW A TER LEVEL 2 
SHALLOW GRQUNDW A TER LEVEL ) 

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 2 
ALL OTllER AREAS LEVEL 2 
ALL OlliER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL ontER AREAS 
ALL OniER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL 011'lER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL OlliER AREAS 
ALL OTIIER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL onfER AREAS 
ALL OlliER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL OUiER AREAS 
ALL onlER AREAS 
ALL OTIiER AREAS 
ALL on1£R AREAS 
ALL oniER AREAS 
INTERM IT STREAM 
ALL OTIiER AREAS 
1l'.'TERMIT STREAM 
ALL On1ER AREAS 
ALL onlER ARI!AS 

ALL onmR AREAS 
ALL OTIiER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 
PERENNIAL STREAM 
INTERMIT STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL 011'lER AREAS 
PERENNIAL STREAM 
INTERMIT STREAM 
INTERMIT STREAM 
ALL OniER AREAS 
ALL 011'lER AREAS 
ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL OUIER AREAS 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL -4 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL) 

LEVEL -4 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL -4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL -4 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL ) 

LEVEL) 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL -4 

LEVEL 1 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL -4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEl 3 
LEVEL -4 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL -4 

I. 
2. 
I. 
1 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
1 
1 

1 
I. 
1 
I. 
1 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
MEASURES IMPACT 

o. 
o. 
6 
o 
o 
o. 

o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
o. 

o. 
o. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 
6 
o 
6 

o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

21 

6 

o 
o. 

21 . 

6 

o 
o 
o 
o 

I. 
I. 
2. 

1 

I. 

I. 
I. 

1 

I. 
I. 
1 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
1 

2. 

COMMENTS 

WEA VER CREEK 

WEAVER CREEK 



TABLE 2 - Ground Disturbance Impacts to Water Resources (Continu ed) 

MILE POST 
fROM TO 

Link 466. 

00 

Link 467. 

00 

0.5 
0.6 

1.8 

2.5 
1I 

II 

42 

4 .7 

51 
5.2 
5.6 

6.5 

9.7 

11 .0 

1\.2 

11.6 

11.11 

12.6 

13 .0 

Link 468. 

00 

0.1 

0.1 

02 

0.4 

" 16 

1.8 

21 

Link 469. 

00 

0.0 

1.5 
1.6 

2.1 

Link 471. 

00 

0.1 

0.9 

II 

1.2 

1.4 
14 
2.5 

2.6 

27 
33 

3.7 
49 
94 

11.4 

Link 472. 

0.0 
0 .0 

03 
07 
07 

06 

05 

06 

18 

2.5 
]1 

3.1 

4 .2 

4 .7 

5.1 

" 5.6 

6.5 
9 .7 
110 

112 
11 ,6 

11.8 

12.6 
13,0 

136 

0.1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.4 

1.5 

16 

18 
21 
2.9 

00 
1.5 

1.6 

2.1 

25 

0.1 
09 

" 1.2 

1.4 
2A 
2.5 
2.6 

2.7 

3J 
]7 
4.9 
9.4 
114 

118 

00 
03 
07 

0.7 

1.2 

INITIAL 
LENGTH WATER RESOURCES CONT/GR DIST IMPACT 

0.6 

0.5 
0.0 

1.3 

0 .7 

0 .6 

01 

1.1 
05 
0] 
0 .1 

0.5 
0.9 

]2 

14 

0.1 

0.5 
0.2 

0 .7 

0.4 

0.7 

0.1 

0.0 

01 

02 

1.0 

0.2 

0.2 
0.5 
0.6 

00 

1.5 
0.1 

05 
0< 

01 

0.8 

0.2 

0.1 
0 .2 

1.0 
0.1 

0.1 
0 .1 

0.6 

0 .5 

12 
4 .5 

20 
0.4 

00 
0.] 
0.4 
0.1 

05 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

PERENNIAL STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

INTERMIT STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

PERENNIAL STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

rNTERMIT STREMf 

ALL OTHER AREA S 

ALL OTHER AREAS 
ALL OllffiR AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 1 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 1 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL I 

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 1 
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 2 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL Oll{ER AREAS 

INTERMIT STREAM 

PERENNIAL STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

INTERMIT STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

INTERMIT STR.EAM 
ALL OllffiR AREAS 

INTERMIT STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

PERENNIAL STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTt-lER AREAS 
INTERMIT STREAM 

ALL OTt-lER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

INTERMIT STREAM 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

ALL OTt-lER AREAS 

ALL OTHER AREAS 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL] 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 1 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 2 

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 2 

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL J 
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 2 

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL J 
SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 2 

I. 

4. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
2. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
7. 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 

2. 
4. 

I 

I. 
] . 

I. 
I. 

I. 
l . 

I. 
I 
I. 
4. 

I. 
I. 

2. 

I. 
I. 

I. 

I. 
I . 

I. 
I 
I. 

MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
MEASURES IMPACT 

o. 

o. 
21 . 

O. 
o. 
O. 

6. 

O. 

O. 
O. 

20. 

o 
O. 
6 . 

O. 

o 
O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 

O. 

o 
O. 
6 . 

21 . 

o 
O. 
6 . 

O. 
O. 

o 
O. 
6. 
O. 

6 

O. 

O. 

20. 
o 
O. 

O. 
o 
6 

O. 

o 

O. 

O. 

O. 
O. 

I. 

I. 
2. 
I 

I. 
I. 
2. 

I 

2. 

J 

I. 
2. 
I. 
I 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 

J 

J 

2. 
2. 

I. 
2 
J 

I. 

I. 
J 

2. 
I. 
2. 

I. 
2. 
I. 

I. 
I. 

I. 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
J 

COMMENTS 

WEAVER CREEK 

SILVER CREEK 

WEAVER CREEK 

SILVER CREEK 



TABLE 2 - Ground Disturbance Impacts to Water Resources (Continued) 

MILE POST INITIAL l\HTlGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH WATER RESOURCES CONT/GR DIST IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

Link 473. 

00 

0.0 

00 

14 
0.0 

IA 

SHALLOW GROUNDW A ll!R LEVEL J 

SHALLOW GROUNDWATER LEVEL 2 
L L 

o 

COMMENTS 



TABLE 3 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

00 
02 
08 
09 
II 

II 

!2 

31 
40 

Link 461. 

00 
0.0 
O.S 

" 2.4 

' .0 
' .S 
4.' 
4.Q 

7.0 
7.4 
7.7 
78 
82 

.S .. 
89 

" OS 
10,S 

Link 46], 

0.0 
02 
07 
1.0 

1.0 

... 
2.' 
3.0 
4.S 

Link 464. 

00 

" 2.S 
lS 

1.' 

Link 465. 

0.0 
0. ' o. 
0.' 
Il 
1.6 

I.. 

0.1 
08 
09 
II 

II 

!2 

31 
40 
41 

00 
OS 
IS 

" 40 

" " 4.9 

70 

7·' 
7.7 

78 

" ' .S 

••• 
' .9 
9.' 
98 
10.5 

114 

02 
07 
10 
10 ... 
18 
30 

" , .. 

0.1 
2.S 
2.S 

28 
40 

0. 1 
04 
06 
i3 
16 
L. 
20 

INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
LENGTH WI LDLln:: RESOURC ES ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT ME ASURES IMPACT 

02 
06 

" 0.1 
00 

" 19 
0.9 
0.1 

00 
04 
1.0 

1.0 

IS 
OS 
OJ 

02 
20 
04 
O~ 

" 04 
0.3 
04 

" OS 
04 

0.' 
0.' 

02 
06 
0.) 
00 

" 17 
02 
IS 
0) 

" " 00 
02 
1.1 

0.1 
0) 

02 
07 
04 
02 
02 

FERRUGINOUS HAWK HABITAT LEVEL 4 

FERRUGINOUS HAWK HABITAT LEVEL 2 
FERRUGINOUS HAWK HABITAT LEVEL ) 

FERRUGINOUS I'[AWK HADITAT LEVEL 2 

BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 

FERRUGINOUS HAWK HABITAT LEVEL 2 

BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 
BACKGROUND LEVEL 4 
BACKGROUND 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHOR N ANTELOPE 

43,3 COMB INATION 

43 ,3 COMBINATION 
4) ,3 COr.ID[NATION 

4),3 COMBINATION 

43 ,3 COMB INATION 

43,3 COMBINATION 

43,95 COMBINATION 

43,95 COMBINAnON 

43,9S COMBINATION 

43,95 COMBINATION 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL ) 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL ) 
LEVEL <\ 

CRITICAL PRONGHORN UAB ITAT LEVEL <\ 

CRITICAL PRONGHORN I-IABITAT LEVEL 3 
95,29 COMBINATION LEVEL 2 

CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT LEVEL 3 

BACKGROUN~ 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

PRONGHOR N ANTELOPE 

PRONGHOR N ANTELOPE 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

?RONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANlELOPE 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL <\ 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL <\ 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL <\ 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL <\ 

LEva 3 
LEVEL 4 

LEva 1 
LEVEL) 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL ~ 
LEVEL ) 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL ) 
LEVEL <\ 

6 

3. 

1. 

3 . 

1 
I. 

2. 
I. 

I. 

3. 

1 

1. 
) . 

,. 
,. 
,. 
4. 

3. 
4. 

I. 

I 
) . 

3. 

I. 

I. 

I. 

I. 

I. 

) 

3. 
) . 

) . 

) . 

) . 

, 
o 
2. 
o 
O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 
o 

,. 
O. ,. 
o 
2. 
O. 

n. 
18. 
O. 

n. 
o. 
ll. 
n. 
18. 
n. 
18. , 
1 

20 

1. 

o. 
O. 
o 
O. 
O . 
O. 

o. 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 

,. 

1. 

1. 
2. 
2. 

1. 
2. 
1. 
2. 

2. 
2. 
1. 

1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 
) 

3. 
) . 

) 

] 

1. 
) . 

I 

I. 

1. 
1. 

I. 

1. 

2. 
1. 



TABLE J ~ G round Disturbance Im pacts to Sensitive Animal Species (Continued) 

MILE POST INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGT H WILDLIFE RESOURCES ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

Link 466. 

00 06 0.6 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2. 2. 

Link 467. 

00 0.5 0.5 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2. O. 
0.5 1.8 1.3 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL) 2 
1.8 2.5 0.7 PRONGHORN Al\'TELOPE LEVEL :2 2. O. 
2.5 4.2 1.7 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL) 2. 
42 4.7 0.5 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 4 3. 4. 
4.7 5.6 0 .9 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2 O. 
5.6 " 0.9 ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND LEVEL J 4. 22 

6.5 110 4.5 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2. O. 

11.0 112 0. 1 CRITiCAL PRONGHORN HABITAT LEVEl. 3 4. 2. 
112 116 0.5 CR ITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT LEVEL 1 2. O. 
11.6 118 0.2 CRITICAL PRONGHORN HAB ITAT LEVEL :2 I 
11& 110 " CRmCAL PRONGHORN HABITAT LEVEL 1 2. O. 2. 
13 .0 13 .6 0.7 CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT LEVEL :2 1. 2 

Link 468. 

0.0 01 0.1 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL :2 2. O. 
0.1 1.5 1.4 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 3 3. 2. 2. 
1.5 2.3 0.9 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEl. 2 0 2 
2) 2.9 0.6 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL" ) . 4. 

Link 469. 

00 00 00 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL" 3. 4. 

0.0 1.5 1.5 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL) ) . 2 
1.5 2.1 0.6 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2. O. 

2.1 2.5 0,4 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL J 

Link 471. 

0.0 01 01 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL" 4. 2. 

0.1 0.9 0.8 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 3 ) 2. 

0.9 1.4 0.5 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2. O. 
14 24 1.0 ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND LEVEL ) 4. 22 
2.4 27 0.) ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND LEVEL 2 4. II . 
2.7 ) .7 1.0 ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND LEVEL 3 4. 22 3. 

3.7 4.9 L2 ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND LEVEL" 28. 2 
4.9 6.6 1.7 ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND LEVEL 2 4 II . 
6.6 9.4 2.8 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2. O. 

9.4 11.4 2.0 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL) 2. 

114 II .B 0.4 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL 2 2. 0 

Link 472. 

00 0.0 0.0 CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT LEVEL 2 

0.0 0) 0.) PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL J 2. 

0.3 0 .7 0 .4 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEl. 2 O. 2. 

0.7 0.7 0.1 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL) 2. 

0.7 1.2 05 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL :2 0 

Link 473. 

00 0.0 00 CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT LEVEL J 4 

0.0 1.4 1.4 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE LEVEL :2 2. 



TABLE 4 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Public Access Impacts to Sensitive Animal Species 

MILE POST 
f ROM TO LENGTH WrLDLIFE RESOURCES 

Link 460. 

0.0 
0.2 
1.I 

1.I 

L2 
) .1 

Link 46 1. 

0.0 
00 
0.5 

U 
24 

2.9 
) .6 
) .7 

4.0 

4 .2 
4 ) 

4.9 

7.0 

74 
7 .7 

78 
8.6 

8.7 

8.9 
94 
9.5 

98 
10. \ 

10.3 
105 

10.8 

10.9 

Link 463, 

0.0 
OS 

07 
21 
24 

2.5 

26 

29 

" )0 

)8 

44 

Link 464. 

0.0 

2.5 

2.' 

L ink 465. 

0 .0 

OJ 

L2 
l.l 

0.2 

1.1 

1.I 

12 
) .1 

4.2 

0.0 

0.' 
U 
2.4 

2 .9 

' .6 
3 .7 

4 .0 

4.2 

4.' 
4.9 

7.0 

74 
77 
7.8 

' .6 

" 89 

" 9.5 
9 .8 

10.' 
10.3 

10.5 
108 
10.9 

11.4 

OS 
0.7 

2.) 

" 25 
2 .6 

2.9 
2.9 

) .0 
) .8 

44 
4.8 

2.' 
2.5 
40 

OJ 

12 
l.l 
2 .0 

0.2 

0.9 

0.0 
OJ 

1.9 

l.l 

0.0 
04 
1.0 

1.0 

04 
0.7 

0. 1 

0.3 
0 .) 

0 . 1 

0 .6 

20 
04 
0.3 

0. 1 

0.7 
0. 1 

OJ 
OS 

0.1 

0.3 
0) 

0 .1 

0.3 

OJ 
0. 1 

05 

" 02 
l.5 
0 .1 

0 . 1 

0 . 1 

0.3 
0 . 1 

00 
0.8 

06 

04 

" 00 

14 

OJ 

10 
0 .1 

0.7 

FERRUGINOUS HAWK HABITAT 

FERRUGINOUS HAWK HABITAT 

BACKGROUND 
FERRUGINOUS HAWK HABITAT 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
43,3 COMBTNATION 

43.3 COMBINATION 

43.1 COMBINATION 
43,3 COMBINATION 
43,3 COMB INATION 

43.95 COMBINATION 

43,95 COMBINATION 

43,95 COMBINATION 

CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT 

CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT 

95,29 COMBINATION 

95,29 COMBINATION 

95,29 COMBINATION 

95.29 COMBINA TrON 
CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGRO UND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUN~ 

BACKGROUND 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

CHANGE IN 
ACCESS 

0-200/. 3-5 

0-20% 

0-20 % 
0-20 % 
0_20 % 

0-20 % 3-5 

0-20 % 3-5 

0·20 % 
0_20 % 3-5 

0-20 % 2 
0-20 % 3-5 
50 "- %3-5 
20-40·/0 3-5 
0·20 % 3-5 

0-200/. 

0·20 % J-S 
0·20 % J-S 
0_20 % 2 
0-20 % 3-5 

0-20 % 
0-20 % 3-5 
0_20°;' 3-5 
40-50 % J-S 
SO + % 3_5 
SO + % l -S 
20-40 % 3-5 

0-20·/0 3-5 

0·20% 
0-20 % 3-5 

0-20 % 
0_20 % 3_5 

20-40 % 3-5 
50+ % 3-5 

0-20 % 3-5 
20-40 % ]·5 

0_20 % 2 

20-40 % 3·5 

50+%3-5 
40_50 % 3-5 

50 + % )·5 

20-40 % 3-5 

0-20 % 3-5 

0-20 % 3-5 
20-40 % 3-5 

50 + % 3-5 

0-20 % 3-5 
0_20 % 2 

0-20 % 3·5 

0·200/. 
0·20 % )·5 

40-50 % 3-5 
SO + % ]-5 

INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2 . 

2 . 

2. 

2. 
2. 
) . 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
4. 

4. 

) . 

) 

3. 
) . 

) . 

2. 

2. 

3. 

I. 
I. 
1 
I. 
I. 
1 

1 

I. 
1 
2 
2 

2. 

2 . 

3. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
4. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
4. 

4. 

4. 

2 
2. 
I. 
2. 

I. 
o. 
o. 
4. 

o. 
o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
o 
o. 
o 
4. 

o 
o 

o. 
o. 
4 . 

4 . 

2 . 

2. 
L 

2. 

I. 
I. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2 

2. 

) . 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

I. 
1 
I. 
1 

I. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 
2 

2 



TABLE 4 - Public Acccs.'i Impacts 10 Sensitive An imal Species (Continued) 

M.ILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 466. 

0.0 

U nk 467. 

00 

" 
" 2.5 
JO 
]I 

41 
<2 

" S.J 
S.J 

5.' 
5.7 

' .0 
' .5 .. , 
7.5 
8.J 

'A 
9.' 

" 101 
10.9 

11.0 

11.2 

"' 11 ,8 

130 

Link 4611. 

00 
01 
1.5 
2S 
26 

Link 469. 

0.0 

0.' 
0.' 
1.5 
I., 
2 .J 

Link 471. 

0.0 
OJ 
0 .. 
09 
14 

" 20 
21 
2.4 

2.7 

J.J 
4.J 

44 

4' 
54 
55 

5.' 
64 
66 

69 
8J .. 
90 

0.' 

OS 
1.8 

2S 
J .O 
J .I 
4.1 

4.2 
4.7 

S.J 
53 

5.' 
5.7 

'.0 
6S 
69 
7S 

8.J 

'.4 
9.' 
9.' 
101 
10_9 

110 
112 

"' II • 

130 
13. 

0 .1 

I.S 

2.5 

2.' 
29 

08 
09 
I.S 

19 
2.J 

2S 

OJ 
0.4 
0.9 

IA 

" 2.0 

2.1 
2.4 

2.7 

JJ 
<J 
44 

4 .9 

SA 
5.5 

" ... , .. 
' .9 
'.J .. 
90 
91 

LENGTH WILDLIFE RESOURCES 

0.' 

" IJ 
07 

" 01 
10 
01 

" OS 
00 
0 .. 
01 
OJ 
OS 
04 

06 
0.9 
0.1 

1.1 
O.J 
02 

0.' 
0 .1 

02 
0 .5 
0 .2 
1. 1 
0.7 

0.1 

1.4 
II 
0.0 
0.4 

08 
01 
0.7 
04 

0 .4 

0 .2 

O.J 
0.1 

06 

" 04 

OJ 
01 
OJ 
O.J 

D.' 
10 
0 .1 

0.' 
0 .5 
0 .1 

O.J 
07 
02 
OJ 
14 
OJ 

" 01 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN Am-ELOPE 
PRONGI-IORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
ANTELOPE KlDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONmlORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTF~OPE 
CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT 
CRITICAL PRONGHORN HAB ITAT 
CR ITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT 
CRITICAL PRONGHORN HAB ITAT 
CRITICAL PRONGHORN HAB ITAT 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN fu~OPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANfELOPE KLDOING GROUND 
AmuOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANlUOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTELOPE KIDDING GROUND 
ANTEI.OPE KIDDING GROUND 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 
PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 

CHANGE IN 
ACCESS 

0-20% 

0·20 'Y. 
0·20 % l·S 

0·20 % 

0·20 % 3-5 

20-40 'Y. )·5 
50+ 'Y. )·S 
20-40 % )·5 
0-20 % )·5 
0-20% 

0-20 "1. )·S 
0·20 % )·5 
40·50 % J.5 
SO + "I. )-5 

0-20"1. )·S 
0·20·..-

0·20 'Y. )·5 
SO + "I. )·S 
20-40 % )-5 
0·20"1. )·5 
0-20 "I. 
0·20"1. J·S 
0·20 "I. 
0-20 % )·S 

0-20 % J·S 
0-20 'Y. 
0-20 % 

0·20 % 
0-20 % 

0-20 % 2 

0-20 % )·S 
0_20 'Y. 
20-40"1. )·S 
50 + "I. )·5 

50 + 'Y. 3·S 
20-40"1. )-5 
0·20 % )·5 
0·20 % 
0-20"1. 3·S 

20-40 % )·s 

50+ % )-5 
40·50 % )·S 

0~20 % J·S 
0-20 'Y. 
0·20 % )-5 
40-S0 % )·S 

20-40 % J·S 
0·20 % )·S 
0·20 % 
0-20 % )·S 

50 + "I. )·5 
20-40 % l·S 

0-20 % )·S 

0-20% 
0-20 % )·S 

0·20% 

0-20 % 3-5 

0-20 % 3-5 

0·20 % 
0 ·20 % l·S 

0-20% 

0-20 % ) ·5 

20-40 % )·S 

INITIAL 
IMPACT 

2 

2. 

2 

J 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

4. 

4 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

J . 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2 

J . 
J. 
2. 
2. 
J . 
4. 

J 

J . 

J . 

J . 
J . 

J . 

J 
2. 
2. 

~lITIGATION RESIDUAL 
MEASURES 

o 
o 
o. 
o. 
O. 
4 
O. 
O. 

2. 

o 
o 
4 
o 

O. 
O. 
o 
o 
O. 
O. 

O. 
O. 
o 

O. 
o 
O. 
O. .. 

4 . 

o 
O. 
O. 
o 
O. 

4. 

O. 
O. 
2. 

2. 
I. 
2. 
4 . 

2. 
2. 

2. 
I 

2. 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 
O. 
O. 

IMPACT 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

J 

2. 

2. 
2. 
J . 
2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 



TABLE 4 ~ I'ub lic Acce."l."l ImpaCI:ll to Sensitive Anim al Spttie!l (Contin ued) 

MILE POST C flANGE IN INITIAL ",UTlGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH WILDLIFE RESOURCES ACCESS l"'fPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

9J 101 0.' PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 0-20 % 1-5 0 
101 102 01 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 20-40 % 3-5 2. 0 
102 101 05 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 50+ % 3-5 
101 11< 01 PRONGHORN ANTF.lOPE 20-40 % l·S 0 
11< 118 " PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 0-20% 2 2. 0 

Link 472. 

00 00 00 CRlTICAl PRONGHORN HABITAT 0-20 % 2 O. 2. 
00 OJ OJ PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 0-20 % l·S 2. 2. 
O.l 01 " PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 0-20 % 
01 01 01 PRONGHOR.N Al'ITELOPE 0-20 0;' l·S 2. 
0.1 12 05 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 0-20 "I. 2. o. 2. 

Link 47). 

00 00 0.0 CRITICAL PRONGHORN HABITAT 0-20% l·S 2. O. 
00 1< 1.4 PRONGHORN ANTELOPE 0-20 "I. 2. O. 2 

10 



MII..E I'OST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

00 
0.2 

08 
0.9 

31 
40 

Link 46 1. 

0.0 

00 

0.' 

" ,. 
4 .0 

4S 
48 

49 
70 
74 

77 
82 ., 
••• 
9 .4 

98 

10' 

Lin k 463. 

00 
02 

01 
10 
1.0 

1.1 

2.' 
J5 

45 
4 .7 

Link 464. 

00 
01 

2' 
2' 
2,8 

Link 465. 

00 
01 

04 

06 
1.3 

" " 
Link 466. 

0.0 

02 

0.' 
09 
1I 
40 

" 

0.0 
0.1 

" 24 
4.0 

4' 
4.' 
49 
70 
74 

77 

' .2 
'.1 

" 9 .4 

9.' 
10 S 
11A 

02 
01 

10 
1.0 

" " 3' 
4 ' 
4.7 

4.' 

01 

2S 

25 
2.' 
40 

01 

04 

06 
13 
16 

I.' 
2.0 

06 

TABLE 5 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Ground Disturbance to Sensitive Plant Species 

LENGTH 

02 
0.6 

0. 1 

2.2 

09 
01 

00 
04 

10 
10 
I., 

0.' 
0.3 

02 
2.0 
0.4 

0.3 

0.' 
03 
04 

06 
04 

08 
0.9 

0 .2 

0 .6 

03 
00 
01 

17 
07 
10 
02 
01 

0. 1 

24 
00 
02 
12 

0. 1 

0.3 

02 
07 

" 02 
02 

0 .6 

INITIAl.. 
SENSIT rvE SPECIES ACCESS LEVE L IMPACT 

NO SENSITIVE SPEClESIBACKGR LEVEL" 
NO SENSITIVE SPEClESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR I_EVEL ) 
NO SENSITIVE SPEClESlBACKGR LEVEL 2 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 4 

NO SENSITIVE. SPECIESlBACKGR LEVEL) 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL) 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESlBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPECLESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 

NO SENSITIVE SPECtES/BACKGR LEVEL ) 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIES/BACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPEClESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIES/BACKGR 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECiESlBACKGR 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIDACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPEClESlBACKGR 

NO SENSITIVE SPEC lESIBACKGR 
NO SENSIllVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPEC IESIBACKGR 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL ) 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL " 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

NO SENSITIVE SPEC lESIBACK GR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL " 
NO SENSITIVE SPEC IESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPEC IESIBACKGR LEVEL" 
NO SENSITIVE SI'ECIES/BACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIES/BACKGR 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
CYMOPTERUS BASAL TICUS 
CYMOPTERUS BASALTICUS 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL " 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL" 

NO SENSITIVE SI'EC IESIBACKGR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPEC IESfBACKGR LEVEL 4 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 4 

NO SENSITIVE SPF.cIESlBACKGR LEVEL 2 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESJDACKGR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESJBACKGR LEVEL 4 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPEClESIDACKGR LEVEL 4 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIF..SIBACKGR LEVEL" 

NO S£NSIT!V£ SPECIESlBACKGR LEVEL 2 

II 

I 

I 
I. 
I. 

I. 

I. 
I. 

I 

I. 

I 

I. 

I 

I. 
I 

I . 

3. 

4. 

I 

!\flTlGA TlON RESID UAL 
MEASU RES lMPACT 

o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 

o. 
o. 
o 
o 
o 

o. 
o 
o. 
o. 
o 
o. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 

o 
o 
o. 
o. 
o 
o 
o 
21. 
27 

o. 

o 
o. 
o 
o. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

I. 

I. 

I. 

I 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 



TABLE 5 - Ground Disturbance to Sensitive Plant Species (Continued) 

MILE POST 
FROM 

Link 467. 

0 .0 
0.5 

1.8 
2.5 ., 
' .7 
5.6 

'.5 
11 ,0 

11.2 

11.6 

1l.8 

13 .0 

Link 468. 

0.0 
0.1 

1.5 
2J 

L illk 469. 

00 
0.0 
I.S 

21 

Link 471. 

00 
01 

0.9 

IA 

'A 
27 

3.7 

" 9.' 

'" 
L ink 472. 

0.0 

0.0 
OJ 
0.7 

0.7 

Lillk 473. 

00 

00 

TO 

0.5 

1.8 
2,~ 

' .2 .., 
" 6S 

11.0 

11.2 

"' lIS 
13.0 

13.6 

0.1 

1.5 
2.3 
2.9 

00 

15 

2.1 

2.5 

0.1 

09 

" 2' 
2.7 
3.7 ., 
9A 
I1A 

11.8 

0 .0 

0 .3 
0.7 

0 .7 

L2 

0.0 

I .. 

INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
LENGTH SENS ITIVE SPECIES ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

0.5 

I.J 
07 
1.7 
0.5 
0.9 

09 

' .5 
0.1 

0.5 
0.2 
I I 

0 .7 

0. 1 I, 
0.9 

0.6 

00 

1.5 
0.6 

OA 

01 

0.8 

0.5 
1.0 
0 .3 

1.0 
L2 

" 20 

" 

00 
03 

" 0 . 1 

0.5 

00 

" 

NO SENSITIVE SPECrESlRACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECTESfBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESJBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESJBACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESJDACKGR 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL I 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL I 
LEVEL 2 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIES!BACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR LEVEL 3 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 4 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 4 
NO SENSITIVE SPEClESiBACKGR LEVEL ) 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL ] 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 4 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 3 

NO SENSITiVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL J 

NO SENSITIVE SPEClESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR LEVEL J 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 4 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL J 
NO SENSITIVE SPEC1ESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESJDACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL J 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR LEVEL 2 
NO SENSIT!VE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL ) 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESiBACKGR LEVEL 2 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL J 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR LEVEL 2 

12 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I 

I. 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

L 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 

L 
L 
L 
I 
L 

L 
I. 
L 

L 

L 
L 
L 

I. 
L 

o. 
O. 
o. 
o. 
O. 

o. 
o 
o. 
O. 

o 

o. 
O. 

o. 
o. 
O. 

o. 
o 
o 
o. 

o. 
O. 

o. 
o 
o 
o. 

O. 

O. 

o. 

o 
o 
o. 
o 

o 
o 

L 
L 
L 
I . 

L 
L 
L 
I. 
I 

L 
I. 
I. 
L 

L 

I. 
I. 

L 
L 
L 
L 

L 

L 
L 
L 
L 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 

L 
L 
L 
L 

L 

L 
L 



TABLE 6 
BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES 

Public Access Impacts to Sensitive Plant Species 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

0.0 

Link 46 .. 

00 
29 
J6 
37 
86 
87 
9.4 
95 
10,8 

109 

Link 46). 

00 
05 
0.6 

2.) 
24 
24 
2.5 
2.6 
29 
2.9 
l .5 
)8 

44 

Link 464. 

00 

Link 465. 

00 
12 
Il 

!.ink 466. 

0.0 

Link 467. 

00 
JO 
1I 
41 

42 
56 
57 
60 
7S 
8J 
84 

Link 468. 

00 

" 26 

2.9 
16 
37 
86 
8.7 

94 

9S 
10.8 

10.9 
114 

0.5 
0.6 
2) 

2.4 

2.4 

2.S 
2.6 

2.9 

" JS 
)8 

4.4 
48 

J.2 
Il 
2.0 

0.6 

JO 
) I 

4. 1 

4.2 
5.6 

5.7 
6.0 
7.5 
8.3 

84 

13 .6 

25 
26 

" 

LENGTH 

" 

29 
07 
01 
49 
01 
08 
01 
I ) 

01 
05 

os 
01 
1.6 
0.1 
01 
00 
0.1 
03 
01 
05 
0.4 
06 
0.4 

J.2 
0.1 
07 

06 

3.0 
0.1 
1.0 
0.1 
1.4 
01 
03 
I 4 
09 
01 
52 

" 00 
04 

CHANGE IN INITIAL MITIGATION 
SENSITIVE SPEClES ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES 

NO SENSITIVE SPEClES/BACKGR 0 _ 20 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0·20 'I. 
NO seNSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR so ·100 0/. 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 20·40 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESlBACKGR 0 . 20 'I. 
NO SENSITIVE SPEClES/BACKGR 40 · SO % 
NO SENsmVE SPECIESlBACKGR 50 -100 % 
NO SENsmVE SPECIESlBACKGR :W - 40 % 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 . 20 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIES/BACKGR 20 - 40 % 
NO SENSITIVE SPECrESlBACKGR SO -100 0/. 

NO SENSITIVE SPECfESlBACKGR O· 20 0/0 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 20 - 40 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 - 20 0/0 
NO SENS ITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR 20·40 '10 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIES/BACKGR 50 -100·/0 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 - 20 % 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESJBACKGR 40. SO % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR SO ·100 'Y. 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 20· 40 0/0 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0·20"/0 
CYMOPTERUS BASALTICUS 

CYMOPTERUS BASAL TICUS 
CYMOPTERUS BASALTICUS 

0·20 % 

20·40% 
SO ·100 % 

NO SENsmVE SPECIESJBACKGR O· 20 'Y. 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 - 20 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPEClESlBACKGR 40· SO % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR SO -100 0/0 

NO SENS ITIVE SPEC IESIBACKGR 0 . 20 0/. 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 _ 20 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 20 - 40 % 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIES/BACKGR SO ·100 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPEClESIBACKGR 20·40 'I. 
NO seNS ITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR o· 200/0 

NO SENSiTIVE SPECtESfBACKGR 40· SO 0/0 
NO SENSITIVE SPECtESlBACKGR SO·I 00 0/0 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 . 20 'I. 
NO SENSITIVE SPEC1ESfBACKGR SO ·100 % 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 20 _ 40 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR 0 - 20 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECIESlBACKGR 0 • 20 % 
NO SENSITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR 20 _ 40 % 

NO SENSITIVE SPECTESIBACKGR SO ·100 % 

\3 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I 

I. 

I 

I 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
2. 
2. 
) . 

I. 
I. 
I 

I 

I 

I. 
I. 
I 

I. 
I. 
I 

I 
I. 

I 

I. 
I. 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 

o 

o 
o 
o 

O. 

o 
o 
o 
O. 
o. 
O. 
o 
o. 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

RESID UA L 
IMPACT 

I 

I. 

I. 
I. 

2 . 

2. 
2. 

I. 

I. 

I 

I. 
I. 
I 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 



TABLE 6 - Public Access Impact.'I to Sensitive Plant Species (Con tinued) 

MILE POST CHANGE IN INITIAL MlTlGATJON RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH SENSITIVE SPECI.ES ACCESS LEVEL l\\lPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

Link 469. 

00 08 08 NO SENSITIVE SPECIES/DACKGR SO ·100"1. I. 0 
08 09 01 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 20 - 40 % I o. 
09 2J " NO SENSITIVE SI'ECI£S/BACKGR 0 • 20 % o. 
2l 2l 02 NO SENSITIVE SI'ECIESIBACKGR 20 _ 40 "I. o. 

Link 47 1. 

00 OJ OJ NO SENSlTIVE SPECIES/DACKGR SO -100 % o. 
OJ O. o I NO SENSITIVE SI'ECIES/BACKGR 40 _ SO '10 0 
04 " 14 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 • 20 % o. 

" 20 OJ NO SENSITIVE SPECtES/BACKGR 40 - 50 0/. I. o. 
20 21 01 NO SENSITIVE SPEC(£SlBACKGR 20 - 40 % O. 

21 )) 12 NO SENSITIVE SPEC(£S/BACKGR 0 - 20 % I. o. 
)) 4l 10 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESlBACKGR SO - 100 "1. I o. 
4l .. 01 NO SENSITIVE SPEClESlBACKGR 20. 40 % I. 0 •.. 9 .0 47 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESfBACKGR 0 • 20 % 0 

9.0 " 01 NO SENSITIVE SPECiESlBACKGR 20 - 40 % I. o. 

" 10 1 09 NO SENSITIVE SPECiESlBACKGR 0 - 20 % I. o. 
101 102 01 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESiBACKGR 20 - 40 % I o. 
102 107 OS NO SENSITIVE SPECIESlBACKGR SO - 100 % I. O. 

107 109 02 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 20 . 40 % I. o. 
109 "' 09 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESiBACKGR 0 • 20 "I. I. o. 

Link 471. 

0.0 12 1.2 NO SENSITIVE SPECIESIBACKGR 0 - 20 % I. 0 I. 

Link 473. 

0.0 
" 

I.' NO SENSITIVE SI'ECIESIBACKGR 0·20 "1. I. O. 

14 



TABLE 7 
LAND USE RESOURCES 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Parks, Recreation & 
Preservation Areas 

MILE POST IN ITIAL ~UTlGA TlON RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH FEATURE ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPACTCOMMENTS 

Link 460. 

0.0 
0.2 
0.8 
0.9 
11 
40 

Link 461. 

00 
00 
05 

1.5 
24 

" 4S 
4 .8 
4 .9 

7.0 
74 

77 

82 
8.S 

••• 
94 

98 

lOS 

Linl< 463. 

0 .0 
02 

07 

1.0 
1.0 

II 

2.' 
4S 

Link 464. 

00 
0 . 1 

L7 

2.' 

2S 

28 

Link 465. 

0 .0 

OJ 
0.4 

0.' 
Ll 
16 
18 

0,2 0,2 

0,8 06 
09 0,1 

J I 22 
4.0 

42 
0.9 
0. 1 

00 00 
0 .5 

IS 
2.4 

0.4 

JO 
JO 

q,O I .S 

45 0 S 
48 0 J 

49 02 

7.0 2.0 
7,4 OA 

77 0.3 
82 OS 

8.S 0.3 
g.8 0.4 

'>.4 0.6 
9.8 0.4 
10.5 0.8 
114 0,9 

0:2 02 
07 06 
10 0.3 
10 00 

1.1 

2.' 
4.5 
4.8 

0.1 

1.7 
17 

O.l 

o 1 0 1 
1 7 1 6 

25 08 

2S 00 

2.' 0.2 

40 12 

01 0 I 
0'1 0.1 

06 02 
1 ) 07 

1 6 04 

1.8 0.2 

2.0 02 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUh'D 

BACKGROUND 
B,\CKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
IJACKGROUND 
IlACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

LeVEL 4 
LEva 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL ) 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 'I 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL) 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 1 
LEVEL 'I 

LEVEL ) 
LEVEL 'I 

LEVEL 1 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 2. 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 

BACKGROUND LEVEL) 
BACKGROUND LEVEL 4 

BLM PROPOSED CAMPGRNQIPIC LEVEL 4 

BLM PROPOSED CAMPGRNDIPIC LEVEL 2 

BLM PROPOSED CAMPGRNDfPlC LEVEL 3 

BLM PROPOSED CAMPGRNDfP1C LEVEL 'I 

IlACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

LEVEL 2 
lEVEL} 
lEVEL 4 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 

IS 

I. 

I. 
I 

I 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I 

I. 

4 . 

o. 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
O. 

o 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
O. 

O. 
o 
O. 

O. 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
o 
o 

o 
o 
• 

• 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

I 

I. 

I. 
I . 

I 

I. 

SACRAMENTO PASS RECREA nON 
AREA 
SACRAMENTO PASS RECREATION 
AREA 
SACRAMENTO PASS RECREATION 
AREA 

SACRAMENTO P,\SS RECREATION 
AREA 



TA BLE 7· Ground Disturbance Impacts to Pa rks, Rec:rea tion & Preservation Areas (Co ntinu ed) 

MI LE POST INIT IAL I\UTIGA TlON RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH FEATURE ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPACTCOMMENTS 

Link 466. 

00 06 0, BACKGROUND I..EVEl2 0 

Link 467. 

0.0 OS OS BACKGROUND l.EVEL 2 0 I. 
0.5 IS IJ BACKGROUND LEVEL 3 0 I. 
IS 25 07 BACKGROUND LEVEl 2 O. I. 
2.5 <2 17 BACKGROUND LEVEL 3 O. I. 
4.2 4.7 0.5 BACKGROUND l.EVEl 4 I. I. 
' .7 " 0.' BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 I. 
5' " 09 BACKGROUND LEVEl.. ) I 
'5 11 0 4.5 BACKGROUND I. EVEL 2 o. I. 
11.0 112 0.1 BACKGROUND LEVEL 3 I. 0 I. 
[1 .2 "' 0.5 BACKGROUND LEVEL 1 I. 0 I. 
11.6 II. 02 BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 I. O. I. 
1,. IlO 1.1 BACKGROUND LEVEL 1 I. O. 
110 136 07 BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 I. O. I. 

Unk 461. 

00 OJ OJ BACKGROUND LEVEl. 2 I. O. I. 
0.1 15 \4 BACKGROUND LEVEL 3 I. O. I. 
1.5 2) 09 BACKGROUND lEVEL 2 I. O. I. 
D 29 06 BACKGROUND LEVEL 4 I. O. 

Link 469. 

00 00 00 BACKGROUND LEVEL 4 I. O. I. 
00 1.5 1 5 BACKGROUND LEVEl.. ) I. O. I. 
15 21 0.6 BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 I. O. I. 
21 25 0.4 BACKGROUND LEVEl.. ) I. o. 

Link 47\. 

0.0 OJ OJ BACKGROUND LEVEL" O. I. 
0.1 09 08 BACKGROUND LEVEl.. 3 0 1 
0.' \4 OS BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 0 I. 
1.4 24 \0 BACKGROUND LEVEl. , I. 0 
2.4 17 OJ BACKGROUND lEVEL 2 I. 0 I. 
17 J7 \0 BACKGROUND l.EVEL ) 0 I. 
J7 49 12 BACKGROUND LEVEl. • 0 
4.' 94 " BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 0 I. 
' .4 ] 1.4 2.0 BACKGROUND LEVEL J I. 0 I. 
114 lIS 04 BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 0 I. 

Link 472. 

00 0.0 0.0 BACKGROlThID LEVEL 2 I. o. I. 
00 0.' OJ BACKGROUND LEVEL J I. I. 
OJ 07 0.' BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 I. I. 
07 0.7 01 BACKGROUND LEVEL J I. 
07 1.2 OS BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 I. I. 

Link 473. 

0.0 0.0 0.0 BACKGROUND LEVEL J I. 0 I. 
00 1.4 1.4 BACKGROUND LEVEL 2 I. 0 I. 

" 



MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

0.0 
0.2 
0.8 
0 .9 
) .1 
4.0 

Link 461. 

0.0 

00 
0.5 

1.5 
2.4 

4.0 

4.5 

4.' 
49 
7.0 
7.4 

77 
79 

" ' .5 ... 
9.4 

9.' 
10.5 

Link 463. 

0 .0 

0 .2 
0 .7 

1.0 
1.0 

l.l 
2.' 
4.5 

Link 464. 

0.0 

0. 1 

2.1 
2.5 

2.' 

Link 465. 

0.0 
0. 1 

0.4 
0.6 

I.J 
1.6 

I.' 

Link 466. 

0.0 

02 

0.' 
0.9 
) . 1 

4.0 

4.2 

0.0 

0.5 

1.5 
2.4 

40 

45 

4.' 
4.9 
7.0 
74 
7.7 

7.9 
82 

' .5 

••• 
9.4 
os 
10.5 

11.4 

0 .2 

0 .7 
1.0 
10 
l.l 

2.' 
4.5 

4.' 

0. 1 

2.5 

2.1 
2.8 
4.0 

0.1 
0.4 
0.6 

I.J 
1.6 

I.' 
2.0 

0.6 

LENGTU 

0 .2 
0.6 

0 .1 

22 

0.9 
0.1 

00 

04 

10 

10 
15 

OS 
0.) 

0.2 
2.0 
0.4 
0.) 

0.2 
0.3 
0.3 
04 

06 

0.4 

0.' 
0.9 

0.2 
0.6 
0.) 

0.0 

0.1 

1.7 
1.7 
0.3 

0. 1 

2.4 
0 .0 

0.2 
1.2 

0 . 1 

OJ 

0 .2 

0.7 
0.4 
0.2 
0.2 

0.6 

TABLE 8 
LAND USE RESOURCES 

Existing & Planned Landuse 

FEATURE 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

230K V TRANSLINE 
230K V TRANS LINE 

230K V TRANS LINE 

nOKV TRANS LINE 
nOKV TRANS LINE 
2JOKV TRANS LINE 
230KV TRANS LINE 

230KV TRANS LINE 
230KV TRANS LINE 
2JOKV TRANS LINE 
230KV TRANS LINE 

BACKGROW\'D 
2JOKV TRANS LINE 
230KV TRANS LINE 
230KV TRANS LINE 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
230KV TRANS LINE 
230KV TRANS LINE 

BACKGROw\'D 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

2JOKV TRANS LINE 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

230KV TRANS LINE 

INITIAL MITIGATION 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL) 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL) 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL) 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL ) 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL) 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 

17 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4 . 

4. 

4. 

I. 
I. 
4. 
4. 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

4. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

4. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 

6 

6 
6 

6 

6 

6 

6 
6 

6 
o 
6 
6 

6 

o 
o 
6 
6. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 

o. 
o. 

o. 

6 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 

6. 

RESIDUAL 
IMPACT COMMENTS 

I. 
I. 
1 
1 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
1 

I. 
I. 
I. 
1 
1 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
1 
I. 
1 
I. 
1 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
1 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

1 



TABLE 8· Exist ing & Planned Landuse (Continu ed) 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

!.ink 467. 

00 
0.5 

1.8 

25 
3.1 

3.1 

4.2 

<.2 

" 56 

6.5 

" 98 

10. 1 

J 1.0 
11.2 

1l.J 

11.6 

11 ,8 

12.2 

12.5 

13.0 

Link 468. 

00 

o I 
0.2 

0.3 
1.5 
2J 

Link 469. 

0.0 

00 
1.5 
2. 1 

Link 471. 

00 
0.1 

09 
1.4 
ZA 

2.1 
3.1 

4.9 

9A 

11.4 

Link 472. 

0 .0 

0.0 

0.3 
0 .1 

0 .1 

Link 473. 

00 

00 
13 

0.5 
1.8 

25 
3.1 

3.1 

<.2 
<.2 

" 5.6 

6.5 

9.6 

9.8 
10 I 
II 0 

11.2 
III 
116 
118 
12.2 

125 
D .O 
136 

0 .1 

0.2 
0) 

1.5 

2.3 

29 

0.0 
1.5 
2.1 

2.5 

0.1 

0.9 

I' 
2.4 
2.1 
31 
4.9 

9.4 
11.4 

! 1.8 

0.0 

0.3 
0.1 

0.1 

1.2 

0.0 
Il 

IA 

LENGTn 

05 
13 
01 
0.6 

0.1 

1.1 

0.0 
0.5 
0.9 

0.9 

31 

0.2 

0.3 
1.0 

01 

0.1 

0.3 

0.2 

0< 
0.3 
0.5 
01 

0. 1 

0.1 

o I 
L2 

0.9 

0.6 

0.0 
1.5 
0.6 

0.4 

o I 
08 
0.5 
1.0 

OJ 
I 0 
I 2 

4S 
20 
0.4 

0 .0 

03 
0.4 
0 .1 

0.5 

0.0 

13 

0.1 

FEATURE 

230K V TRANS LINE 

230K V TRANS LINE 

230KV TRANS LINE 

230KV TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

2JOK V TRANS LINE 
230K V TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
230KV TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

230KV TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

230KV TRANS LINE 

230KV TRANS LINE 

230KV TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

230K V TRANS LINE 

2)OK V TRANS LJ!'.,'E 

230K V TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

230KV TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 
BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

230KV TRANS U NE 

230KV TRANS LINE 

230KY TRANS LINE 

2JOKV TRANS LINE 

230K V TRANS LINE 

BACKGROUND 

BACKGROUND 

230KV TRANS LINE 

INITIA L J\.flTIGA TlON RESIDUAL 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPA CT COMMENTS 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL ) 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 1 

LEVEL 1 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 1 

LEVEL 1 
LEVEL 1 

LEVEL.. 2 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 

18 

4. 
I 

I 

4 
I 

I 

4. 

<. 
I 

I 

< 

I 

I 

I. 

I. 

I. 

I. 

I. 

< 
4. 

4. 

4. 

I. 

4. 

6. 

6. 

6. 

6. 

O. 

6 

O. 
O. 

O. 

6. 

O. 

o. 
O. 

6 

O. 

6. 

6. 
O. 

6. 

O. 
O. 

o. 
O. 

O. 

o. 
O. 

o 
O. 

O. 

o. 
o. 
O. 
O. 
O. 

6. 
6. 

6. 

6. 

o. 
o 
6. 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I . 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I . 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I . 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

I 

I. 



TABLE 9 
LAND USE RESOURCES 

Landuse Jurisdiction 

l\ULE FROM 
FROM TO LENGTH STATE & COUNTY OWNER/ADMIN. DISTRICT OFFICE Rffi)UR(E AREA 

Link 460. 

0.0 04 OA NEVADA · WHITE PINE OLM Ely District Schell 
OA 0.5 0.1 NEVADA · WHITE PINE PRIVATE Ely District Sch.ell 
05 05 0.1 NEVADA · WHITE PINE SLM Ely Disuict Schell 
0 .6 I7 I.I NEVADA · WHITE PINE PRIVATE Ely District Schell 
I7 " 25 NEVADA - WHITE PINE BLM Ely District Schell 

Link 461. 

00 4 .7 4 .7 UTAH· MILLARD BLM Richfield District Warm Springs 

47 5.1 OA UTAH· MILLARD STATE Richfield District Waffil Springs 

" 11.4 63 lITAH . MILLARD OLM Richfield District Warm Springs 

Link 463. 

00 48 48 NEVADA - WHITE PINE BLM Ely District Schell 

Link 464. 

0.0 4.0 <0 NEVADA - WHITE PINE BLM Ely District Schell 

Link 465. 

0.0 2.0 20 NEVADA - WHITE PINE BLM Ely District Schell 

Lin k 466. 
0.0 0 .0 0 .6 NEVADA _ WHITE PINE BLM Ely District Schell 

Link 467. 

0.0 0.7 07 NEVADA - WHITE PINE BLM El y District Schell 
0.7 IJ 0.6 NEVADA - WHITE PINE PRIVATE El y District Schell 

U 4.9 13.6 NEVADA - WHITE PINE SLM Ely D;.trict Schell 

4.9 5) lJ.6 NEVADA - WHITE PINE PRIVATE Ely District Schell 

5.J ILl 13.6 NEVADA - WHITE PTNE BLM Ely District Schell 

I Ll 11 .9 DO UTAH - MILLARD PRIVATE Warm Springs District Warm Springs RA 

11.9 12 ,0 13 .6 UTAH _ MILLARD SLM Warm Springs District Warm Springs RA 

12.0 D2 D6 UTAH - MILLARD PRIVATE Warm Springs District Warm Springs RA 

1J_2 13 .6 1J.6 UTAH - MILLARD BLM Warm Springs District Warm Springs RA 

Link -468. 

0.0 2.9 29 NEVADA - WHITE PINE BLM Ely District Schell 

Link 469. 

0.0 2.5 25 NEVADA _ WHITE PINE BLM Ely Dimict Schell 

Link 471. 

0.0 87 8.7 NEVADA - WHITE PINE ELM Ely District Schel l 

87 10 .6 1.9 UTAH - MILLARD BLM Warm Springs Warnl Springs RA 

10.6 li.S 0.9 UTAH - MILLARD STATE Warm Springs Warm Springs RA 

11.5 11.8 0.3 UTAH - MILLARD SLM Warm Springs Warm Springs RA 

Link 472. 

00 I2 1.2 UTAH - MILLARD BLM Richfield Dimict Warm Sprin gs 

Link 473. 

0 .0 I4 
" 

UTAH - MILLARD SLM Ri chfield District Warm Springs 

I9 



TABLE 10 
LAND USE RESOURCES 

Impacts to Military Operating Areas 

MILE POST INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL.. 
FROM TO LENGTH AREA ACCESS LEVEL IMPA CT MEASURES lJ\.fPA CT 

Link 460. 

0 .0 4.2 ' .2 BACKGROUND I. O. 

Link 461. 

0.0 11.4 11 .4 MOA . SEVlER A 2. O. 2. 

Link 463. 
0.0 ' .8 4.8 BACKGROUND I. 0 

Link 464. 

0.0 ' .0 4.0 BACKGROUND I. O. 

Link 465. 
0.0 2.0 2.0 BACKGROUND I. 0 

Link 466. 

0.0 0.6 0.6 BACKGROUND I. 0 

Lillk 467. 

0.0 13 ,6 13.6 BACKGROUND I. O. 

Link 468. 

0 .0 2.9 2.9 BACKGROUND I. O. I. 

Link 469. 

0.0 2.5 2.5 BACKGROUND O. 

Link 47 1. 
0.0 11.8 11.8 BACKGROUND I. 0 

Link 472. 
0.0 0.3 0 .3 BACKGROUND I. O. I. 
OJ 1.2 0 .9 MOA - SEVIER A 2. O. 2 

Link 473. 

0.0 0 .0 0.0 BACKGROUND I. O. I. 
0 .0 I.' 'A MOA - SEVIER A 2. o. 2 

20 



MILE POST 
FROM 

Li nk 460. 

00 

0.2 

03 

05 
05 
0.8 

09 
II 
II 

14 
14 

17 

17 
2.0 

2.0 

23 
25 
2.6 

30 

30 

3.1 
) 2 

)6 
3.8 
3.9 
4.0 

L ink 461. 

0.0 
00 
05 
L5 

L7 

L7 
2.0 

2.1 

2.3 

2,4 
4.0 
4.2 

4.5 
4.9 

5. 1 

5.2 

56 
6.3 
65 
6.6 

3.0 

JI 

J4 
3.3 

" 10. 1 

10.3 

10.5 

Li nk 463. 

0 .0 
0) 

0.7 

II 
2.2 

TO 

0.2 

0.3 

0.5 

05 
0.8 
0.9 

II 

II 

" 14 
17 

L7 

2.0 

2.0 

23 
2 5 
2 .6 

3 .0 

3.0 

JI 

)2 

3.6 
3.8 
) .9 

4.0 
42 

0.0 
0.5 
15 
L7 
L7 

2.0 

2. 1 

2.3 
24 
40 
4.2 
45 

4.9 

5. 1 

5.2 
56 
6.3 
65 
66 

30 

3.1 
34 
3.7 

9.8 

10. 1 

10.3 

10 .5 

I 1.4 

0.) 
07 
II 
2.2 

2.6 

TABLE 11 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual Impacts to Residences 

VISIBILITY 
LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE 

CONTRAST! 
DISTANCE ZONE 

INITIAL 
IMPACT 

0.2 

0. 1 

0.2 

0.0 

0.) 

01 
0.2 

0.0 

0.) 
0.0 

0.3 
0 .0 

0.3 
0 .0 

04 
0 .2 

0.0 
04 
0.0 

01 

0. 1 

04 
OJ 
0. 1 

0.1 

0.2 

0.0 

04 
10 

0.2 

0.0 

0 4 
00 
0.3 
0. 1 

1.5 
0.) 
0.3 
04 
0.2 

0.2 
0) 

0.7 

0.2 

0.2 
0.) 

0. 1 

0.3 
0 ) 

2. 1 
0) 

0.2 
0.) 
0.9 

0.3 
04 
0.4 

II 
04 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

DEVOND 3 MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND] MILES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 

BEVOND J MILES 

1 -3 MILES 
I - ) M ILES 

DEYOND 3 MILES 

I - 3 MILES 

1 - 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 

25 MI· I MILE 

25 MI - I MILE 

.25 Ml - 1 r-.-1lLE 

. 25 Ml - 1 MILE 
_25 MI - I MILE 

.25 Ml - 1 t>tiLE 

25 Ml - 1 MIL I3 

. 25 MI . 1 MILE 

I - 3 MILES 

I - 3 MILES 

I · 3 MILES 

I - J MILES 

I - J MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEVOND J MILES 

BEYOND ) MILES 

BEYOND) MILES 

1 - J MILES 

MOD f 3-5 

WEAK , 

MOD f 2 
WEAK I 2 
MOD I 

WEAK I 

MOD f 
WEAK I 

MOD ' 
WEAK I 

MOD I 2 

WEAK I 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
MOD I 2 
WEAK f 2 
MOD I 

WEAK ' 
MOD 

MOD 3-5 

MOD 

MOD 

MOD 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD 3-5 

MOD 

MOD 3-5 

MOD 2 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK' 2 

MOD f 2 
MOD I 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD 

WEAK f 2 

MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 
WEAK f 2 

MOD f 2 
WEAK ' 
WEAK f 

MOD I 2 
WEAK ! 2 
MOD I 3·5 

WEAK f 2 
MOD I 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD ! 
WEAK f 
MOD ! 2 

MOD I J -S 

MOD ! 3-5 

WEAK I 3-5 
MOD f 2 
STRONG! 3-5 

STRONGI 3-5 

2J 

1 
1 

1 
2 

2. 

2 . 

2. 
2. 
3 . 
) . 

2. 

3. 

2. 

4. 

4. 

4 . 
) . 

4. 
) . 

4 . 
) . 

) . 

) . 

2. 
3. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
) . 

MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
MEASURES 

o. 
O. 
O. 
O. 
o 
O. 

O. 

o 
O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

o 
II 
) 1 

O. 
1I 
ll. 
O. 

ll. 
31 . 

ll. 
31 
) 1 

3 1 
31 . 

31 

1I 

ll . 
31 . 

O. 

ll . 
O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 

O. 
o 
O. 
O. 
o 
o 
O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

II 

IMPACT 

1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 
1 
2. 

2 . 

2 . 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

3. 

) . 

2 
) . 

) 

2 

2 
2 

2 

2 
2 

1 
1 
1 
1 
1 

1 
1 

1 
1 

2. 

2 . 

2 
2. 
2. 



TA.BLE 11 - Visual ImpaCls 10 Residences (Continued) 

MILE POST 
FROM 

2.6 

2.7 

2.' ... 
Link 464. 

0.0 

2.5 
2.5 
2.8 

Link 465. 

00 

" 02 
OA 
0 .5 

1.2 

1.2 

Lin k 466. 

0 .0 

I.ink 467. 

00 

0.5 

L' 
19 

2.5 
' .7 
'.8 
5. ' 
5.6 

6.5 
6.8 
68 
9.7 

97 

10.1 

10.1 
10.5 

105 

10.9 

110 
,1.2 
11.3 
11.4 
116 

'" II 8 

12.2 

122 

12.7 
130 

Link 468. 

0 .0 

0. ' 
08 

" " LJ 
IS 
15 

" 17 

" " 2.0 

2.0 
2A 

TO 

2.7 

2.' 

'.' 
' .8 

2.5 
2.5 

" 40 

0.1 

02 
04 
0.5 

L2 

" 2.0 

06 

0 .5 

" 
" 2.5 
4.7 

4 .8 

5. ' 
5.6 

6 . ~ 

68 
6.8 

' .7 
' .7 
'" 
'" 10.5 

105 

]0.9 
11.0 

112 
I I.) 

". 
"6 
"6 
11.8 

'" 12' 
127 
130 
136 

" 08 
1.1 

" Ll 
IS 
1.5 
1.6 

17 

" " 20 
20 
24 

29 

VISIBILITY 
LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE 

" OJ 

15 
04 

2.5 
00 

03 
1.1 

01 
01 
0 .2 

0.' 
07 
0.0 

08 

06 

05 
OJ 
00 
06 
2.2 

00 
0.3 
06 
09 
03 
00 
29 

00 
04 
00 
04 
00 
04 
02 
01 
01 
00 
02 

0.' 
02 
04 
0.0 
OA 
03 
07 

" 08 
02 
02 
00 
0.2 

0.0 

0.2 
0 .0 

01 
0.0 
02 
00 
04 
06 

BEYOND J MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 
I _ 3 Mtl..ES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 
I - J MILES 
I - 3 MILES 
I - J MILES 

1- J MILES 
1- J MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
I ·3 MILES 
I - J Mtl..ES 
I - J MILES 

I _ J MILES 

.25 MI • I MILE 
25 MI - 1 MILE 
I - 3 MILES 
1 _ 3 MILES 

1 - J MILES 
O - .25MJ 
0_ .25 MI 
25 MI - I MILE 
25 MI _ I MILE 

1 - 3 MILES 
1- J MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 
1 - J Mtl..ES 
1 - 3 MILES 
I - 3 MILES 
.25 Ml - 1 MILE 

.25 MI - 1 MILE 
25 MI - 1 MILE 

.25 Ml - ] MILE 
0- .25 MI 

.25 MI - ] MILE 
.25 MI - I MILE 
_25 MI - I MILE 
0- .25 M I 

0- 25 M I 

. 25 MI • 1 MILE 
25 MJ • I MILE 
25 MI - 1 MILE 
1 - } MILES 
J -) MILES 

25 MI - 1 MILE 
.25 MI - J MILE 
1 - 3 MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 
I -) MILES 
I . ) MILES 
J -) MILES 
J -) MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 
J - 3 MILES 
J - 3 MILES 
1 . 3 MILES 
I - ) MILES 
1 _ J MILES 
BEYOND) MILES 

CONTRASTI 
DISTANC E ZONE 

STRONGI J·S 
STRONGJ )·5 
MOD I J-S 
STRONGJ 3_5 

MOD I 3-S 
WEAK I 
MOD 3-5 
MOD I 2 

MOD 
MOD I l -S 
MOD I )·5 
STRONG! 3-5 
STRONG! 3-5 
M OD 13-5 
STRONG! J·S 

MOD I 

MOD I 2 
MOD f )·S 

MOD 
WEAK I 2 

MOD f 3-5 
WEAK I 2 
MOD ! 2 
MOD 2 

MOD f 3-5 
MOD 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 

WEAK I 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD f 
WEAK I 
MOD I )-5 

MOD I 
WEAK I I 
MOD I 1 
MOD I 
MOD 
MOO 
WEAK I 1 
MOD f I 
MOD 
MOO 

MOD f 2 
MOD f 3-5 
MOD f 3-5 
STRONG! 3-5 
MOD r )·5 
STRONG! 3·S 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
WEAK f 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD ! 
WEAK I 2 
SlltONG/ )·S 
S11l0NGI ) ·5 

22 

INITIAL 
IMPACT 

l . 

l 
2 

2. 
2. ,. ,. 

l 

l . 

4 

l 

2. 
J . 
4. •. .. 

,. 
2. ,. 
2. 
4 ,. 

4 •. 
• 
4 

l 

• 
l . ,. 

,. 

MITIGATION RESID UAL 
MEAS URES 

o 
II 
II 
o 

O. 

o 
II 
ll. 

31 
ll . 
o 
o 
ll. 
ll. 
ll. 

31 

31 
II 
JI 

ll. 
12 
12. 
31 
II 
31 
o 

11. 

o. 
31 

31 
31 
lL 
ll. 

l4 

• 
9 

l5 
12 
9 . 

• 
9. 

11 

ll. 

II 
II 
II 
II 

II 
o 

31 
o 

31 
o 
ll. 

o 
II 
o 

2. ,. 
2. 
2. 

2 

2. 

2 

2. 

2. 

2 

2 
2. 



TABLE 11 - Visual Impacts to Residences (Continued) 

M1LE POST VISmILITY CONT RAST! INITIAL MITIGATION RESID UAL 
FROM TO LENGTlI DISTANCE ZONE DISTANCE ZONE m-fPACT J\.lEAS URES li\fPACT 

Link 469. 

0.0 0.6 0.6 I ·3 MILES STRONGI l -5 ) H ,. 
0_6 L5 0.9 I ·3 I\.1llES MOD l-5 ) n ,-
1.5 1.7 0.' SELDOM SEEN MOD , '- O. I. 
1.7 2.5 07 BEYOND 3 MILES MOD 2. 0_ 2_ 

Link 471-

0 .0 0.9 0.9 BEYOND 3 MILES STRONG! 3-5 2. o. 2_ 

09 1.7 07 SELDOM SEEN MOD I I. 0_ I. 
17 2.4 0.1 1 ·3 MILES MOD I ]·5 H 2_ 

-.. 2A l .l 0.9 1 • J MILES MOD I 2 3. II 2_ 

3.3 4 .9 16 I • J MILES STRONG! l-5 l . H 2_ 

. _9 5.6 0.1 I - 3 MILES MOD l . II 2_ 

5.6 8.l 21 BEYOND 3 MILES MOD I 0_ 2 

8-' 94 l.l 1 -J MILES MOD I ll. 2. 
9A 9.5 01 I - 3 MILES STRONGI l-5 ,. H _ 2_ 

95 11.4 1.9 1 - 3 MILES MOD I 3-5 ,. H . 2. 
11.4 '" 0.3 I - 3 MILES MOD I l _ ll . 2. 

11.7 11.8 0.1 I - J MILES WEAK I 2 O. 2_ 

Link 472. 

CO 00 00 I ·3 MILES MOD I ,. 3l. 
00 OJ OJ I • ) MILES MOD I 3-5 ,. 13. 2 . 

0.3 0.) 00 25 1'0.11 - 1 MIT.E WEAK I 2 ll. 

0.3 07 OA .25 1'0.11 - I MILE MOD I 4. II 3_ 

01 01 0 .1 25 MI· 1 MILE MOD ! J·5 4 13. l 
01 08 00 25 1'0.11 • I MILE WEAK I 2 ll . 2_ 

0 .8 '-, OA .25 1\.f1 - I MILE MOD I ll _ l 

Link 473. 

00 00 0.0 1·3 MILES STRONGI l -5 H . 2. 

00 Ot 0 .1 25 MI - I MILE MOD I 2 4 ll . ,. 
Ot 08 01 .25 MI • I MILE MOD l-5 4 13. l _ 

OS to 02 o · .25 MI MOD f )·5 34. 

to II 0.1 0- .25 Ml MOD I , 4 32. •. 
II II 00 .25 Ml • I MILE WEAK I 3 ll . 2. 

II 12 0.1 .25 MI • I MILE MOD I • ll . , . 
12 i3 0.0 .25 MI • I MILE W EAl( I l _ ll . 2. 

l.l i3 0. 1 .25 MI • 1 MILE MOD I II ,. 
l.l 14 0_1 .25 1'0.11 • 1 MILE MOD ! ) ·5 •. n l . 



TABLE 12 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual Impacts to Recreation Viewsheds (High Sensitivity) 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 
0.0 

02 
0) 

05 
05 

0.' 
0.9 

1.1 
1.1 
I. 

" 1.1 
I 1 

2.0 
2.0 
2J 
25 

26 
2.6 
)0 

)0 
) .1 
) .2 

J.9 

Link 461. 

00 
0.0 

05 
J5 
J.1 
J.1 
2.0 

2.1 
24 
40 

4.2 
45 
4.9 

'.1 
5.2 
5.6 
6.5 
6.6 
1.0 
1.1 

1.4 
1.1 

9.' 
10, 1 

10.3 
10.S 

Link 463. 

0.0 
0.) 

0.1 
1.1 
25 
2.1 
2.9 
4. 1 

4.4 

0.2 
0) 

05 

0.5 

0.' 
0.9 

1.1 
1.1 

" I. 
J.1 
J.1 
2.0 

2.0 
2) 
25 
2.6 

2.6 
) .0 
)0 
JJ 
),2 

) .9 
4.2 

0.0 

0.5 

J5 
1.1 
J.1 
2.0 
2. 1 

2.4 

40 

42 

4.5 
49 

5.1 
52 
56 
65 
6.6 
1.0 

1.1 

1. 
1.1 

9.' 
10.1 
10.3 
10.5 
11.4 

0) 

0.1 

1.1 
2.5 
2.1 
2.9 
4. 1 

44 

4.' 

VISIBILITY 
LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE 

0.2 

0. 1 

0.2 
0.0 
0.) 

0. 1 

0.2 
0.0 
0) 

0.0 
0) 

0.0 
0.) 

0 ,0 

0.) 
OJ 
0.0 
0.1 

OJ 
0.0 

0 . 1 

0 . 1 
0.1 
0) 

0.0 

0.4 
1.0 
0.2 
0.0 
04 
0.0 

04 
L5 
OJ 
OJ 
04 
0 .2 
0.2 
OJ 
0.9 
0.2 
O.J 
0.1 
0) 
0) 

2 ,1 

0) 
0 .2 
0) 
0.9 

OJ 
0.4 

04 
1.4 

0.2 
0) 
II 
0) 

0.4 

BEYOND) MILES 

BEYOND) MILES 
1 - J MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 
I - 3 MILES 

SEl.DOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
1 - J MILES 

I - ] MILES 

1 . ] MILES 
I - 3 MILES 

I - 3 MILES 
1 _ 3 MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

1 - 3 MILES 
I - 3 MILES 
. 25 Ml _ I MILE 

.25 MI - I MILE 
O- .25MJ 
.25 Ml - I MILE 

.25 MI - I MILE 
I - 3 MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 

CONTRASTI INITIAL 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT 

MOD r 3-5 

WEAK I 2 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 2 

WEAK I 2 
MOD f 
W EAK I 2-

MOD f 2-

WEAK I 

MOD f 

WEAK I 

MOD I 
WEAK. I 
MOD' 
MOD I 
WEAK I 2 

MOD ( 2 

MOD I 

WEAK / 
MOO 

MOO 
MOD 
MOD 

)·5 

l·' 

MOD 3-5 
MOO 

MOD 3-5 
MOD 2 
WEAK r 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD f 2-

WEAK I 
MOD I J-S 
MOD I 
WEAK , 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I :2 
WEAl< I 2 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK J 2 

MOD I 2. 
MOD f 3-5 

MOD I 
WEAK f 2 
MOD I 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD f 3-5 

WEAK I 3-5 

MOD I 

STRONGI 3-5 
STRONGI 3-S 
STRONGI 3-5 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 
STRONG! 3-5 

24 

2 
) 

I. 
I. 

I. 

I. 
I 
I. 
I. 
I. 
2. 
2. 

2. 
) . 

2. 
) , 

) 

l , 
) 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

) . 

2. 
4. 

4. 

) 

) . 

'.' , .. , 

MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
MEASURES IMPACT COMI\t.ENTS 

o 
o 

JI 
o 
ll. 

o 

O. 

o. 
o. 
o 
o. 
o. 
O. 

)1. 

O. 

)1. 

JJ 
)1. 

JJ . 

O. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
0, 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 

o 
o 
o. 
0 , 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o 

JJ 

O. 

)1. 

34. 
34. 
34 
JJ 

JJ . 

JJ 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

I. 
I. 
I 

I. 

I 

I. 
I. 
2 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

I. 
I 

I. 
I 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I 

I 

I 

I. 
I 

2. 

2. 
) . 
) . 

<. 
) . 

3. 

2. 

2. 

Osceola Geologic Area 

Osceola Geologic Area 
Osceola Geologic Area 
Osceola Geologic Area 
Osceola Geologic Area 

Proposed (iBNP lntel"]l rctive Site 
Proposed GBNP Intel1lretive Sile 
Proposed GBNP intel"]lfl:tivc Site 
Great Basin National Park 
Great Basin National Park 
Great Basin National Park 

Great Basin National Park 
Great Basin National Park 
Great Basin National Park 

Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacnlmento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Ar~a 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 

Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 



TABLE 12 - Visual Impacts to Recreation Viewsheds (High Sensitivity) (Continued) 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 464 

00 
2S 

2S 

2.' 
J! 

" 
Link 46S 

00 

01 
0 4 

1.2 
12 

Lin k 466 

00 

Link 467 

00 
05 

IS 
1.9 

" J! 
) ) 

" .. 
5 6 
65 

68 

" " 97 
10 1 
10 ,\ 

105 
105 

10.9 
11.0 

11.2 
II ) 

114 

11.6 

11.8 
12,2 

122 

13 .0 

Link 468 

00 
01 

II 

12 
13 

L5 
I ,S 

1.6 

1.7 
IS 
IS 

20 

20 

22 
2.9 

Link 469 

0.0 

0.6 

1.5 

Link 471 

00 

0.9 

1.7 
2.4 
)) 

25 

" 
'" J! 

4 0 

40 

01 

" 12 
12 
20 

06 

0.5 
18 

19 
2.S 

J! 
) .) 

47 .. 
5.6 
65 
68 

" 97 
97 
10.1 

10. 1 
10.S 
10,5 
10 .9 

11.0 
11.2 

11.3 
I IA 

11.6 
11.8 
12.2 

12.2 

13 .0 
13 .6 

01 

" 12 
Il 
I. S 
15 

i6 
17 
1.8 

1.8 

2.0 

20 

22 
2.9 

2.9 

0 6 
L5 

2.S 

0 .9 

1.7 
2 4 
).J 

' .9 

VISIBILITY 
LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE 

2.S 

0.0 
0) 
0.) 
0.8 

00 

0. 1 

0) 

0.7 

0 0 
0. 8 

0 .6 

O. S 
I) 

0.0 

06 
0.6 
0. 1 

L5 

0 .0 

0.9 

09 

07 

00 
2.9 
0.0 

0.4 

0 .0 

0 .4 

0.0 

0.' 
0.2 

0 .1 

0 .1 

0.0 
07 

02 

0.4 

0 .0 

0 .7 

0 .7 

0. 1 

1.0 

0.2 

0.0 
0.2 

00 
0,2 

0.0 
0. 1 

0 0 

02 

00 
0.2 

0 7 

0.0 

0.6 

0.9 

0.9 

0.9 

0.7 

0.7 

0.9 

1.6 

I ·3 MILES 
25 Ml • I MLLE 

25 MI - I MILE 
0_ 25 MI 

.25 MI - I MILE 

1- J MILES 

I . ] MILES 

1 - 3 MLLES 
1-3 MILES 
1- 3 MILES 
1 - J MILES 

1- ] MIT..ES 

I -3 MILES 
I - J MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

I·] MILES 
I - J Mll£S 

1 ·3 MILES 
I - ] MTLES 

1 - 3 MILES 
I - J MlLES 
1 -3 M[LES 
BEYOND] MILES 

BEYOND J Mll..ES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MD.-ES 
SELDOM SEEN 
BEYOND 3 MILES 

I - 3 MILES 
1- ) MD.-ES 

SELDOM SEEN 

BEYOND ) MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

CONTRASTI INITIAL 
ACCESS LEVEL iMPACT 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK I 
MOD 3-5 

MOD 
MOD 
MOD 

MOD I 

MOD I 3-5 
STRONG! 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 
STRONGI 3-5 

MOD I 

MOD 
MOD 3-5 

MOD 
WEAK I 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD I 3·5 
MOD I 3-5 

WEAK I 2 
MOD I 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 
WEAK I 2 
MOD I 2 
WEAK I 
MOD I 2 

WEAK I 2 
MOD f 
WEAK I 
MOD I 

WEAK f 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD f 
WEAK I I 

MOD I I 
MOD I 

MOD f 

WEAK I 
MOD 
MOD ! 

MOD ! 
MOD I 3 -S 

SllWNGf 3· 5 

MOD I J·S 
STRONG! J·S 

WEAK I 2 
MOD I 2 
WEAK ! 
MOD I 
WEAK ! 2 
MOD I 2 
WEAK ! 
STRONG! 3-5 

STRONG! 3-5 

STRONG! 3-5 

STRONGI 3-5 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD I 

STRONGI 3·5 
MOD ! 2 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD f 
STRONGI ] -5 

2S 

1. 

.. .. 
3 

3. 

7 

) 

2. 

I. 
2. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I . 

I. 
I. 
I 

I. 

I . 

I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I 
I. 

3. 

3. 
3. 
) . 

2 

3. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

I 

2. 

3. 
7. 

I. 

2. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
MEASURES 

33 

31. 

33. 
32 
31. 
31. 

31. 

33 

33. 
33 

33 

31 . 

31. 

33 . 

O. 

O. 
O. 

o 
O. 

O. 

o 
O. 

O. 

O. 

o. 
O. 

o. 
O. 
o. 
O. 
O. 

o 
O. 

O. 
O. 

O. 

O. 
O. 

O. 

o. 

31. 
33. 
33. 
33 

33. 

o 
31 
o 
O. 

O. 

o 
O. 
o 
O. 

O. 

33. 
33 

O. 

o 
O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 

IMPACT COMMEN TS 

2. 
2. 
3. .. 
3 . 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

I. 
2. 

I. 
I 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

I. 

2. 
2. 
I. 

I. 
I. 

Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recrealion Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 

Sacramento Pass Rec. Area & GBNP 

Sacramento Pass Rec. Area & GBNP 
Sacramen to Pass Rec. Area & GBNP 
Sacramento Pass Rec. Area & GBNP 
Sacramento Pass Rec. Area & GBNP 

Sacramento Pass Rec. Area & GBNP 

Residence 
Residence 
Residence 
Residence 
Residence 
Residence 

Sac.rnmento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recrcalion Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacrnmento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacmmento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacrnmento Pass Recrea tion Area 
Sacrnmento Pass Recreation Area 
Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 

Residence 
Residence 

Sacramento Pass Recreation Area 



TABLE 12· Visual Impacts to Recreation Viewsheds (High Sensitivity) (Contin ued) 

MILE POST VISIBILITY CONTRASTI INITIAL MITIGA TION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL H\.tpACT MEASURES IMPACT COMMENTS 

" " " SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 O. I. 

" " OJ SELDOM SEEN STRONG! loS O. I. 
9S II. 19 SELDOM SEEN MOD ! loS O. I. 

"' 117 0] SELDOM Sffi>.J MOD I 2 O. I. 
117 11.8 0.1 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I 2 O. I. 

Link 472 

00 00 0.0 SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 O. 

00 OJ OJ SELDOM SEEN MOD I J-S I. 0 1. 
0.1 OJ 0.0 SELDOM SEEN WEAK ! , 1 O. 1 
OJ 07 0.4 SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 O. 
0.7 07 0.1 SELDOM SEEN MOD I J-S O. 

07 0.' 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I 0 
08 12 0.4 SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 I. O. 

Link 413 

00 00 00 SELDOM SEEN STRONG! loS O. 

00 01 OJ SELOO;'v\ SEEN MOD I 2 0 

OJ 10 09 SELDOM SEEN MOD I J-S O. 
10 11 OJ SELDOM SEEN MOD I 0 
11 11 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I 2 0 
11 12 0.1 SELDOM SEEN MOD I I. O. 
12 10 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I 0 
Il Il OJ SELDOM SEEN MOD I I. 0 
Il 1 • OJ SELDOM SEEN MOD I )-5 I. 0 

26 



TABLE 13 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual Impacts to Recreation Viewsheds (Moderate Sensitivity) 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

00 

02 
OJ 
0< 
05 
05 
08 
09 
10 
11 

11 
1 • 

14 
17 

17 
20 
20 
2S 
2.6 
3.0 

30 
11 
l2 
19 

Link 46 1. 

00 
0 .0 

05 

" 17 

17 
20 
l .1 

" 4 0 

02 

45 
<9 
51 
52 
56 

" 66 
70 
11 
74 

17 

9.' 
10 1 
10 3 
105 

l..ink 463. 

0 0 
OJ 
07 
11 

" 44 

02 
0.3 
0< 
05 
05 
08 

09 
10 
11 

11 

" " 17 
17 
20 
20 

" 26 
3.0 
3.0 
11 
l2 
19 

02 

00 
05 

" 17 
17 

20 

11 

" • . 0 

02 

45 
<9 
51 

52 
56 

" 66 
70 
11 
74 

17 

98 

10 1 
10 3 
10 5 

1 " 

OJ 
07 
11 

" 44 

48 

VISIBILITY 
LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE 

O.l 

0.1 

OJ 

OJ 

0 0 
0.3 
0.1 

01 

01 
0.0 
0.3 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 
0 .3 

00 
06 

00 
04 
00 
01 
01 
07 

0.3 

0.0 

0' 
1.0 
02 
00 
0< 
00 
0< 

" OJ 
OJ 
0< 
02 
02 
03 
09 
0.2 
0.3 
0.1 

OJ 
OJ 
11 
OJ 
02 
0.3 
09 

OJ 
04 

0 4 

18 

15 
04 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
2S MI - 1 M ILE 

O· .25 MI 
O· 25 MI 
O · 25 MI 
O · 2S MI 
2S MI - I MILE 

. 25 Ml - I MILE 
2S Ml - I MILE 

.25 MI - \ MILE 

. 25 MJ - 1 MILE 

. 25 MJ - I MILE 
1 - 1MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 

I· J MILES 
1 -) MILES 
1-) MILES 

I - ) MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEE..'J 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SEtDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

CONTRAST! INITIAL 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT 

MOD I 3-5 

WEAK I 2. 
MOD f 
MOD f 
WEAK I 2 
MOD I 2 
WEAK I 2. 

MOD I 2. 

MOD I 
WEAK I 2. 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD f 
WEAK f 2 
MOD I 2. 

WEAK I 
MOD I 2. 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD 2 

MOD 1 3-5 
MOD I 2 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD f 3-5 

MOD I 2. 

MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 2. 

WEAK I 2. 

MOD I 

WEAl( I 
MOD I 2. 

MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 2 
WEAK I 2. 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD I 2. 

WEAK I 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 2. 

WEAK I 
MOD 13 -5 

WEAK I 2 
MOD I 2. 

MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 
WEAK f 2. 

MOD ! 2. 
MOD I J-S 

MOD I 3-5 

WEAK I 3-.5 
MOD I 2 
STR.ONG! 3-5 

MOD I 3-5 

STRONGi 3-5 

21 

1. 

3. 

3. 
4 . 

3. 

2 . 

3 . 

2. 
l 

2 
2. 
l . 
I. 
1. 
I. 

I. 
I. 

I. 
1 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
1. 

MITIGATION RESID UA L 
MEAS URES IMPACT COMMENTS 

o 
O. 
o 

31. 

11 

11 
11 
11 
11 
o. 

11 

o 
11 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 

o 
o. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 

o. 
o. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 

o 
o. 
O. 

o. 
o 
o 

I. 

3. 

2. 

2 
2. ,. 
2. 
2. 
2 . 
2. 

1 

1. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
1 
1. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
1. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
1 
1. 
1 

I. 

1. 



TABLE 13 - Visual Implicts to Recreation Viewshed! (Moderate Sensitivity) (Continued) 

J\.f1LE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 464. 

0 .0 
2,S 

2.5 
2.8 

Link 465. 

0.0 

0.' 
0.4 

L2 

L2 

Link 466. 

0 .0 

Link 467. 

0 .0 

0.5 

1.8 

1.9 

2.5 

4.7 
4.8 

5.6 

6.S 
6.8 

6.8 

9.7 

9.7 

10.1 

10. 1 

111 .5 

10.5 

10.9 

110 
11.2 
11.3 

11.4 

116 
11.8 
12.2 

12.2 

13.0 

Link 468. 

0.0 

0.1 

U 
1.2 
U 
IS 
1.5 

1.6 

L7 

1.8 

1.8 

2.0 

20 

Link 469. 

0 .0 

0 .6 

1.5 

Liuk 471. 

0.0 

0.' 
L7 

2.4 

2.5 

2.5 

" 40 

OL 
04 

L2 
1.2 
20 

0.6 

0.5 
, .8 

1.9 

2.5 

4 .7 

4 .8 

5.6 

6.5 

6.8 

6.8 

9.7 

9.7 

10, 1 

10, I 

10,5 

\0.5 

10.9 

110 
11 2 
II ,) 

11.4 

11.6 

11.8 
12 ,2 

122 

13 ,0 
13 .6 

0. ' 
U 
1.2 

Ll 
IS 
U 
1.6 

L7 
1.8 

1.8 

2 .0 

2.0 

29 

0.6 

IS 
2.5 

0.' 
L7 

2.4 
).) 

VISIBI LITY CONTRASTI IN ITIA L 
LENGTH DISTAN CE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT 

2.5 

0.0 
0.3 

U 

0 .' 
OJ 
0.7 

0.0 

0 .8 

0.6 

05 
U 
0.0 

0.6 

22 

00 

0 .9 

0.9 
0.) 

0 .0 
2.9 

00 

0.4 

00 

0.4 

0.0 

04 

0.2 

0.' 
0.' 
00 

0.3 
0,2 
OA 
00 
0.7 

0.7 

OL 
1.0 
0 .2 

00 

02 
00 

0.2 

0.0 

0.' 
0.0 
02 
00 

09 

0.6 
0 .9 

09 

0.9 

0 .7 

07 
09 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

MOD f J-S 
WEAK! 

MOD ! 3-5 

MOD I 2 

MOD f 2 

MOD I )·5 
STRONG! 3-5 
MOD I loS 
STRONG! 3-5 

MOD I 

MOD 

MOD 'J -S 
MOD 
WEAK I 
MOD '3-5 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
MOD 1)·5 
MOD , 

WEAK f 
MOD , 

WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK! 

MOD' 
WEAK I 
MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD '3-5 
MOD f 
WEAK I 
MOD I 

MOD f 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
MOD I 

MOD' 
MOD '3-5 
STRONGI )-5 
MOD { 3-5 

STRONG! J-S 

WEAK ! 
MOD I 2 
WEAK I 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD , 

WEAK I 
STRONG! 3-5 

STRONG! 3-5 
MOD 3-5 

MOD I 

STRONG' 3-5 
MOD 

MOD 
MOD 

)-5 

" 

, 

, 

I. 
I. , , 
I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. , 
I. 
I. 

, 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. , 

I. 
I. , 

I. , , 
I. 

MITIGATION RESID UAL 
MEASURES H\,tPACT COMMENTS 

o. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
o. 
o. 
o 
o. 
o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
o 
o. 
o. 
o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
o. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
o. 
o. 
o 
o 

o. 
o. 
o. 

o. 
o 
o. 
o 

, 
I. , 
I. 

L 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

L 
L 

L 
L 
I. 
I. 
I. , 
L 
I. 
I. 
I. , 
L 

, , 
L 
L 
I. 
I. 

, 
L 
I. , 
L 
L 
L 
I. , 
I. 
I. 
L 

I. 
L 

L 

, 
L 



TAULE tJ - Visual Impacts to Recreation ViewJheds (Moderate Sensitivity) (Continued) 

MILE POST VISIBILITY CONTRAST/ INITIAL MITIGATION RESmUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH DISTAN CE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT ~fEASURES IMPACT COMMENTS 

J) 49 '6 SELDOM SEEN STRONGJ 3-5 , 0 
49 94 45 SELDO!l.1 SEEN MOD I 2 0 
94 " 0. ' SELDOM SEEN STRONG! 3-5 0 

" , " " SELDOM SEEN MOD I )-5 0 

'" '" OJ SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 0 
117 II • 0. ' SELDOM SEEN WEAK I 2 0 

Li nk 472. 

0.0 0.0 00 SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 , 0 
00 OJ OJ SELDOM SEEN MOD I 3-5 , 0 
0) OJ 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I 2 , 0 
OJ 07 " SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 , 0 
0.7 07 " SELDOM SEEN MOD f 3-5 , o. 
07 08 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I , 0 
08 " " SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 , 0 

Link 471. 

00 00 00 SELDOM SEEN STRONG! 3·5 , 0 
00 " " SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 , O. 

" 10 0.' SELDOM SEEN MOD I ) -5 , O. 

10 " " SELDOM SEEN MOD I , 0 

" " 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK ! , 0 

" 12 " SELDOM SEEN MOD I 0 , 
12 Il 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK ! O. 

Il Il " SELDOM SEEN MOD I 2 , O. 
Il " 0. ' SELDOM SEEN MOD I )-5 O. 

29 



TABLE 14 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual Impacts to Transportation Viewsheds (High Sensitivity) 

I\.HLE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460 

00 

0.2 

0.3 
0.5 

OS 

OS 

0.9 
1.1 

II 
1.4 

14 

1.7 
1.7 
2.0 

2.0 

2.5 
2.6 
3.0 

1.0 

3. 1 

n 
3.9 

Link 461 

00 
0.0 
0.5 

IS 

1.7 
11 
2.0 

2.1 

24 

4.0 
4.2 

4 .5 

4.9 

51 

5.2 

" 6.5 

66 
1.0 

11 
14 
17 

98 

10,1 

)0,) 

10.5 

Link 463 

00 

0 .3 

01 

II 

2.9 
1.1 
3.7 

3.' 
4.1 

44 

0.2 
03 
0.5 

0.5 

0.' 
0.9 
LI 

LI 

14 

14 

1.1 
11 
2.0 

20 
25 
2.6 
JO 
10 
31 
1.2 
1.9 
4.2 

0.0 

O,S 

I.S 
1.7 
1.7 
2.0 

2. 1 
2.4 
4,0 

4.2 

45 
4.9 

5. 1 

52 
5.6 
6 .5 
6 .6 

7.0 
11 
14 
1.7 

9.' 
10 ,) 

10.3 
105 
114 

0.3 

0.7 

II 

" 31 

1.1 
1.' 
4.1 

44 

48 

VISIBILITY CONTRAST! 
LENGTR DISTANCE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL 

0.2 

01 

0.2 
0.0 
0.1 
0.1 

0.2 

0.0 
03 
0.0 

0.3 

0.0 
0.1 
0.0 
06 

0.0 
04 
0.0 

0.1 
0.1 
0.1 
0.3 

0.0 

0 4 

10 

02 

0.0 
04 
0.0 
04 

1.5 

0.1 

0.3 
04 
0.2 

02 
03 
0.9 
02 
0.3 
01 
03 
03 
2.1 
0.1 

02 

0.3 

" 

01 
0 4 

0 4 
IS 

DI 

06 
01 
OJ 

03 

" 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
BEYOND 3 t.fILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEVOND 3 MILES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDor-.'l SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

BEYOND 3 MILES 
I . ) MILES 
1- J MILES 
I - 3 MILES 
I . J MILES 
25 MI - I MILE 
I - J MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 

. J MILES 
I _ 3 MILES 

MOD I J-S 

WEA K I 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK f 

MOD f 

WEAK f 

MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
WEAK f 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD f 

WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
MOD J~S 

MOD 
MOD J-S 

MOD 
MOD 

1·' 

MOD 3·5 

MOD 2 

WEAK 1 

MOD I 
WEAK 1 

MOD 
MOD 1 J-S 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD / 3·5 

MOD / 

WEAK 1 

MOD / 

WEAK / 2 
MOD f 

WEAK 1 2 

MOD f 3-5 

WEAK 1 2 
MOD 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 2 
WE AK f 
MOD 

MOD 1 J _5 

MOD I 3-5 

WEAK I 3-5 
MOD / 
STRONGI 3-5 
MOD { 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD J ·S 
MOD 3-5 

MOD 3-5 

STRONG! 3-5 

10 

INITIAL 
IMPACT 

L 
I 

L 

I 
L 

I 

I 
I 

I . 

I 

L 
L 
L 

L 
2 
2. 

2 

2 

2. 
2 

I. 
I 
L 

L 
L 
I. 
I 

I 
L 

L 
I. 

2 

2. 

3. 

I. 
1 
3. 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

o 
o. 
o. 

o. 
o 
o. 

o. 

o 

o. 

o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 

o. 
o. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o. 
o 
o 
o 
o 

1L 

II 
II 
ll. 

ll. 

o 
II 
JJ 

RESIDUAL 
ll\fl'ACT 

L 
I. 
L 
L 

I. 
L 
L 

L 

, 
2 

2. 

I. 
I 

L 
I 

I. 
I. 
I. 
L 

COMMENTS 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6/50 

US llighway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highw" y 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US H\ghway 6/50 



TA BLE 14· Visua l Im pacts 10 T ranSllorta lion Viewsheds (High Sensitivi ty) (Contin ued) 

MILE I'OST 
FROM TO 

Link 464 

00 

" 2.5 
2.6 

28 

2.' 
3 . 1 

3.2 

Link 465 

0.0 
01 

0' 
1.2 

" 
Link 466 

00 

L ink 467 

00 
0> 
18 

" 2.5 

" 48 

" 
" 65 

6.' 
6.' 
96 
97 

97 

101 
10 .1 

10> 
10.5 

107 
100 
\ \ .0 
11 2 

\ 1.3 

"' 116 

118 
122 

122 

13 0 
135 

Link 468 

00 
01 

" 
" " IJ 

" 
" 16 

16 

17 

18 

18 

20 

20 

" 25 
26 
28 
28 
3.1 
J2 

" 
01 

04 

12 
1.2 
20 

06 

0> 
18 
10 

" 47 

48 

" 
" 65 
68 
68 
96 

97 
97 
101 
101 
105 
105 
107 
100 
11.0 

112 

11 .3 

"' 116 

"' 122 
122 
130 
13 5 
13 6 

01 

" 
" " IJ 

" " 16 
16 

17 

18 

IS 

20 

20 

28 

VISIBILITY CONTRASTI 
LENGTH DISTANCE ZON E ACCESS LEVEL 

" 00 
00 

" 01 
OJ 
01 
08 

0.1 
0.3 
07 
00 

0.' 

06 

0> 
IJ 

00 
06 

22 
00 
OJ 
06 

00 

0.3 
0.0 

" 0 .1 
0 0 

0' 
00 
0< 

00 
0.2 
02 
02 
01 
01 
00 
OJ 
02 
0< 

00 
07 
06 

01 

01 

01 

0' 
01 
00 
02 
0 0 
01 

01 

00 

01 

00 

02 

0 0 

BEYOND ) MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
I·) MILES 

I - J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
I - 3 MILES 

1_) MILES 
I - 3 MILES 
I _) MILES 

I - ) MILES 
I - ) MILES 

\ - ) MILES 

I - 3 MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
1-3 MILES 
1-) MILES 
1_) MILES 
1-) MILES 
1-) MILES 
2S MI - I MILE 
25 MI - I MILE 
0_ 25 MI 

0- 25 M! 
0- 25 M! 

- J MILES 
- 3 MILES 
- J MILES 
- 1 MILES 

1-) MILES 
I - ) Mll.ES 
I - J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND ) MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND) MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND J MTLES 
BEYOND J MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 

I - J MILES 
I - J MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELlX>M SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
BEYOND) MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

I -3 MILES 

I _ 3 MILES 

I - J MILES 

\ - J MILES 

MOD I 3-5 

WEAK I 
MOD 1-5 
MOD 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 2 
MOD 
MOD! 2 

MOD 1 
MOD 1 3-S 

STRONG! 3-5 
~IOO I ) -5 
STRONG! 3-5 

MOD I 2 

MOD 
MOD 3·5 

MOD 
WEAK , 2 

MOD I 3_5 

WEAK J 
MOD 1 
MOD 2 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD 
WEAK 1 
MOD , 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD , 

WEAK ' 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOO I 
MOD 1 

WEAK 1 
MOD 1 l-S 
MOD ' 
WEAK f 
MOD 
MOD I 

MOD f 

WEAK 1 
MOD f 
MOD 
MOD 

MOD f 2 

MOD 1 3-5 

MOD f 3-5 

STRONGf 3-5 
MOD I 3-S 

STRONG! J-5 
WEAK f 
MOD I 
MOD f 

WEAK I 

MOD I 

WEAK I 

MOD I 

WEAK I 

STRONG' l-5 

]I 

INITIAL 
IMPA CT 

2. 
I. 

3. 

2 

J. 

4 . 

2 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

3. 
3. 

2. 
I. 

I 

I. 

2 

MITI GATION 
MEASURES 

o 
o 
o 
o 
JJ 
]I 

o 
]I 

]I 

JJ 
JJ 

JJ 
JJ 

JI. 

31. 
o 

31. 
o 

JJ 
o 

31. 
31. 
JJ 
12 

J2. 
32. 
]I 

o 
]I 

o 
31 

o. 
31. 
o 

o. 
o. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 

]I 

JJ 

o. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 

o. 

o 

]I 

o 

JJ 

RESIDUA L 
l!\.lPACT 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

4. 

4. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2 

L 

2. 

2 

2. 
2. 

2 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

COMJ\.{ENTS 

US HighwlY 6/50 

US l1 ighway 6/S0 
US l1ighWllY 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Hi llhwa~ 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6fSO 

US Highway 6/50 
US lI ighway 6/50 

US Hi!!hway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6f50 
US Highway 6150 

Road IOMl Moriah 

Wilderness 
Road 10 Mt Moriah 

Wildc:mess 
Road 10 MI. Moriah 
Wilderncss 
Road 10 Mt Moriah 

Wi lderness 
Road 10 11.11. Moriah 
Wilderness 
Road 10 Ml Moriah 

Wilderness 

Road 10 Mt Moriah 
WHdeme:n 



TABLE 14 - Visual Impacts to Transportation Viewsheds (H igh Sensitivity) (Continued) 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

2.' 

2.9 

Link 469 

0 .0 

0 .6 

Link 471 

00 

0 .9 

1.7 

2.4 

J .) 

4.9 

'.2 

66 

9A 

9.5 

lOA 

11.4 

11.7 

Link 472 

0.0 

00 

0.) 
0.3 
0.7 
0 .7 

0.' 

Link 473 

00 

0.0 

0.1 

0.6 

1.0 

1.1 
1.1 
1.2 

I) 

I) 

2.9 

2.9 

2.5 

0.9 

1.7 

24 

) .J 

4.9 

' .2 

6.6 

.. ) 

" 
9.' 

104 

11.4 

11.7 

11.8 

0.0 
0.) 

0.) 

0.7 
0.7 
08 
1.2 

00 

0. 1 

0.6 

1.0 

1.1 
1.1 
1.2 
I.) 
I.) 

1.4 

VISIBILITY CONTRAST! 
LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL 

0. 1 

0. 1 

0.6 

09 

0.9 

0.9 

0.7 

0.7 

0.9 

1.6 

0.) 

1.4 

1.7 

1.1 

0. 1 

0.9 

1.0 

0.) 

0.1 

0.0 
0.) 

0.0 

OA 
0. 1 

00 

OA 

00 

0. 1 

0.' 
04 

01 
0.0 

01 
0.0 

0. 1 

0. 1 

BEYOND J MILES 

1-3 MQ.ES 

I _ 3 MILES 

I _ J MILES 

I - J r.HLES 

I _ J MILES 

BEYOND J MTLES 

I - J MILES 

I - ] MILES 

I - 3 MILES 

I - 3 MILES 

25 MI - I MILE 

0- ,25 MJ 

- J MQ.ES 

I - J MILES 

I - J MILES 

BEYOND 3 MQ.ES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

STRONGI 3-5 

STRONGI 3-5 

STRONGI 3-5 

MOD I 3-5 

MOD 

STRONGI 3-5 

MOD 

MOD )., 

MOD 

STRONGI 3-5 

MOD 

MOD 

MOD 

MOD 

STRONGI 3-5 

MOD ) ., 

MOO ) . , 

MOD 

WEAK I 

MOD I 2 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
MOD I 3-5 

WEAK ! 

MOD I 

STRONGI 3-5 
MOD I 2 
MOD 3-5 
MOD 
MOO 

)., 

2 
WEAK I 

MOD I 2 

WEAK I 2 

MOD I 2 

MOD I 3-5 

J2 

INITIAL 
IMPACT 

) . 

) . 

) . 

2. 

) . 

) . 

) . 

) . 

4 . 

4. 

) . 

) . 

2 . 

2. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I . 

2 

2. 
2. 
I. 
I. 

I. 
I 
I 

I. 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

O. 

II 

II 

ll . 

II 

O. 

JJ 

JI 

JJ 

JI 

1I . 

32. 

31. 

JJ . 

o. 

O. 

o. 

o 
O. 
o 
O. 

O. 

o 
o 

o. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 
O. 

o 
o. 

RESIDUAL 
Il\'IPACT 

2. 

2. 

2. 

I 

I 
I 

I. 

2. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

COMMENTS 

Road to Mt Moriah 

Wilderness 
Road!o Ml. Moriah 

Wilderness 

Roau to M\ ~-Ioriah 

Wilderness 
Road \0 Ml Moriah 

Wilderness 

Road to MI_ Moriah 
Wild~rness 

Road \0 Mt. Moriah 
Wilderness 
Road to Mt. Moriah 

Wilderness 

Road to Mt Moriah 
Wilderness 
Road to Mt. I>.loriah 
Wilderness 

Road to M!. Moriah 

Wilderness 
Road to Mt Moriah 
Wilderness 
Road to Mt. Moriah 

Wilderness 
CruIlling of road into 
Mt ~bUh WIi:meI; 
RoadlOMt Moriah 

Wilderness 
Road 10 Ml Moriah 

Wilderness 
Road IOMt Moriah 

Wilderness 
Road IOMt Moriah 

Wilderness 

Road 10 Ml Moriah 

Wilderneu 
Road IOMt Moriah 

Wild~rnns 



TABLE 15 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual Impacts to Transportation Viewsheds 
(Moderate Sensitivity) 

MILE POST VISI BILITY CONTRAST! INITIA L MITIGATION RESID UAL 
FROM TO LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL I!\fPACT MEASURES IMPACT COMMENTS 

Link 460. 

00 

" 0 .3 

05 
0 .5 
OS 

0.9 

1.1 
LI 

14 

" U 

17 

" zo 
20 

2.5 
2.6 

30 

3.0 

31 
l2 
3.9 

Link 46 1. 

00 
00 
0.5 

" " L7 

17 

2.0 

21 
2 .4 

4 .0 

42 
4.5 

4' 
5.1 

5.2 
5.6 
65 
6 .6 
7.0 

7.1 

7A 
7.7 , .. 
10.1 
10,3 

105 

Link 463. 

0.0 
03 

07 

" 24 

29 

0 .2 

0.3 

OS 
O.S 

0.' 
0.9 

LI 

1.1 

14 
14 
17 

1.7 
I.. 
2.0 
20 

2.S 

2.6 

30 

30 

31 
3.2 
3.9 
42 

0 .0 
0 .5 
1.5 

" 17 

1.7 

20 
21 
24 
4.0 

4.2 

4.5 
4.9 

" 5.2 
5.6 
65 
6 .6 

7.0 

71 

74 

77 

'" 10. 1 

103 
10,S 

11.4 

0.3 
07 
II 

2.4 

2.9 
),2 

0.2 

0.1 
0 .2 

0.0 

03 

0.1 
0.2 

0.0 

0.3 

0.0 
03 

0.0 

01 
0.2 

0.0 

0.6 
0.0 
OA 
0.0 
0.1 
0.1 
0. 7 

OJ 

0.0 

0'< 
1.0 

0.0 

0 .2 

0.0 

" 0.0 
OA 

1.5 

03 
0) 
0.4 

0.2 

0.2 

0) 
0.9 

0.2 

0.3 

01 

03 

03 

2 .1 

03 

02 
OJ 
0.9 

OJ 
0'< 
OA 

Ll 
0.5 

0.3 

I . J MILES 
1 " J MILES 
I - J MILES 

• J MILES 

1 • J MILES 
1 . J MILES 
t _ J MILES 

! . J MILES 

I - J MIT.ES 
1 - J MILES 
1 - 3 MILES 

I _) M ILES 

I - ) MILES 

BEYOND 3 M[LES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 

BEYOND) MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND) MU,ES 
1 - J MILES 
1- J MILES 

I - J MILES 

I . J MILES 
I - 3 MILES 

I - 3 MrLES 
I · 3 MrLES 
1 - 3 M rL ES 

BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

I - 3 MILES 
I - J MILES 
I - J MrLES 
1 _ ) MILES 

. 25 M ! - I MILE 

.25 Ml • 1 MILE 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK I 2 

MOD I 2 

WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD I 2 
WEAK I 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
~fOD I 
W EAK I 2 

MOD I 2 
MOD I 3-5 
MOO 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD 3-5 
MOD 

MOD f 3-5 
MOD f 3-5 
MOD 2 
WEAK f 2 

MOD I 2 
WEAK f 
MOD 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD f 2 

WEAK I 2 
MOD f 3-5 
MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD 1 
WEAK I 

MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD f 3-5 

WEAK 1 2 
MOD I 
MOD J 3-S 
MOD I 
WEAK f 

MOD 1 
MOD 1 3-5 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK 1 3-5 

MOD f 2 

STRONGI 3-S 
STRONGI 3-5 
MOD 1 3-5 

2. 
2 
2. 

2 

2 

2 

I. 
I 

2 
2 
2 
2 

2 

2 . 

2 
I 

I. 

I. 
I. 

I 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I 

I 

I. 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

2 

3. 

33 

O. 

o. 
O. 

o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
O. 
O. 

O. 

o 
o. 
O. 
O. 

O. 
o. 
o 
o. 

O. 

O. 

O. 
o. 

o 
o. 
O. 
O. 

o. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

o 
O. 
o 
O. 

o 
O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

o. 
o. 
O. 

o. 
o. 

o 
o 
o. 
o 
ll . 
ll . 

2. 

2 . 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
I. 
I. 
L 

I. 
I. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2 . 

I. 
L 

I. 
L 
L 

L 

L 
I. 
L 
I 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 

I. 

I. 
L 

I. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2 . 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6!50 
US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6f5 0 
US Highway 6f50 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 



TABLE 15 - Visual Imp~lcts to Transportation Viewsheds (Moderate Sensitivity) (Continued) 

J\ULE POST VISIBILITV CONTRASTI INlTlAL MITIGATION RESJD UA L 
FROM TO LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT COMMENTS 

Jl 
J .7 
4< 

Link 464. 

00 

2' 
2.5 
2.8 

J .2 

Link 465. 

0.0 

0.1 
0.1 
0 .. 

1.0 
12 
L2 
1.8 

LillI; 466. 

00 

Link 467. 

00 

0' 
1.8 

1.9 

2' 
2' 
4.7 
4.8 

'6 
6' 
6.8 

6.8 

9.7 

9.7 

10.1 
10.1 
10.5 
10.5 

10.7 
10.9 
11 .0 

11.2 

11.3 

IIA 
11.5 

11.6 

11.8 

11 .9 

122 

12.2 
127 

13.0 

Link 468. 

00 

01 

07 
II 
L2 
I.J I., 
I.' 
1.6 
1.7 
18 

J8 
20 

J7 
44 

48 

25 

" 2.8 

J 2 
4.0 

0.1 

O.J 
OA 
1.0 
12 
12 
1.8 

2.0 

0 .6 

OJ 
1.8 
1.9 

" 2.5 

47 

48 

'6 
6' 
6.8 

'.8 
97 

97 

10.1 
10.1 
10.5 
10.5 
107 
10.9 

110 

11.2 

11.) 

11.4 
II , 

"' 118 

11.9 
122 

122 

127 
1]0 

136 

0.1 
0.7 

1.1 

1.2 

I.J 
J.j 

1.5 
1.6 

1.7 
1.8 

1.8 

2,0 

2.0 

04 
07 

04 

25 

00 
OJ 
04 
08 

0.1 

02 

0.1 

06 
02 

00 
0.7 

02 

06 

OJ 
IJ 

00 

06 
00 

2.2 

00 

09 
09 

0.3 

0.0 

" 00 
04 

0 .0 

04 
00 

02 
0 ,2 

02 
01 

01 

00 
0 .1 

0. 2 

02 

01 

OJ 
00 

04 

03 
0 .7 

01 

06 
04 

02 

00 

02 
00 

02 

00 
0.1 

0.0 

02 
0.0 

0-25MI 

2S MI· I MILE 
.25 t.f1 - I MILE 

I • J MILES 

I ·3 MILES 
I • ) MILES 
I . J MILES 

,25 MI - I MILE 

25 MI - I MILE 
25 MI· I MILE 
0- .25 MI 

O· 25 MI 
25 MI - I MILE 

.25 MI - I MILE 
25 MI - I MILE 
I - J MILES 

25 MI · I MILE 

0- 25 MI 

0- .25 MI 
.2S MI • I MILE 

25 MI - I MILE 
2S MI - I MILE 

I ·3 MILES 
I • ) MILES 

I ·3 MILES 
I ·3 MILES 
I . J I'-.-HLES 
I • J MILES 
I . J MILES 
I _ J MILES 

I - 3 MILES 
I - J MILES 
I - J MILES 
I • J MILES 

1 - J MILES 

25 M! - I MILE 

25 MI - I MILE 

25 MI - I Mll..E 

.25 MI - I MILE 
2S Ml • 1 MILE 
25 M! . \ MILE 
0_ 25 MI 

O· ,25 MI 

O· .25 MI 
.25 "1 1 • I MILE 
.25 MI • I MILE 

25 MI • I MILE 
I . ) MILES 

I . ) MILES 

O· ,25 11.11 
O· .25 MI 
25 MI • I MILE 

25 MI· I MILE 
.25 MI • I MILE 

.25 MI . I M ILE 

25 MI • I MILE 

I ·3 MILES 
I . ) MILES 

• J MlLES 

I · J MILE.', 

I . J MILES 
I . ) MILES 

MOD ')·5 
MOD 1 )·5 

STRONG! ) .5 

MOD I )·5 

W EAK J 
MOD' J·5 
MOO 

MOD 

M09 

2 

2 

MOD )·5 

MOD ]·5 

STRONGI )·5 

STRONG! 3-5 
MOD I )·5 

STRONGI 3-5 

STRONG' 3· 5 

MOD' 

t.-1OD 

MOD )·5 

MOO 
WEAK I 2 
MOD , 3-5 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK , 

MOO 
MOD 1 J·5 

MOD 1 
WEAK I 
MOD I 

WEAK 1 

MOD ' 
WEAK / 

MOD' 
WEAK I 
MOD , 

MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD I )-5 

MOD 1 
WEAK 1 I 
MOD I 
MOO 
MOD 

MOO 
MOD 
WEAK 1 

MOO 1 
MOD 
MOD 

MOD 
MOD )·5 

MOD 1 )·5 
STRONGI )·5 
MOD 1 3_5 

STRONGI ) ·5 
WEAK 1 
MOD 1 
WEAK I 

MOD 1 
WEAK 1 

MOD 1 
WEAK I 

4. 

2 

2 

J . 

J . 

J . 

J . 

2. 

2 
2. 

2. 

2 

2. 

2. 
2 

2. 
J . 
2. 
J . 

J . 
4 

4. 

J . 

2 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2 . 

2 

34 

JJ . 
JJ 
H . 

O. 

O. 

o 
]I 

J 1 
JJ 
JJ 
J4 

J3 

JJ . 
J3 

O. 

]I 

]I 

J3 
]I 

o 
J3 

O. 

o. 
O. 

O. 

o. 
O. 
O. 

o 
O. 

o 
o 
o 
o. 
]I 

o 
J3 

O. 

JI. 

JI. 
JJ . 

JJ 
JJ . 
JJ 
JJ 

o 

o 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2 
J . 

2. 

Cro~sing of US Highway 6150 

US HighWllY 6150 

US Highway 6150 

us Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6(50 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US HighWllY 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 
Crossing US Highway 6150 

Crossing US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

Crossing US Highway 6/50 

Crossing US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US HighWllY 6/50 
US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6!50 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/S0 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

Crossing US Highway 6150 

Crossing US Highway 6150 

Crossing US Highway 6JSO 
US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6fSO 
US 11 ighw3)' 6150 
US Highway 6/50 

Crossi ng IJS Highway 6150 

Cross ing US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 
US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 
US Highv.'ay 6/50 

US Highway 6150 



TABLE 15 - Visual Impacts to Transportation Viewsheds (Moderate Sensitivity) (Continued) 

MILE POST VISIBILITY CONTRAST! INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH DISTANCE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEAS URES IMPACT COMMENTS 

20 

" 2.9 

Link 469. 

0.0 

06 

1.5 

Link 471. 

0 .0 
0.9 

" 24 
) ) 

" 66 

9A 
OS 
99 

10 .8 

11.4 

\ 1.7 

Link 472. 

0 .0 
QO 

0) 

0) 
07 

0.1 

0' 

Link 473. 

0.0 
00 

01 
10 

11 

11 

12 
IJ 

IJ 

2.4 
2.9 

2.9 

06 

15 
25 

0.9 

" 2A 
) ) ., 
66 

9' 
9.5 

99 
\0.8 

" ' I" 
11 .8 

0.0 
OJ 
0) 

07 

0 .7 

0' 
12 

00 
0 1 
10 
l.l 

II 

\ .2 
lJ 
I ) 

I A 

OA 
os 
0 .0 

0.6 
0.9 
0.9 

0.9 
07 

07 

0.9 
1.6 

I 7 

2.' 
01 
0 .) 

1.0 

0.6 
0) 

0 1 

0.0 
0.) 

0 .0 

0' 
0.1 
00 

04 

00 
o I 
09 
0 1 
00 
0 1 
00 

0 1 
0 1 

1 - 3 MILES STRONG! 3-5 

BEYOND J MILES STRONG! 3-5 
1 _ 3 MILES STRONG! 3-5 

\ - J MILES 

1 - J MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 

1 - 3 MILES 

SELDOM SEEN 

BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND 1 MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

- 3 MILES 
0 _ 25 MI 

0 - .25 MI 

25 Ml - 1 MILE 

1 - 3 MILES 
-) MILES 

1 - 3 MILES 

- 3 MILES 

- J MILES 

- 3 MILES 

1 - J MILES 
1 • J MILES 

1 - 3 MILES 
1 _ 3 MILES 

- J MILES 

- 3 MILES 

- 3 MILES 

- 3 MILES 

1 - 3 MILES 

1 - J MILES 
1 -) Mn,ES 

I - 3 MILES 

1 - J MILES 

STRONGI 3-5 

MOD J -5 

MOD f 

STRONG! J -S 

MOD I 2 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD! 

STRONG! 3-5 
MOD I 
MOD I 2 
STRONGI 3-5 

MOD ! 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD l -5 
MOD 2 
WEAK f 

MOD I 
MOD 1 3-5 
WEAK f 

MOD ! 
MOD f 1_5 

WEAK 1 2 

MOD I 

STRONG! 3-5 
MOD 

MOD 1 3-5 
MOD 1 
WEAK 1 

MOD f 
WEAK 1 

MOD ! 

MOD 1 J -S 

2. 

I 

2. 

2. 

I 

I. 
I 

l. 
l. 
2 . 

,. 
) . 

2 . 

2 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

J5 

o. 
o. 
O. 

o. 
o 

O. 

o 
O. 

O. 
o. 
o 

34. 
]J 

JJ. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

o. 
O. 
o. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 
O. 

o. 
o 
o 
O. 

O. 
o. 

2. 
I 

2. 

2. 

2. 

I. 

2. 

l. 
I. 
I. 

l. 

) . 

) 

2 . 

2 . 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2 

2 

2 

US Highway 6150 
US Highwa y 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

Rural Road 

Rural Ro ad 

Rural Road 

Crossing of Rural Road 

Cros~ ing of Rural Road 

Rural Road 

Rural Road 

Rural Road 

Rural Road 

US Highway 6150 

US 11ighway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highwa y 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 

US Highway 6/50 

US Highway 6150 



l\1lLE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

0.0 
0 .2 
OJ 
05 
05 
0 8 

0 .9 

II 
II 
\.4 
\.4 

1.7 
1.7 
2.0 
20 

2 .5 
26 

3.0 

30 

3 .1 
3.2 
3.9 

Link 461. 

0.0 

0 .0 

05 
I.S 
1.7 
1.7 
2.0 
2. 1 

24 
4 .0 

4.2 

4 .5 
4 .9 

5.1 
\.2 

5.6 

5.8 

6.1 
6.3 

6.5 

6.6 

7.0 

7. 1 

74 

77 
9.8 
10.1 

10.3 

10.5 

]0.6 

Link 463. 

0.0 
0 .3 
0.7 

1.1 
2.9 

44 

0.2 
OJ 
0.' 

0.' 
0.8 

0.9 

1.1 
1.1 
14 
1.4 
1.7 
17 

2.0 

2.0 

2.' 
H 
) .0 

)0 

)1 

)2 

39 
4 .2 

0.0 

05 
I.S 
1.7 
1.7 
2.0 

2.1 

2.4 

4.0 

4.2 

4.5 
4.9 
,.I 
'.2 
'.6 
58 

6.1 
6J 

" 6.6 

7.0 

7.1 

74 
7.7 

9.8 
10. 1 

10 .1 

10,5 

10.6 

]].4 

0) 

07 
II 
2.9 

4A 
4.8 

LENGTH 

0.2 
0 .1 

0 .2 
0 .0 

OJ 
0 .1 

0.2 

0.0 
0) 
0.0 

OJ 
0 .0 

OJ 
00 

06 
0.0 

04 

00 
01 

0. 1 
0.7 
0.3 

0.0 

O. 
10 

02 
00 

04 

0.0 

0.4 
L5 
0 .3 

0.3 

0.4 
0 .2 
0 .2 
OJ 
0.2 
OJ 
0.2 
0.2 
0.2 
0) 

0. 1 
0) 

0) 

2. 1 

OJ 
0.2 
0.) 

01 

0.8 

OJ 
0.4 
0.4 
1.8 

L5 
04 

TABLE 16 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

Visual Impacts to Scenic Quality 

SCENIC QUALITY 

CLASS C 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS B 
CLASS C 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS C 

CLASS B 

CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 

CONTRAST! 
ACCESS LEVEL 

MOD f 3-5 
WEAK I 
MOD / 
WEAK f 
MOD I 2 
WEAK I 2 

MOD f 

WEAK I 2 

MOD I 2 
WEAK I 

MOD f 
WEAK I 

MOD f 

WEAK I 
MOD f 
WEAK I 

MOD f 

WEAK I 
MOD ( 2 

MOD f 3-5 
MOD 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD ) ., 

INITIAL 
IMPACT 

2. 
l . 
2. 

2. 

l . 
2, 
l 
2. 

2. 

l 

2. 
l . 

l 

l . 
l . 
l . 

MOD 2. 
MOD J-S 

MOD 
WEAK I 

MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD I 2 

MOD I J-5 
MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD I J-S 
MOD I 
WEAK I 2 

MOD I 2 
WEAK 
WEAK 
WEAK 

WEAK 
MOD I 

WEAK I 
MOD I 3-5 
WEAK I 
MOD 
MOD f 3-5 
MOD f 
WEAK I 
MOD f 2 
MOD f 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 

MOD I J -S 
WEAK I 3-5 

MOD I 2 
STRONGI 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 
STRONGI 3-5 

J6 

2 

2 

2. 

) 

2 
l 

l , 
l . 

2. 

3. 

2, 

l. 

2, 

l . 

2. 

1\'fITIGATION 
MEAS URES 

o. 
o. 

31 . 

o. 
31 . 

o 
31 

o 
ll. 

31 

31 

31 

o 
1I 
o. 

)1. 

II 
1I 
II 

O. 

o. 
o. 

O. 

o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
0, 

o. 
0 , 

o. 
o 
0, 
0 , 

o. 
31 

0. 

II 
O. 

31. 

3J. 
)1. 

o 
31. 
ll . 
o 

3J. 
0, 

ll. 
II 
O. 
O. 

RESIDUAL 
IMPA CT 

2. 

2. 

2 

2 

1 

2. 

2 

2. 

Z 
1. 
2 . 

2, 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2 

2. 
2. 
2. 

1 . 
2 

2, 
2. 

2. 

2. 
1 
2, 

Z, 

1. 



TABLE 16 - Visual Impllcts to Scenic QUIlIity (Continued) 

FROM 

Link 4M. 

00 

25 

25 

2.' 
28 

Link 465. 

00 

0.1 

0.4 

1.2 
12 

Link 466. 

0.0 

Link 467. 

00 

0.5 
1.8 
1.9 
25 

4 .7 

4.8 

" 65 

68 

6.8 

9.7 
9.7 
10.1 

10.1 

10.5 

105 
10.9 
11.0 

11.2 
11.3 
11.4 

11.6 

118 
12.2 
122 
1),0 

Link 468. 

0.0 

01 
LI 
1.2 

IJ 
1.5 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
1.8 

" 2.0 
2.0 

Link 469. 

0.0 

0.6 

15 

TO 

25 
25 

2.8 
2 .8 

40 

01 
0.4 

12 
12 

20 

0.6 

05 
18 
1.9 
25 
47 

'" " 65 

68 

68 

9.7 

9.7 
10.1 

10.1 

10.5 

105 
109 
11.0 
IL2 

11.3 
11.4 
11.6 

118 

12.2 
12,2 
1) ,0 

1},6 

01 

" L2 
Il 
15 
1.5 
16 

17 

1.8 

I.' 
20 
2.0 
2.9 

0.6 

1.5 
2.5 

LENGTH 

25 
00 
02 
01 

" 

01 
03 

07 
00 
08 

06 

05 
I.l 
00 
06 
2.2 

00 

0.9 

0.9 

0.3 

00 
2.9 

0.0 

0" 
0.0 
0.4 
0.0 

0.4 

0.2 
01 

0.1 
0.0 

0.3 
0.2 

'" 0.0 

07 
07 

01 
1.0 

02 

00 
0.2 
0.0 

0.2 
0.0 
01 

0 .0 
0.2 
0.0 

09 

06 

0.9 

09 

VISUAL CONTRAST CONT/GR 
WITH SCENIC DlST 

CLASS Il 
CLASS B 
CLASS B 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
AGRICULTURAL LANDS 

MOD I J-S 

WEAK I 
MOD I J-S 
MOD 3·5 
MOO 

MOD I 
MOD '3-5 
STRONGI 3-5 

MOD '3-5 
STRONG! ) .S 

MOD I 

MOO 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD' 2 
WEAK , 

MOD f 3-5 

WEAK f 2 

MOD' 2 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD f 
WEAK f 
MOD I 

WEAK f 

MOD I 
WEAK ! 

MOD f 
WEAK f 
MOD I 
WEAK f 2 

MOD f 3-5 

MOD f 
AGRICULTURAL LANDS WEAK f 
AGRICULTURAL LANDS MOD 
AGIUCUL TURAL LAl'mS MOD , 

AGRICULTURAL LANDS MOD I 
AGRICULTURAL LANDS WEAK f 
AGRICULTURAL LANDS MOD , 

CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

CLASS C 
CLASS C 
CLASS C 

MOD ' 

MOD' 
MOD '3-5 

STRONG' 3-5 
MOD 'J -S 
STRONG' 3-5 
WEAK I 

MOD ' 
WEAK ' 
~fOD , 

WEAK { 2 

MOD I 2 
WEAK / 
STRONG! 3-5 

STRONGI 3-5 

MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 2 

17 

INITIAL 
IMPACT 

2. 

3. 
2 

2. 

2 

2. 

2 

2 

2 

2 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2 . 

2 

2. 

2. 
2. 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

33 . 
O. 

ll. 
O. 

o 
O. 
o. 

o. 

o. 
O. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

o. 
o. 
O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 
o 
O. 
O. 

9 
O. 
9. 
9 . 

9 
O. 

9. 
O. 

o. 
O. 

O. 

O. 
O. 

O. 

o 
O. 
o 
o 

o. 

o. 
o 
O. 

RESIDUAL 
IMPACT 

2. 
2 

2 . 

2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2 
2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2 . 

2 
2 
2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 

2. 

2. 



TARLE 16 - Visual Imllacts to Scenic Quality (Continued ) 

VIS UAL CONTRAST CONT/GR INITIA L MITIGAT ION RESID UAL 
FROM TO LENGTH WITH SCENIC DIST IMPACT MEASUR ES IMPACT 

Link 471. 

0.0 " 0.9 CLASS C STRONG! ) ·s 2. 2. 

" 17 07 CLASS C MOD I 2. 0 2. 

17 " 0.7 CLASS C MOD I 3-5 2 . 0 2. 

24 J .) 0.9 CLASS C MOD I 0 

J.J 49 1.6 CLASS C STRONG/ ) . , 2 . 0 2. 

4.9 9A 4S CLASS C ~10D I 2. 0 2. 

94 OS 01 CLASS C STRONG! 3·' 2. 0 2. 

9.' I L4 1.<) CLASS C MOD I 3-5 O. 

11 .4 11 7 0.3 CLASS C MOD I 0 

11,7 I " 0 .1 CLASS C WEAK I 2. 0 

Link 472. 

00 0.0 00 CLASS C MOD I 2. 

0 .0 03 0) CLASS C MOD I )·s 2. 0 

OJ 03 00 CLASS C WEAK I 2 O. 2. 

0.3 0.7 04 CLASS C MOD I 2. O. 
07 07 0 .1 CLASS C MOD I 3-5 O. 

0.7 0.8 0.0 CLASS C WEAK I 0 

0.8 1.2 OA CLASS C MOD I O. 

Link 473. 

00 00 0.0 CLASS C STRONGI )., 

00 "' 01 CLASS C MOD I 2. 

OJ JO 09 CLASS C MOD I 3-5 
JO II 0.1 CLASS C MOD I 2. 

II 1.1 0.0 CLASS C WEAK I 2. 2. 

1.1 1.2 0.1 CLASS C MOD I 2 2 

1.2 I ) 00 CLASS C WEAK I 2. 0 2. 

L3 L3 0.1 CL,\SS C MOD I 2. 0 2. 

I.) 14 OJ CLASS C MOD ! 3-5 2. 0 2. 



MILE POST 

Link 460, 

00 
02 
O.J 

" " 08 
09 

11 

11 

" 14 
17 
17 
20 
20 

" 26 

30 

30 
31 

J2 
39 

Link 461. 

00 
00 

" 15 
17 
17 
20 
2. 1 

2.4 

" " 
" <9 

" " 56 

6.5 

66 
70 

" " " '" 101 
JO.J 

10.5 

Link 463. 

00 
OJ 
07 
I I 

20 

29 

" 

TO 

02 
0.3 
05 
05 
08 
09 

11 

11 

1 '1 
14 
17 
17 
20 
20 
25 

" 30 
30 
JI 
32 
39 

" 

00 

" 15 
17 
17 
20 
21 

" 
" 42 

" " " " 56 
65 
66 
70 

" 
" 
" 
'" '" IOJ 
105 

'" 

OJ 
07 
I I 
20 
29 

" 
" 

TABLE 17 
VISUAL RESOURCES 

Compliance with Agency Visual Management 

LENGTH 

02 

" 02 
00 
OJ 

" 02 

00 
OJ 

00 

OJ 
00 
0.3 
00 
06 

00 
OA 
00 
0.1 

0. 1 
0.7 
OJ 

00 

" 1.0 

0.2 
00 

" 00 

" " 03 
03 

" 02 
02 
03 
09 
02 
OJ 

" OJ 
03 
21 

OJ 
02 
OJ 
09 

OJ 
0' 
04 

'" 09 
15 

" 

VISUAL. 
MANAGEM ENT 

Cl.ASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

Cl.ASS IV 

CLASS IV 

Cl.ASS IV 
CLASS IV 

C!..ASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

Cl.ASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CUSS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CI.ASS IV 
CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CI.ASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 

('LASS IV 

C LASS IV 

CI.ASS III 

CLASS III 

CLASS IV 

CONTRASTI INITIAL. MITIGATION RESIDUAL. 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IM.PACT 

MOD I )·5 
WEAK I 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 

WEAK I 

MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
WEAK I 2 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
:'100 I 
WEAK , 

MOD I 

WEAK ' 
MOD I 

MOD I )·5 

MOD I 2 
MOD I l'S 

MOD )·5 
MOD 2 
MOD I )·5 

MOD I 2 
WEAK I 
MOD , 

WEAK I 
MOD I 
MOD I )·5 
MOD I 2 
WEAK , :2 

MOD I J·5 
MOD I 2 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 

MOD I 

WEAK I 

MOD I )·5 
WEAK I 

MOD 

MOD I )·5 
MOD I 
WEAK I :2 
MOD I :2 
MOD I )·5 

MOD I )·5 
WEAK I )·5 
MOD I 
STRONG! )·5 
STRONGI )·5 
MOD I )·5 
STRONG' )·5 

19 

I. 
I. 
I. 

I. 

I. 
I 

I , 

I. 
I. 

I 
I 

I. 
1 
1 
L 

L 

L 
I. 
I. 
1 

I. 
I 

I. 

I. 

I. 

1 

I 

I. 
I. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o. 
o 
o 
o 
o. 
o 
o 
o 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
o. 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
0, 

0, 
o. 
o. 
o. 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 

)J 

o 
o. 

I. 
I. 

I 
I. 

I 

I. 

I 

I. 

I. 
I 

, , 
I 



TABLE 17· Compliance with Agency Visua l Management (Continued) 

MILE POST 
FROM TO 

Unk "'4. 

0.0 
2S 
2.S 
2.8 
3.2 

Link 46.5. 

0.0 
0. 1 
OA 
12 
1.2 

Link 466. 

00 

Link 467. 

00 
O.S 
18 
19 
U 
' .7 .. 
S.6 

6.' 
6.8 
6.8 
9 .7 

97 
10.1 
10.1 
lOS 

105 
109 
11.0 
11.2 
11.3 
11.4 
116 
118 
12.2 
122 
13.0 

Link 468. 

0.0 
0.1 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.5 
1.5 
16 
1.7 
18 I.. 
2.0 
2.0 

Link .. ". 

00 
0.6 

1. ' 

2S 

U 
28 
J2 

' .0 

01 
0,' 
1.2 
1.2 
2.0 

0 .6 

O.S 
18 
1.9 
2.S 
47 

••• 
" 6.S 

6.' 
6.' 
9.7 

97 
10.1 
10. 1 
10.S 
10.S 
[0.9 
11.0 
11.2 
[1.3 

11.4 
11.6 
11.8 
12.2 
122 
11 0 

1l .6 

0.1 
1.1 
1.2 
1.3 
1.5 
1.5 
1.6 
1.7 
18 

I.' 
2.0 
20 
29 

06 

" 2S 

LENGTH 

2S 
00 
OJ 
04 
08 

0.1 
OJ 
07 
00 
08 

06 

05 
I.l 
00 
06 
22 
0.0 
0.9 
0.9 
0.3 
0.0 
2.9 
0.0 

0" 
0.0 

0.4 
0.0 

0.' 
02 
0.1 
01 
00 
0.3 
0.2 

0.' 
00 
07 
07 

0.1 
10 
0.2 
00 
0.2 
0.0 
0.2 
0.0 
0.1 
0.0 

0.2 
0.0 
09 

0.6 
0.9 
09 

VISUAL 
MANAGEMENT 

CLASS IV 
ClASS IV 
ClASS IV 
CLASS IV 

CLASS III 

CLASS 111 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 

CLASS III 

CLASS 1Il 
CLASS III 
CL\SS III 
CL\SS III 

CLASS III 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 

CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS JV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 

CLASS rv 
CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 

CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS rv 
CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 
CLASS IV 

CLASS III 
. CLASS 1Il 

CLASS III 

CLASS 1IJ 
CLASS 1IJ 
CLASS III 

CLASS 1IJ 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 

CLASS 111 
CLASS III 
CLASS III 

CLASS III 
CLASS 111 

CLASS III 

CONTRASTI INITIAL MITIGATION RES ID UAL 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

MOD ' )·5 
WEAK ! 

MOD ' )·5 
MOO 
MOO 

MOD / 
MOD ! J-S 
STRONG! J-S 
MOD / 3-5 
STRONG! )·5 

MOD I 

MOD 
MOD J-S 
MOD 
WEAK I 2 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK ! 2 
MOD I 2 
MOD / J-S 
MOD ' 
WEAK! 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 2 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD I 1 

WEAK ' I 
MOD I 
MOD I 
MOD I 
WEAK I I 
MOD I 1 
MOD I 

MOD I 2 
MOD I 3-5 
STRONGI J-S 
MOD! 3-5 
STRONGI J·S 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 2 

MOD I 2 
WEAK I 
STRONG! 3-S 

STRONG! J-S 
MOD '3-S 
MOD ! 2 

40 

1. 
1. 
1. 
1. 

1. 

2. 

1. 
2 

1. 

1. 

1. 
1. 
1 
1. 

1. 
1. 

1. 
1. 
2. 
1 

2. 

2. 

2. 
1. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

II 

o 
II 

o 

o 
O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 

o. 
O. 

o 
O. 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
O. 

o 
o 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 

o. 
O. 

lJ. 

o 
O. 

o 
o 
II 

II 
O. 

O. 

1 
1 

1. 
1. 

1 

1 

1. 
1. 

1 

1 
1. 
1. 

" 1. 
1 
1 

1. 

1. 



TABLE 17 - Co mpliance with Agency Visual Management (Contin ued ) 

MILE POST VISUAL CONTRAST! INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTn MANAGEMENT ACCESS LEVEL IMPA CT MEASURES IMPACT 

Link 47 1. 

00 09 09 CLASS III STRONG! )·5 ,. B . 
0.' 17 07 CLASS 111 MOD 0 
L7 24 07 CLASS III MOD I 3-5 I o. 

" J .J 09 CLASS III MOD I , I. 0 
Jl " 16 CLASS IV STRONGI J-S I. o. 
' .9 " " CLASS IV MOO I o. 

" 9l 01 CLASS IV STRONG! J-S I. 
9_5 II • " CL-\SS IV MOD I 1.S I. I. 
114 117 03 CLASS IV MOO I , I. I 
117 "' 01 CLASS IV WEAK I I 

Link 472. 

00 00 00 CLASS IV MOD I I. 0 
00 OJ OJ CLASS IV MOD I l-S I 
OJ OJ 00 CLASS IV WEAK I 0 
OJ 07 0< CLASS IV r.lOD I o. 
07 07 01 CLA SS IV MOO I )·5 0 
07 08 00 CLASS IV WEAK f 
08 12 04 CL,\ SS IV MOO I o. 

Link 473. 

00 00 00 CLASS IV STRONG! l-S o. I. 
00 01 01 CLASS IV MOD I I. o. 
0.1 10 09 CLASS IV MOD I ) -S o. I. 
10 " 01 CLASS IV MOO I , I. o. I. 
LI " 00 CLASS IV WEAK I , I. o. I 

" " 01 CLASS IV MOO I I. o. I. 
1.2- Il 00 CLASS IV WEAK I I. 0 
Il Il 01 CLASS IV MOD I I. o. 
IJ 14 01 CLASS IV MOD ! 1-5 o. I. 

41 



TABLE 18 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Cultural Resources 

MILE POST INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
FRO M TO L ENGTH SENS ITI VITY LEVE L ACCESS LEVE L IMP ACT MEA SURES IMPACT 

Link 460. 

0.0 0.2 0 .2 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 
0.2 0. 8 06 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 
08 0.9 0.1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 
0.9 1.1 0 .2 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 

II I, S 0..1 SENSITIVITY LEVEL 1 LEVEL 2 

" Jl 1.6 BACKGRO UND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 

Jl 4 .0 09 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 
40 4.2 0 .1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 

Link 461. 

00 0.0 00 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 0 

00 0.5 0.4 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

0 .5 1.5 to BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 0 

15 " to BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I. 0 

24 " 15 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 0 

4 .0 4 .5 05 HACKGROUl\'J) (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

4.S 48 OJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 O. 

48 4.9 02 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

4 .9 ' .0 2.0 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

7.0 7.4 04 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 0 

J4 JJ 0.3 8ACKGROUl\'D (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

7.7 82 0.5 BACKGROUl\'O (NO SITE) LEVEL) 0 

82 8.5 0.3 IlACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

8S 8.8 O. BACKGRO UND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 0 

88 9.4 0.6 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

9A 9.8 04 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 0 

98 10,S 08 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

10.5 11.4 09 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 0 

Link 463. 

0 .0 02 0.2 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL) [ 

02 0.7 06 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 I. 
0 .7 1 0 OJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I . 

to to 00 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 I 

[0 II 0.1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I. 
I I 28 l.J BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 I 0 

28 4.5 lJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 I , 0 ., 48 OJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 I. 0 I. 

Link 464. 

0.0 0 .1 01 BACKGRO UND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 0 

0.1 20 19 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

2.0 2.5 05 SENsrnVITY LEVEL 5 LEVEL 4 o. 3. 

2.5 2 .5 00 SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 LEVEL 2 

2.5 28 02 SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 LEVEL J 

2.8 40 1.2 SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 LEVEL 4 3. 

Link 465. 

00 01 0 .1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 
0.1 04 OJ BACKGRO UND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 
0.4 06 0 .2 BACKGROU ND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

0.6 l.J 0 .7 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 0 
l.J " OA BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

[6 IS 0.2 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 0 

1.8 2.0 0 .2 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

Link 466. 

00 0.6 06 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 [ 0 
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TABLE 18 - G round Disturban ce Impacts to C ultural Resources (Continued ) 

MILE POST INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH SENSITIVITY LEVEL ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPA CT 

Link 467. 

00 05 0.5 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I. o. 
05 IS 11 I3ACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 I. 
IS 2l 07 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 

" '12 iJ IlACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 0 
4.2 47 0 .5 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 I. o. 

" 56 09 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 
56 65 09 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 o. 
65 11 0 4.5 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 o. 
110 112 0.1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL) I. 
11.2 116 0 .5 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL I 
116 

II " 02 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 o. 

"' 130 1 , BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL I 0 
130 136 07 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

U nk 468. 

00 01 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 I. 
01 " " BACKGltaUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J I. 
15 2J 09 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEl 2 0 

2J 29 06 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 I. 

Link 469. 

00 00 00 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 I. 0 

00 1.5 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL ) 1 0 

" 21 06 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I. o. 
21 2l 04 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 0 

Link 471. 

00 01 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 
01 09 08 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J I. o. I. 
0.9 " 05 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 I. 

" 24 1 0 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J I. o. 
24 27 0 7 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 1 0 
27 3.7 10 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J I. O. 
7.7 49 12 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 4 0 

4.9 04 4.1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 
94 II 4 20 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL J 0 

, " liS 04 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

Link 472. 

00 00 00 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 

00 OJ 0.7 BACKGROUl\'O (NO SITE) LEVEL J I. 0 

0.3 07 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I. 0 

07 07 0. 1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 I. O. 
07 1.2 05 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I. 

Link 473. 

00 0.0 00 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL) I. 
00 14 1.4 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 I. 0 
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TABLE 19 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Public Access Impacts to Cultural Resources 

MiLt: POST CHANGE IN INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH SENSITrVITY LEVEL ACCESS IMPACT MEAS URES IMPA CT 

Link 460. 

00 1.1 II BACK GROUND (NO SITE) 0·200/. 

" " 04 SENSrnV1TY LEVEL 1 0·200/. 

" " 21 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0-20'/. I. 

Link 46 1. 

00 29 29 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0·20% 0 
29 J6 07 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50 · 100 0/. 0 
1.6 ]7 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20 - 40". 0 
]7 86 49 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0·20% 0 
86 87 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 40·~O·'" 0 
87 94 08 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50.100 % 0 
,.4 " 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20-40"', 0 

" 10. " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0-20% 0 
10.8 10' 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20-40% 0 
10.9 '" OS BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50 ·100 % 0 • 

Link 46), 

0.0 OS 0.5 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) O· 20 0/. 0 
OS 06 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20 - 40 '\I, o. 
0.6 21 1.6 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20 0/0 0 
21 2.4 0.1 BAC KGROUND (NO SITE) 20 - 40 "I. 0 
2.4 24 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) SO -100 % 0 

2.' 25 0.0 BACKGROUND (NO SHE) 0·20 % I 0 
25 26 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 40·50 ~, I. 0 
2.6 29 OJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50 · 100 'Ii 0 

" 29 0.1 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20.40~. 0 
29 18 0.' BACKGROUND (NO SIlC) O· 20% I. 0 
18 " 0.' BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20.40% 0 

" .. 0 .. BACKGROUND (NO SITE) SO .100 % 0 

Unk "64. 

00 20 2.0 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) o - 20~. I. o. 
20 " 2.0 SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 0- 20 % 2. 0 

Link 465. 

00 12 12 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) O· 20 ~. I. o. 
12 I.J 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 40-50 % I. o. I. 

" 20 07 BACKGROUND {NO SITE) SO-IOO~. I. O. I 

Link 466. 

0.0 06 0.6 BACKGROUND {NO SITE) 0- 20% o. 

Link 467. 

0 .0 JO JO BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0-20% o. I . 

1.0 " 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20-40 ~. 0 

1.1 " 10 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) SO ·100 % o. 
' .1 " 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20.40 ~. 0 

" " " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20% 0 

" 57 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 40-S0% 0 
5.7 6 .0 OJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) SO -IOO~. I. 0 
6.0 7.5 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20% 0 
7.5 " 09 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) SO -100 % 0 

" .. 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20- 40% 0 .. "' 52 BAC KGROUND (NO SITE) 0-20% I. 0 

" 



TABLE 19 - Public Access Impacls to C ultural Resources (Continued) 

MILE POST CHANGE IN INITIAL MlTlGATION RESIDUAL 
FROM TO LENGTH SENSITIVITY LEVEL ACCESS IMPACT MEASURES IMPACT 

Link ~6l1. 

0.0 2.' 2.5 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 200/0 O. I. 

" 2.6 00 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20 - 40 0/0 I. O. 1 
26 " " BACKGROlJr\'D (NO SITE) 50 -100 % I. O. 

Link 469. 

00 0 .' 08 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50 -100 0;' I. O. 

O' 09 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20_40% I. O. I. 
09 2.3 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20 % I. O. I. 
23 2.5 02 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20-40% I. O. I. 

Link 471. 

00 0] OJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50 -100 % O. I. 
OJ OA 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 40-50% I. O. 
04 18 " 3ACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20 % I. O. I. 
18 20 O.l BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 40_50% I. 0 I. 
2,0 21 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20_40% I. 0 
2. 1 lJ 12 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0_ 20 % I. O. 1 
l .l 4.l 1.0 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50 -100 % I. I. 
4J 4A 01 BACKGROU ND (NO SITE) 20-40% I. O. I. 
44 9.0 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20 % I. O. 
9 .0 9 .1 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20-40% I. O. 
9 .1 101 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20 % I. 0 I. 
101 102 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20_40% I. I. 
102 107 05 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 50 -1 00 % I. O. 
107 10.9 02 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 20 - 40 % I. O. 
109 11 ,8 09 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20 % I. O. I. 

Link ~72. 

00 12 12 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0- 20 % I. O. 

Link 473. 

0.0 " 14 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 0 - 20 % I. O. I. 



TABLE 20 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Ground Disturbance Impacts to Predicted Cultural Resources 
Sensitivity Zones 

M.lLE POST 
fROM 

Link 460. 

00 

02 
OS 

0.9 

19 
27 
7.0 
]I 

J.9 

4.0 

4.0 

Link 46 1. 

00 
0.0 

0.5 
I.S 
2A 
4.0 

4.5 ,. 
4.9 

7.0 

7.' 
77 
8.2 
8.5 

88 

9.4 

9 .8 
10.5 

Link 463. 

0.0 
0.2 

0 .7 
LO 
LO 
1.1 
2S 
2.7 

2.8 
J, 
45 

Link 464. 

00 
Oi 

1.1 
2.5 

2.5 

2.8 

TO 

02 
08 

09 

19 

2.J 

70 

J1 
79 
40 
40 

42 

00 

0' 
I.S 
2A 
4.0 

" 
" 
" 70 
7,1 

7.7 
8.2 
8.5 
88 

9.4 

9.8 
10.5 

11.4 

0.2 
0.7 

LO 
10 
II 

25 
2.7 
2.8 

7' 
45 
4.S 

0. 1 

LI 

2' 
2' 
28 

40 

LENGTH 

0.2 
06 
Oi 

10 
04 
07 

0. 1 

0.7 
Oi 
Oi 
01 

00 

04 
10 
10 
15 
0.5 
O.J 
02 
20 

04 

O.J 

05 
0.7 
04 

06 
OA 
0.8 
0 .9 

02 
06 
O.J 
00 
Oi 
14 
02 
Oi 

07 
1 0 
OJ 

01 

09 
15 
0.0 
0.2 
12 

SENS ITIVITY LEVEL 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
IIACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENS ITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENS ITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENS ITlVITY LEVEL 5 
SENS ITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSlTlVI1l' LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVI1l' LEVEL I 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSmVI1l' LEVEL I 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL ]0 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL ]0 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL ]0 

INI TIAL 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL <\ 
LEVEL <\ 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 3 

LEVEL) 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL) 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL) 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL) 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 3 

LEVEL <\ 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 

LEVEL J 

LEVEL <\ 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL <\ 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 4 

LEVEL J 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 

46 

I. 
I 
I. 

I. 
2. 

2. 

7. 

l . ,. 
2. 

I 

I 
L 
L 
I. 
I 
L 
I 

I . 

I 
I 

I . 

I. 
I. 
I 

L 
I 

J 

J . 

2 

MITIGATION 
MEASURES 

O. 

o 
O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 
o 
o 
O. 

O. 

O. 

o 
o 
o 
O. 
O. 

o 
I) 

o. 
I) 

o 
o 

o 
o 

o. 

RES IDUAL 
1J\1]lACT 

L 

I 

I. 
I 

2 . 

7. 

2 

J . 

I 

L 



TABLE 20 - Gro und Disturbance Impacts to Predicted Cultural Reso urces Sensilivity Zon es (Continued) 

MILE POST 
FROM 

Link 465. 

00 
0, 

0' 
06 
0.7 
1.0 

I.l 
Il 
16 

" 
Link 466. 

00 

Link 467. 

00 
05 
18 

" 26 

" " 4.7 

" 6S 
110 
112 II . 
II . 
DO 

Link 468. 

00 

0' 
0.7 , , 
" 
" 18 

Link 469. 

00 
00 

0' 
O. 
13 

" L' 
IS 

" 
Link 47 1. 

00 

0' 
05 
09 
14 

22 

" 27 
J7 

49 

8J 

" , " 

TO 

0' 
0' 
06 
07 

10 
Il 
Il 
16 

I.' 
20 

06 

05 
I.' 

" 
" 32 

" 47 

" 6S 
110 

"' II . II. 
IJ .O 
13 .6 

0' 
07 

" " 23 
18 

'.9 

00 
0' 
O. 
13 
14 

" 18 

" 
" 

0' 
0' 
0' 
14 

" " 27 
)7 

" " 94 

, " 
II. 

U ;:NGTH 

0' 
03 

0.' 
01 
0.3 
03 

0 ' 
0.3 

0.' 
02 

o. 

05 
13 
07 

0 ' 
O. 
, 0 

05 
0.9 
09 

" 0' 
0.' 
0 .2 

I.' 
0.7 

0' 
07 
03 

0' 
09 

0' 
0' 

00 

0' 
0' 

0' 
0' 
0' 
03 
03 

" 

0' 
0' 
05 
OS 
O. 
0' 
03 
10 
1.2 

" 
" 20 

0' 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
5ENSlTlVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITlVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEl.. I 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUl'o'O (NO SITE) 
I1 ACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL S 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 1 
BACKGROUN1) (NO SITE) 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
I1ACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL S 

SENS ITIVITY LEVEL I 
BACKGROUND (NO S[TE) 
BACKGROUND (NO S[TE) 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 5 
SENSIT[VITY I.EVEI" 10 
SENSIT[VITY LEVEL 5 

SENSIT[VITY LEVEL 5 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 
SENSIT[VITY LEVEL 1 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 
SENSITIVITY LEVEl. S 

SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 10 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL I 
BACKGROUND (NO SITI:) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 
SENSITIVITY LEVEL 1 
SENSlTlV1TY LEVEL S 

BACKGROUND (NO SITE) 

INITIAL MITIGAT ION 
ACC ESS LEVEL IMPA CT MEASUR ES 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 1 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL ] 
LEVEL ] 

LEVEL " 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL ) 
LEVEL 4 

LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 1 

LEVEL" 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
lEVEL 3 
LEVEL [ 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL I 
LEVEL 2 

LEVEL 2 
LEVEL ) 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL ] 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 4 
LEVEL" 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 1 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL. ] 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL) 

LEVEL 4 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL ) 
LEVEL 3 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 4 
I,EVEL 2 
LEVEL 2 
LEVEL J 
LEVEL 2 

2 

3 

2. 

2. 
I. 
I. 
I. 

2. 

2. 

2 

J 

L 

I. 

J . 

J ,. 

L 
L , 
2. 

2. 

J . 

J . 

2. 

L 

I. 

o. 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o. 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

o 
o 
O. 
o 
o 
O. 

O. 

o. 

o 
O. 
o 

RESIDUAL 
IMPA CT 

L 
L 

2. 

J . 

2. 

L 

J . 

2. 
L 

I. ,. 

2 . 

, 

L , 
I. 

2. 



TABLE 20· Ground Disturbance Impacts to Predicted Cult ural Resources Sens itivity Zones (Continued ) 

MILE POST INITIAL MITIGATION RESID UAL 
FROM TO LENGTH SENSITIVITY LEVEL ACC ESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES Ii\WA CT 

Unk 472. 

00 00 00 BAC KGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 
00 0.3 OJ BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 1 o. 
0.3 0.7 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 2 0 
07 0.7 01 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEl.. 3 0 

07 12 " BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEl. 2 0 

Link 473. 

00 0.0 00 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) LEVEL 3 o. 
00 I.' 14 BACKGROUND (NO SITE) I..EVEL 2 o. 



I\IILE POST 
FROM TO 

Link 460. 

00 

0.2 
01 

" " 0.7 

08 

09 

iO 
11 

1.1 

" 1.4 
1.7 

17 
10 
2.0 
2.5 
2 .6 

1.0 
1 .0 
J1 
12 
J7 
J9 

Li nk 46 1. 

00 
0.0 
0 .5 

1.5 
17 

1.7 
20 
2.1 
2.4 

4 .0 

4 .2 

4.5 

49 
5. 1 

52 
5.6 

65 
66 
70 

71 

7 4 
77 

98 
10 ,1 

101 
105 

Lin k 46), 

00 
0.1 

07 
1 1 
2.5 

29 

4 A 

0.2 
0) 

0.5 
05 
07 

08 

09 

iO 

11 

1 1 

1 4 

1 4 

17 
1.7 

20 
20 

2.5 
26 
)0 

1.0 

l .1 
12 
J7 

J9 

4 2 

0 .0 

05 
1.5 
1.7 
1.3 

2.0 
2. 1 
2.4 
4.0 

4.2 

4.5 
4.9 
51 

5.2 

5.6 

6.5 

6.6 

7.0 
7.1 

" 77 

98 

10.1 

10.3 

105 

1 " 

03 
0 7 

11 

2.5 
29 

4.4 

4 .8 

TABLE 21 
CULTURAL RESOURCES 

Visual Impacts to Sensitive Cultural Resources 

LENGTH 

0.2 
01 
0.2 
00 
02 
01 
0.1 

0. 1 

0 .1 

0.0 

0.1 
00 
0) 
0.0 
O.l 
00 
0.6 
0.0 
OA 
00 

0.1 

01 
05 

02 
OJ 

00 
OA 
1.0 

02 
00 
04 

0 .0 

" 15 
O.l 
O.l 
04 

02 

02 

O.l 

0.' 
0~2 

03 
01 
0.3 

O.l 
21 
03 
0~2 

03 
O~, 

03 
OA 
04 
14 

0 .5 

1.5 
OA 

VISIBILITY 
DISTANCE ZONE 

25 1>11 - I MILE 
.25 MI - I Mn..E 

.25 MI - I MILE 

.25 MI • I t.f1LE 

0 _ 2S MI 

.25 1'.11 - I MILE 

.25 MI • 1 MILE 

0 - .25 MI 

.25 1'.11 • 1 MILE 

.25 MI· 1 Mll..E 

0 - 2S MI 

2S MI · 1 MILE 

0-.25 MI 
0- 25 MI 
0 _ .25 MJ 

• . 25 Ml 
O · .2 5 MJ 

O • . 25 MJ 
• . 25 Ml 

.2 5 MI - I MILE 

25 MI - I MILE 

0- .25 MI 
0- .25 MI 

25 MI - 1 MILE 

. 25 MI - 1 MILE 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 

.25 MI - I MILE 

.25 MI - 1 MILE 

I - J MILES 

I _ 3 MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND ) MILES 

BEYOND ) MILES 

CONTRAST! INITIAL MITIGATION RESIDUAL 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES II\lPACT 

MOD I ) -5 

WEAK f 

MOD f 
WEAK f 

MOD f 
MOD f 
WEAK I 

MOD I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 2 
WEAK f 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD f 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK , 

MOD I 2 

WEAK f 2 
MOD 
MOD J -S 
MOD 
MOD 

MOD 3-5 

MOD I )-5 
MOD 
MOD I ) -5 

MOD 2 

WEAK I 2 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD 

MOD I 3-5 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I ) -5 

MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I ) -5 

WEAK ' 2 
MOD I 2 
MOD I J-5 
MOD I 
WEAK I 
MOD I 
MOD I )-5 

MOD r 3-5 
WEAK I 3_5 

MOD I 2 

STRONG! J-S 
STRONG! 3-5 
MOD I 3-5 

STRONG! 3-5 

49 

l . 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4. 

4 . 

l . 

4 . 

4 . 

4. 

4 . 

4 . 

1 

1. 
1. 
1. 
I. 

1 

1. 

1. 
1 

I. 

1. 

I. 

1. 
1 

J . 

II 
ll. 
II 
ll. 
l2. 
II 
lI . 
ll. 
3 1. 
II 
l2. 
II 
l2 

32. 
l2. 

l2. 

l2 

32. 
ll. 
ll. 
l l. 
14. 

l2. 

ll. 
lJ. 

O. 

O. 
O. 

O. 

o. 
o. 
O. 
O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 

O. 
O. 
O. 
O. 

o. 
o. 
O. 
O. 

ll . 
lJ 
ll. 
n. 
o 
o 
o 

2. 

2 
4. 

2. 

2. 

4 

4. 

4 . 

4 

4 

4 . 

4 . 

2. 
l . 
4 . 

4 . 

l . 

l . 

I. 

1. 

I. 

1. 

I. 

I. 

1. 

I. 

l . 

2. 

2. 

2 . 

2 . 



TABLE 21 - Vis ual Impacts to Scnsitive Cultura l Resources (Continued ) 

MILE POST 
fROM TO 

Link 464. 

00 

" " 27 
28 

Link 465. 

00 
01 
04 
12 

L.2 
16 

Link 466. 

00 

Link 467. 

0.0 
0.1 

I.. 

" " . 7 
48 

56 

" 68 
68 
97 
97 

101 
101 
lOS 
lOS 

10 9 
11 0 
11 2 
11 7 

"' 11 6 
118 

122 
112 

130 

Li nk 468. 

00 

01 
01 
11 

12 

Il 

" " 16 

17 
18 

18 

20 
20 

Link 469. 

00 

06 

" 

" 25 
27 
28 

' 0 

0. 1 
04 

" 1.2 

16 

20 

06 

05 

18 

19 

2.5 

" " 56 
6.5 

6. ' 
6.' 
9.7 

97 
10.1 
10 1 
10.5 

lOS 
109 
11 0 
) 1 2 

lU 
II. 
11.6 

11. 
122 
122 

13 0 

136 

01 

01 

11 

L.2 
1] 

1.5 
1.1 

16 

17 
18 

18 

20 
20 
29 

06 

" " 

LENGTn 

" 00 
01 

02 
11 

01 
OJ 
07 
00 
05 
04 

06 

05 
Il 
00 
06 
22 
00 
09 
09 
OJ 
0 0 
29 
00 

O. 
00 
O. 
00 

O. 
02 
01 

0.1 
0.0 
OJ 
02 
O. 
00 
07 
07 

01 
00 
10 
02 
00 

02 
00 
02 
00 
01 
00 
02 
00 
09 

06 
09 
09 

VISIB ILITV 
DISTANC E ZONE 

25 MI - 1 MILE 
1- 3 Mn_ES 
I - 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND ) MILES 
BEYOND ) MILES 
BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
SELDO~1 SEEN 

BEYOND J MILES 

BEYOND J MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELOOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

BEYOND J MILES 
BEYOND 3 MILES 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 
SELDOM SEEN 

CONTRASTI INITIAL MITI GATION RESlD UAL 
ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT MEASURES IMPA CT 

MOD I 3-5 
WEAK , 

MOD I 3-5 
MOD 3-5 

MOD ' 2 

MOD ' 
MOD ' 3-5 
STRONG! 3-5 
MOD ! 3-5 
STRONG' 3-5 
STRONG' 3-5 

MOD ! 

MOD 
MOD 3-S 
MOD 
WEAK , 1 
MOD '3-5 
WEAK , 2 
MOD ' 2 
MOD , J -S 

MOD ! 
WEAK ! 2 

MOD ! 
WEAK ! 

MOD ' 
WEAK , 1 

MOD ! 2-
WEAK f 2-
MOD ! 2 

WEAK I 2 
MOD I 3-5 
MOD f 1 

WEAK ! I 
MOD I 
MOD I 
MOD I 1 
WEAK I I 

MOD ' 
MOD ' 

MOD 
MOD 
MOD 

7-5 
7-5 

STRONG! 3-5 
MOD I 3-S 
STRONG! 3-5 
WEAK I 
MOD ' 
WEAK , 

MOD ' 
W EAK I 

MOD J 
W EAK I 2 

STRONG! 3-5 

STRONG' 3-5 
MOD 3-5 
MOD I 2 

" 

•. 
2 

2_ 
2 . 

2 

2. 

2 

I. 
I. 
I. 
1. 
I. 
1 
1. 

I. 

JJ. 
o 

JJ. 
o 
o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

0_ 

o. 
o. 
O. 
0_ 

o 
o 
O. 
o 
o 
o 
O. 
o 
O. 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
0_ 

O. 

O. 

O. 

o 
O. 

O. 
0_ 

o 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
0_ 

O. 
O. 

O. 

o. 

o 
o 
o 

7 

2. 
2. 
2. 

2. 
2. 

2. 
1. 
1 

1. 

1. 

1. 

2. 

1. 

1. 

1. 



TABL.E 2) ~ Visual Impacts to Sensitive C ultural Resources (Continued) 

MIL.E POST VISIBIUTY CONTRASTI INlTIAL MITIGATION RESID UAL 
FROM TO L.ENGm DISTANCE ZONE ACCESS LEVEL IMPACT l\IEASURES IMPA CT 

Link 47 1. 

0 .0 0 .' 0.9 SELDOM SEEN STRONG! 3-5 0 
0.9 17 0.7 SELDOM SEEN MOO , , , 0 
17 " 07 SELDOM SEEN MOO I 3·5 , 0 

" ]) 09 SELDOM SEEN MOD , 2 , o. 
J .J " '6 SELDQ."l SEEN STRONG! J-' , 0 

' .9 94 4S SELDOM SEEN MOD , , 0 
94 OS 0.1 SELDOM SEEN STRONG! J., , o. 
9 .~ 114 '9 SELDOM SEEN MOD ! 3-5 o. 
II. 117 0.1 SELDOM SEEN MOD , 2 o. 
117 "' 0.1 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I 2 o. , 

Link 472. 

00 00 0.0 SELDOM SEEN MOD , , o. 
00 OJ OJ SELDOM SEEN MOD f 3-5 o. , 
OJ OJ 00 SELDOM SEEN WI!AK I , 0 

OJ 07 04 SELDOM SEEN MOD , , 0 
07 07 0.1 SELDOM SEEN MOD f 3-5 o. 
07 OS 0.0 SELDOM SEEN WEAK I o. 
OS 12 04 SELDOM SEEN MOD I , o. 

Link 47l . 

00 00 00 SELDOM SEEN STRONGf ]·5 o. 
00 Oi Oi SELDOM SEEN MOD I , 0 
Oi iO 0.9 SELDOM SEEN MOD ! ) ·5 o. 
iO " 0.1 SELDOM SEEN MOD I , o. 

" " 0.0 SELDOM SEEN WEAK! 

" " 0.1 SELDOM SEEN MOD I o. 
12 11 00 SELDOM SEEN WEAK f 

11 11 0 .1 Sr:.LDOM SEEN MOD I , , 
11 14 0.1 SELDOM SEEN MOD I 3·5 

" 



MISSION STATEMENT 

"The Bureau of Land Management is responsible for the balanced management of the Public 
Lands and resources and their various values so that they are considered in a combination that will 
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SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT 
RECORD OF DECISION 

SUMMARY 

The Southwest lntertie Project (SWlP) Record of Decision (ROD) permits the granting of a public 
land right-of-way (PJW) to Idaho Power Company, Boise, Idaho for the construction, operation, 
maintenance, and termination of the Southwest Intertie 500 kilovolt (kV) electrical transmission line 
project (SWIP). The entire PJW on public land includes a 200 foot wide (100 feet each side of 
center) by approximately 540 mile long linear PJW, three substation sites, each approximately 80 
acres in size, two series compensation station sites, each approximately 15 to 20 acres is size and 8 
microwave communication sites, each approximately lf4 acre in size (refer to the Location Map on 
the following page). Within the 200 foot wide transmission line PJW, the ROD allows the 
installation of a fiber optic communication cable within the grounding shield wires on top of the 
transmission line towers. 

As the right-of-way decision routes the SWIP in some locations that are outside of BLM designated 
or planning corridors, the ROD amends affected land use plans to show the new or modified 
transmission line corridors. No amendments are necessary in Idaho as the Proposed Action is in 
conformance with the present land use plans. In Nevada and Utah, the ROD amends the appropriate 
land use plans. 

Two public land right-of-way grants will be :ssued to Idaho Power Company for the SWIP. One 
grant will be for the Midpoint, Idaho to Dry Lake, Nevada segment (approximately 406 miles long) 
and one grant will be for the Ely, Nevada to Delta, Utah segment (approximately 134 miles long). 
This will be done to facilitate the assignment of the Ely to Delta right-of-way segment from Idaho 
Power Company to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. The Los Angeles Department 

. of Water and Power will construct, operate, and maintain this segment of the SWlP (See page I-I 
of the SWIP Final Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan Amendment). 

The ROD identifies the Agency Preferred Alternative as the route that the transmission line will 
follow. It describes this route by link designation as identified in the Southwest lntertie Proiect 
Final Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan Amendment (FEISIPPA) document dated 
July, 1993. The substation sites, series compensation station sites and microwave communication 
sites, are also identified in the ROD. The transmission line route and associated facilities are 
described for each segment of the project, the Midpoint to Dry Lake segment and the Ely to Delta 
segment. 

The ROD identifies the various alternatives, including the Proposed Action, that were assessed, 
outlines the management considerations that were made in making the decision, and summarizes the 
public involvement during the EIS process. In addition, the mitigation measures identified as part of 
the Proposed Action are discussed. These measures include generic mitigation measures that would 
be incorporated throughout the SWlP route as well as selectively committed measures that Idaho 
Power Company would implement to mitigate adverse impact in specific instances. The lenns, 
conditions, and stipulations that will be included in the right-of-way grants are also identified. 
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SOUTHWEST INTERTIE PROJECT 
RECORD OF DECISION 

DECISION 

Right-Of-Way Grant 

The Decision is to grant a public land right-of-way (R/W) to Idaho Power Company, Boise, Idaho 
for the construction, operation, maintenance, and termination of the Southwest Intertie 500kV 
electrical transmission line project (SWIP). The entire R/W on public land includes a 200 foot wide 
(100 feet each side of center) by approximately 540 mile long linear R/W, three substation sites, 
each approximately gO acres in size, two series compensation station sites, each approximately 15 to 
20 acres in size and g microwave communication sites, each approximately 1/4 acre in size. The 
ROD also allows the installation of a fiber optic communication cable within the grounding shield 
wires on top of the transmission line towers, 

Use of the fiber optic ground wire by a commercial communications company(s) would be allowed 
upon completion of all appropriate environmental requirements and upon obtaining a R/W grant 
from the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), A separate R/W application would be required and 
a separate, site specific, environmental document may be required to analyze impacts that would be 
associated with the construction, operation, maintenance, and termination of the associated 
regeneration stations, eleetrical service lines, or other ancillary facilities that would be associated 
with the fiber optic communication system, 

Two public land right-of-way grants will be issued to Idaho Power Company for the SWIP, One 
grant will be for the Midpoint, Idaho to Dry Lake, Nevada segment (approximately 406 miles long) 
and one grant will be for Ely, Nevada to Delta, Utah segment (approximately 134 miles long), 
This will be done to facilitate the assignment of the Ely to Delta segment right-of-way from Idaho 
Power Company to the Los Angeles Department of Water and Power. The Los Angeles Department 
of Water and Power will construct, operate, and maintain this segment of the SWIP {See page I-I 
of the Southwest Intertie Project Final Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan 
Amendment, July 1993 (FEIS/PPA» 

The two public land rights-of-way will be issued simultaneously with the ROD, The deeision to 
grant the rights-of-way is an appealable action, The decision, un less a petition for a stay is 
approved, remains in full force and effect pending the completion of the appeal process (43 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 2804,I(b», 

Should an appeal be taken, it must be made in accordance with the regulations contained in 43 CFR 
Part 4. The appeal must be filed with the Idaho State Director within 30 days from the date of this 
decision. The appeal must identifY which SWIP right-of-way, Midpoint to Dry Lake, Ely to Delta, 
or both, is the subject of the appeal. 
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The SWIP transmission line will follow the Agency Preferred Route described below by Link 
designation as identified in the SWIP FEISIPPA document dated July, 1993. The substation sites, 
series compensation station sites, and microwave communication sites, also described in this 
document, will be constructed in the locations noted below. The transmission line route and 
associated facilities are described separately for each\ segment of the project, the Midpoint to Dry 
Lake segment and the Ely to Delta segment. 

Midpoint To Dry Lake Segment 

Transmission Line Route 

Beginning at Idaho Power Company's Midpoint Substation near Shoshone, Idaho, the SWIP 
transmission line, Midpoint, Idaho to Dry Lake, Nevada Segment, will follow the route shown on 
the attached map and identified as links 10,20,40,41, 50,70,711, 714, 101, 715, 713, 110, 130, 
150, 15!, 152, 200, 221, 223, 212, 230, 241, 242, 244, 270, 291, 293, 310, 340, 362, 363, 669, 670, 
672, 673, 675, 690, 700, .and 720. 

Substation Sites 

The following substation sites have been selected as part of the decision for the Midpoint to Dry 
Lake Segment 

Midpoint Substation site near Shoshone, Idaho (existing substation on private land" no public 
land R/W required) 
Site 10 at the Robinson Summit Substation siting area northwest of Ely, Nevada 
Site 17, 18, or 20 at the Dry Lake Substation siting area, northeast of Las Vegas, Nevada 

The final site selected from either sites 17, 18, Or 20 may depend on the final routing decision for 
the Marketplace-Allen Transmission (MAT) Project. If the MAT is routed south through the Apex 
Industrial Area, the proposed site would be either Site 17 or 18. If the MAT is routed south and 
east of the Dry Lake Mountain Range, the proposed site would be either Site 18 or 20. 

Series Compensation Station Sites 

The following series compensation station sites have been selected as part of this decision: 

Nevada - Site 4 at the Thousand Springs Series Compensation Station Siting Area as shown 
on the A Itemative Routes Map, Panel 2, found in the Map Volume that accompaniCct the 
SWIP Draft Environmental Impact Statement and Draft Plan Amendment. 
Nevada - Delamar Valley Series Compensation Station Siting Area 

If a series compensation station facility is required ill the Delamar Valley, the specific location will 
be determined later and a separate environmental assessment, tiering from the SWIP EIS, would be 
prepared prior to construction. 
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Communication Sites 

The selected communication sites include 

• Idaho - Hansen Butte and Cottonwood sites 
• Nevada - the Ellen D (L&D), Rocky Point, Six Mile, Spruce Mountain, Long Valley, Copper, 

Cave Mountain, Mount Wilson, Highland Peak, and Glendale sites 
• Utah - Beaver Dam Mountain site 

Ely To Delta Segment 

Transmission Line Route 

Beginning at Site 10 of the proposed Robinson Summit Substation site, the Ely, Nevada to Delta, 
Utah segment of the SWIP transmission line will follow the route shown on the attached map and 
identified as links 350, 351, 352, 370, 380, 460, 464, 466, 468, 471, 473, 461, 462, 470, 540, 571, 
572,580, 581, and 582. Links 350 through 471 describe the Nevada portion of this segment. Links 
473 through 582 describe the Utah portion of this segment. 

Substation Sites 

The following substation sites have been selected as part of the decision for the Ely to Delta 
Segment: 

• Site 10 at the Robinson Summit Substation siting area northwest of Ely, Nevada 
Site 14 at the Intermountain Substation siting area near Delta, Utah 

Series Compensation Station Sites 

No series compensation stations are required for the Ely to Delta segment. 

Communication Sites 

No new communication facilities are required for the Ely to Delta segment. 
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Land Use Plan Amendments 

As the right-of-way decision routes the SWIP in some locations that are outside of BLM designated 
or planning corridors, the Decision is to amend the following land use plans as indicated below. 

Idaho 

Shoshone District 

There is no land use plan amendment required. The public lands crossed by the proposed S WIP 
transmission line route in ,the Shoshone District are managed in accordance with the Monument 
Resource Management Plan (RMP) which was approved on April 27, 1985. This plan, while not 
specifically designating R!W corridors, provides that public lands may be considered for the 
installation of public utilities, except where expressly prohibited by law or regulation. 

The proposal is determined to be in conformance with the existing management plan and no 
amendment to that plan is necessary. 

Burley District 

There is no land use plan amendment required. The public lands crossed by the SWIP proposed 
transmission line route in the Burley District are managed in accordance with the Twin Falls 
Management Framework Plan (MFP) which was approved on January 21, 1988. This plan states 
that future transmission lines are to be confined to corridors where existing transmission lines are 
located. The proposed SWIP transmission line would parallel the Midpoint-Valmy 345kV 
transmission line route in the Burley District. 

The proposal is determined to be in confonnance with the existing management plan and no 
amendment to that plan is necessary" 

Nevada 

Elko District 

The public lands crossed by the SWIP proposed transmission line route in the Elko District are 
managed in accordance with the Wells RMP which was approved on July 16, 1985. This plan 
states that new transmission facilities will be placed in designated corridors on existing rights-of
way whenever possible, or located in identified planning corridors" 
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The proposed SWIP transmission line either overlaps, adjoins, or parallels numerous existing rights
of-way within Designated and Planning corridors throughout its length in the Elko District except 
for portions of links 150, 152, and 200 as shown on Figure 1-2 of the FEISIPPA. In these areas, 
site specific environmental considerations for this large transmission facility guided its location to 
the least visually intrusive area. In these three areas, the SWIP transmission .line required a location 
outside the boundaries of existing corridor designations. 

The plan amendment involves adding to the existing designated corridors' system and map (Wells 
RMPIEIS Record of Decision - Map 3) the strip of land 1/4 mile on each side of the "assumed 
centerline" as drawn on the project maps for the above described portions of links 150, 152, and 
200. These lands will become Designated corridors and will be considered for future right-of-way 
dedications as provided for in the Wells RMP. 

Ely District 

This amendment includes Links 293 and 362 as amendments to the corridor designated in the Egan 
RMP and Links 468, 471, 672, 673, and 675 as amendments to the corridor designated in the Schell 
MFP. As these are amendments to existing designated corridors, plan amendments are required by 
the selection of these Links as the Agency Preferred Route. 

With the signing of the SWIP ROD, the Egan RMP (dated February 3, 1987) and the Schell MFP 
(dated June I, 1983), will be amended to include Links 293 and 362 as parts of the Egan RMP 
corridor and Links 468, 471, 672, 673, and 675 as parts of the existing Schell MFP corridor. 

Las Vegas District 

The land use plans that would be affected by this action are the Caliente Resource Area MFP dated 
February, 1982, and the Clark County MFP dated September 16, 1983. 

For the Caliente MFP Lands Recommendation 3.1, the decision states that: "Major utility systems 
(69kV (+] powerlines, pipelines, etc.) should follow the corridors shown on the MFP 3 overlay 
when possible. It is recognized that due to engineering problems and project design that deviations 
would probably be necessary to allow the construction and maintenance of future facilities. 
However, every effort should be made to utilize existing corridors to limit disturbance." 

The inference in the existing Caliente MFP is that although a planning corridor exists and should be 
used, there is the caveat that consideration will be given to any necessary deviations resulting from 
engineering problems and project design. The segment of the SWIP SOOkV powerline outside the 
existing planning corridor from Milepost 20 in Township I North, Range 65 East, Section 8 to 
Milepost 10 in Township 2 South, Range 65 East, Section 8, was analyzed and is determined to be 
an acceptable location. Selection of the Agency Preferred Route is in conformance with the 
Caliente MFP. 

The SWIP transmission line route along Link 720 was analyzed and determined to be an acceptable 
location. The Clark County MFP did not designate any utility corridors. However, the selection of 
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the Agency Preferred Route is in conformance with the Clark County MFP Lands Objective 3.0 and 
subsequent decision: "Provide public lands in Clark County for transportation, energy transmission, 
communications, related facilities and systems through appropriate authority." 

Utah 

Richfield District 

The land use plans in the Richfield District that would be affected by this action are the Warm 
Springs RMP (April, 1987), and the House Range RMP (October, 1987). The selection of the 
Agency Preferred Route includes the Sacramento Pass Subroute 3 (refer to the SWIP FEISIPPA) 
which leaves the 23 OkV: corridor route for only· a few miles until it crosses into Nevada. This 
subroute would be under the Warm Springs Resource Management Plan which states that new 
rights-of-way will be restricted to designated utility corridors wherever feasible. Since the proposed 
SWIP transmission line route does not totally meet this condition, the Warm Springs RMP is 
amended as shown on Figure 1-2 of tile SWIP FEISIPPA. 

ALTERNATIVES INCLUDING PROPOSED ACTION 

Six alternatives were evaluated to meet the Southwest Intertie Project's need to provide economical 
energy to the west and to increase transmission and system reliability. The alternatives that were 
considered but eliminated included general system alternatives a~ follows: I) energy conservation 
and load management, 2) new generation sources, 3) alternative transmission systems, and 
4) alternative transmission technologies. These alternatives, discussed on pages 2-2 through 2-10 of 
the SWIP Draft Environmental Impact StatementJDraft Plan Amendment (DEIS/DPA), were 
considered, but eliminated because they do not meet the purpose and need for the proposed action. 
The no-action alternative and the proposed action to construct a transmission line on one of several 
routing alternatives was discussed and analyzed in detaiL 

Nine routing alternatives including an utility and an agency preferred alternative were evaluated. 
The Midpoint to Dry Lake segment included alternative routes A through G, the Utility Preferred 
Route and the Agency Preferred Route. Alternative A was identified in the SWIP DEIS/DPA as the 
environmentally preferred route. The Ely to Delta segment included the Direct Route, Cutoff Route, 
230kV Corridor Route, and the Southern Route. The 230kV Route was identified in the DEISIDPA 
as the environmentally preferred route. These various muting alternatives are discussed below by 
state and district. 
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Idaho 

Shoshone District 

[n addition to the No Action Alternative, two basic routing alternatives were evaluated in the 
Shoshone District. One route, Route F (Link 61 in the Shoshone District) went west toward 
Hagerman, [dabo and one route went south along the Midpoint-Valmy 345kV transmission line 
route (Links 10,20, and 30). The Midpoint-Valmy route (Links 10 and 20), with the exception of 
link 30, is selected as the Agency Preferred Route. This route is also the environmentally preferred 
route. 

There are no deviations from the environmentally preferred route in the Shoshone District. 

All practicable methods to reduce environmental harm have been adopted. This includes the 
adoption of the Generic Mitigation Measures as well as the Selectively Committed Mitigation 
Measures listed in Table 1-5 and Table 1-6 of the SWIP FEISIPPA (See Attachment I) and the 
decision to require the preparation and approval by BLM of a detailed Construction, Operation and 
Maintenance (COM) Plan prior to granting a notice to proceed with construction. 

Burley District 

In addition to the No Action Alternative, three basic routing alternatives were evaluated in the 
Bur[ey District. One route (Link 64) parallels the Upper Salmon to Wells l38kV transmission line 
which is on the extreme western edge of the district and also parallels Salmon Falls Creek. Another 
route parallels the Midpoint-Valmy 345kV transmission line (Links 40 and 41) to a point northeast 
of Rogerson, Idaho where it splits off and goes south through Shoshone Basin (Link 81). The third 
route, which is also the environmentally preferred route (Links 40, 41, 50, and 70), parallels the 
Midpoint-Valmy 345kV route in its entirety through the Burley District. This route is selected as 
the Agency Preferred Route. 

There are no deviations from the environmentally preferred route in the Burley District. 

All practicable methods to reduce environmental harm have been adopted. This includes the 
adoption of the Generic Mitigation Measures as well as the Selectively Committed Mitigation 
Measures (Table 1-5 and Table 1-6 of the SWlP FEISIPPA and Attachment [) and the decision to 
require the preparation and approval by BLM of a detailed COM Plan prior to granting a notice to 
proceed with construction . 
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Nevada 

Elko District 

Nine routing alternatives, including the agency and environmentally preferred alternatives, were 
analyzed. The alternatives typically included routing options through the various north-south 
trending valleys in the Elko District. Alternatives traversed areas with designated corridors, such as 
Goshute Valley, with minimal existing facilities (Nevada Northern Railroad) and Salmon Falls 
Creek Drainage, with extensive existing facilities (J45kV, 138kV, U.S. Highway 93) as well as, 
areas with no existing facilities or corridors such as Trout Creek Valley, the east flank of the 
Goshute Mountains, and Thousand Springs Valley. See page 2-36 to 2-44 of the SWIP DEISIDPA 
for a complete description of the specific routes. 

The Agency Preferred Alternative and the Environmentally Preferred Alternative (as described in the 
SWIP DElSIDPA) for the Elko District segment of the SWIP are the same, with a few minor 
variations, and both are environmentally sound. Differences occur where the Agency Preferred 
Alternative considers the BLM's specific knowledge of localized situations. 

The first difference occurs in the area of Jackpot, Nevada where Link 72 is part of the 
environmentally preferred alternative because it parallels the Midpoint-Valmy 345kV transmission 
line across Salmon Falls Creek, minimizing visual impacts to recreational users on the creek. The 
Agency Preferred Alternative would use Links 711 and 714 to reduce visual impacts by crossing 
Salmon Falls Creek at a narrower portion of the canyon roughly parallel and to the west of the 
existing l3&kV transmission line. These links would also Cross a smaller portion of the Salmon 
Falls Creek Special Recreation Management Area. 

A second difference occurs in the vicinity of Contact, Nevada where Link 102 is part of the 
environmentally preferred alternative because it would parallel the Midpoint-Valmy 345kV 
transmission line reducing visual impacts associated with structure contrast, and would minimize 
visual impacts to residences in the Contact area. The Agency Preferred Alternative in this area 
utilizes Links 715 and 713 because terrain at the crossing of U.S Highway 93 would better screen 
towers adjaccnt to the highway from the views of highway travelers. However, one tower on Link 
713 would cause high visual impacts to views to a nearby residence. 

A third difference occurs in the vicinity of the Wioecup Ranch northeast of Wells, Nevada. Links 
160, 161, 162, and 1612 are environmentally preferred because they would parallel the existing 
Upper Salmon to Wells 138kV transmission line (except Link [612) which would minimize 
potential predation impacts to sage grouse_ The Agency Preferred Alternative would utilize Links 
150 and 151 because they would minimize visual impacts to highway travelers. Further, it would 
cross the California National Historic Trail near the Winecup Ranch minimizing visual impacts to 
the trail due to existing visual contrasts of the ranch operations and shorter duration of visibility 
from the trail. 

A fourth difference occurs in the vicinity of Oasis, Nevada. During the fonnal public meetings for 
the SWIP DEIS/DPA in Wells, Nevada on August 4, 1992, residents of Oasis opposed the preferred 
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alternative in the SWIP DEISIDPA that would pass west of Oasis along the base of the Pequop 
Mountains (Link 211). Their opposition was based on proposed development plans by Northern 
Holdings. Inc. and CSY Investments. Link 211 had been preferred because it would be a less 
visually intrusive crossing of Interstate 80. Interstate 80 generally forms the centerline of a low 
visibility corridor designated by the Elko District of the BLM and is managed as Visual Resource 
Management (VRM) Class II (refer to Visual Resources section in Chapter 3 and 4 of the SWIP 
DEISIDPA). With the dark colors of the Pequop Mountains as a backdrop. Link 211 would result 
in weaker visual contrast to travelers on Interstate 80. 

In response to the public comments and in consideration of the planned developments of CSY 
Development and Northern Holdings. Inc .• the Agency Preferred Alternative through this area was 
revised to use Links 221 and 223 along the railroad corridor through the center of Goshute Valley. 
These links would avoid future potential conflicts with the planned developments for Northern 
Holdings properties and would minimize impacts to significant portions of the planned developments 
of CSY Investments. 

The last difference occurs at the Elko-White Pine County line. In this area, Links 250. 259, and 
260 are environmentally preferred because they would avoid a known cultural site and cause fewer 
miles of moderate impacts to pronghorn antelope, long-billed curlew, and sandhill crane habitat. 
The Agency Preferred Alternative would use Links 241, 242, and 245 because they are within the 
BLM designated utility corridor in accordance with the Wells Resource Management Plan and 
would provide the least visually intrusive means for this and future projects to traverse the area. 

All practicable methods to reduce environmental harm have been adopted. This includes the 
adoption of the Generic Mitigation Measures as well as the Selectively Committed Mitigation 
Measures (refer to Table 1-5 and Table 1-6 of the SWIP FEISIPPA and Attachment I) and the 
decision to require the preparation and approval by BLM of a detailed COM Plan prior to granting a 
notice to proceed with construction. 

Ely District 

Ely to Delta Segment 

While the Direct Route would be shorter, the 230kV Route would be almost entirely within an 
existing transmission line corridor. This alternative best satisfies Section 503 of the Federal Land 
Policy and Management Act (FLPMA) of 1976 mandate to utilize existing corridors when feasible. 
Although the transmission line would extend for many miles across Snake Valley, visual impacts to 
views from within the Great Basin National Park would be insignificant because of the great 
distance between the transmission line and the viewpoints. Utilizing non-specular conductors and 
the proposed dulling of the galvanized metal towers would mitigate visual impacts. 

Construction of the project along the Direct Route would impact a previously undisturbed landscape, 
The existing 230kV corridor, as amended, is the selected route, the environmentally preferred route, 
the Agency Preferred Route and the Utility Preferred Route. 
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Privately owned lands are located between the east side of the Snake Range and the Utah border, 
and are crossed by the existing 230kV corridor. Concern has been repeatedly expressed by local 
property ownerS about having yet another major transmission line across the private lands. As it is 
possible to route the SWIP line totally upon the public lands without additional adverse impacts, an 
amendment to the Schell MFP to include Links 468 and 471 is required to allow for a distance of 
greater than one-quarter mile from the highway center line or the e)(isting 230kV rights-of-way. 

The Southern Route is the longest route and has higher impacts than the other routes. It is therefore 
the least environmentally preferred route. 

Midpoint to Dry Lake Segment 

In addition to the No Action Alternative, three routing alternatives were evaluated within the Ely 
District 

• Route A, the environmentally preferred route, including the Goshute Valley-Lages Station
Steptoe Valley-Dry Canyon Range-Dry Lake. 

Route B, Wendover-Lages Station-Steptoe Valley-Antone Pass-Egan Range-Dry Lake. 

• Route G, the Utility Preferred Route, Goshute Valley-Steptoe Valley Antone Pass-Egan 
Range-Dry Lake. 

The Agency Preferred Route is a cOmbination of routes A and G, bypassing Lages Station and 
crossing the Egan Range south of Antone Pass at Dry Canyoll. 

The Agency Preferred Route deviates from the environmentally preferred route near the Elko-White 
Pine county line. In this area Links 250, 259, and 261 are environmentally preferred because they 
would cause fewer miles of moderate impacts to pronghorn antelope, long-billed curlew and sandhill 
crane habitat. The Agency Preferred Route would use Links 241, 242, and 244 because this route is 
within a designated corridor, will avoid most private residences at Lages Station, and wi 11 have less 
visual impact on the Highway 93 corridor. Links 672, 673, and 675 will reach the Utah-Nevada 
Transmission Project corridor by the shortest route thus lessening impacts to private lands and visual 
impacts to Highway 93. This roule avoids conflicts with military flight operations within the 
existing Military Operating Areas (MOA) of Nellis Air Force Base. The rest of the Agency 
Preferred Route within the Ely District does not deviate from the environmentally preferred route, 
including the proposed plan amendments. 

All practicable methods to reduce environmental hann have been adopted. Mitigation measures 
included in the SWIP FEIS/PPA will be made a part of the detailed COM Plan. Actual construction 
may not proceed until after the completion of the COM Plan and the issuance of a notice to 
proceed. The actual construction will be closely monitored by the Agency or its designated 
representative. 
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Las Vegas District 

As outlined on page 8 and in the SWIP DEISIDPA, six general alternatives to meet the SWIP 
system needs were evaluated: 

• Energy conservation and load management 
• New generation sources 
• Alternative transmission systems 
• Alternative transmission technologies 
• Proposed action 
• No action 

Idaho Power Company developed and implemented energy conservation and load management 
programs in the past. .Conservation· could not be considered an alternative action that would meet 
the stated need for the project. 

The first four of these alternatives were eliminated from further consideration because they did not 
meet the system requirements or the stated purpose and need, 

Alternative generation sources were eliminated because they would not meet the goal of deferring 
new generation, providing for seasonal exchanges, diversifying fuel resources, and the other stated 
purposes of the project. Other altemative routes were eliminated for a number of reasons, including 
environmental conflicts, public and agency opposition, and system planning/performance criteria, 

To minimize the public issues and management concems to visual resources; biological resources, 
cultural resources, Wilderness Study Areas, to maximize the uSe of public lands, and to use existing 
transmission line corridors where possible, the Agency Preferred Route was selected, The Agency 
Preferred Alternative and the environmentally preferred route are the same. 

All practicable methods to reduce environmental harm have been adopted, This includes the 
adoption of the Generic Mitigation Measures as well as the Selectively Committed Mitigation 
Measures (refer to Attachment I and Tables 1-5 and 1-6 in the SWIP fEISIPPA) and the decision to 
require the preparation and approval by BLM of a comprehensive COM Plan prior to granting a 
notice to proceed for construction . 

Utah 

The following are the routing altematives evaluated in the SWIP FEISIPPA: 

Direct Route 
Cutoff Route 
230kV Corridor Route 
Southern Route 
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The Direct Route would be the shortest route for the Ely to Delta segment One major concern for 
this route is that it would cross lands with restricted military airspace. There are also concerns for 
protecting the undisturbed landscape and a sensitive wetland area (Leland Harris Spring Complex). 
Because of these concerns, it is one of the least environmentally preferred route. 

The Cutoff Route would utilize the 230kV corridor for about half of its length. The remainder 
would be in an area of undisturbed landscape without other existing transmission lines. There 
would be a restriction of tower height due to the location in a military operating area (MOA) of the 
Utah Training and Testing Range. 

While the Direct Route would be shorter, the 230kV Corridor Route would be almost entirely within 
an existing transmission corridor. This route best satisfies Section 503 of the FLPMA mandate to 
utilize existing corridors when feasible. This route also crosses the MOA. Although the 
transmission line would extend for many miles across Snake Valley, visual impacts to views from 
within the Great Basin National.Park would be. insignificant because of the great distance between 
the transmission line and the viewpoints. Utilizing non-specular conductors and the proposed 
dulling of galvanized metal towers would mitigate visual impacts. Privately owned lands are 
located between the east side of the Snake Valley and the Utah border. However, they are avoided 
by the selected 230kV corridor with the Sacramento Pass Suhroute J modification (refer to the 
SWIP FEISIPPA). Concern has been repeatedly expressed by local property owners about having 
yet another major transmission line across the private lands. The 2JOkV Route is the 
environmentally preferred route, the Agency Preferred Route, and the Utility Preferred Route. 

The Southern Route is the longest route and has higher impacts than the other routes. It is the least 
environmentally preferred route. 

All practicable methods to reduce environmental harm have been adopted. This includes the 
adoption of the Generic Mitigation Measures as well as the Selectively Committed Mitigation 
Measures (Table 1-5 and Table 1-6 of the SWIP FEISIPPA and Attachment I) and the decision to 
require the preparation and approval by BLM of a detailed COM Plan prior to granting a notice to 
proceed with construction. 

MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS 

Idaho 

Shoshone District - The primary management consideration within the Shoshone District is to be in 
conformance with district land use plans. In addition, consideration was given to the various natural 
resources to determine if they are either not present, or, if present, that the impacts caused from the 
Proposed Action would be adequately mitigated. One minor routing alternative, Link 30, was 
dropped from further consideration so that the transmission line would not cross a private livestock 
feedlot and some metal buildings. The selection of Links 10 and 20 within the Shoshone District 
constituted confonnance with the Monument RMP, and the selection is consistent with the 
environmentally preferred route. 
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Selection of the No Action Alternative would result in no change in the current situation, but would 
reduce the capabilities to meet expanding demands for electricity and increased economic growth 
opportunities. 

Burley District - The primary management consideration in the Burley District is to minimize 
environmental impact by routing future transmission lines within existing utility corridors. The 
selection of Links 40, 41, 50, and 70 accomplished conformance to the land use plan by confining 
future lines to existing RJW corridors, maintained the Shoshone Basin as an area frce of 
transmission lines, and routed the line away from close proximity to the Salmon Falls Creek 
Wilderness Study area. This route selection best meets the mandate of Section 503 of the FLPMA 
to utilize existing utility corridors when feasible. The selection of this route is also consistent with 
the environmentally preferred route. 

Selection of the No Action Alternative would result in no change in the current situation, but would 
reduce the capabilitiesAo,meet expanding .demands Jor electricity and increased economic growth 
opportunities. 

Nevada 

Elko District - The primary management consideration in the Elko District is to minimize 
environmental impacts including those caused by the proliferation of rights-of-way through the 
utilization of Designated and Planning corridors. Long term visual concern was the overriding 
factor for all corridor deviations as well as most deviations from the Environmentally Preferred 
Alternative. The one exception to this was the selection of links 221 and 223 in the vicinity of 
Oasis, Nevada. The change was made to minimize impacts to significant portions of the planned 
developments of CSY Investments and Northern Holdings, Inc. 

Selection of the No Action Alternative would result in no change in the current situation, but would 
reduce the capabilities to meet expanding demands for electricity and increased economic growth 
opportunities. 

Ely District - The primary management consideration of the Ely District is to keep total cumulative 
environmental impacts to a minimum. This is best accomplished by the selection during the 
planning process and utilization of utility corridors wherever practicable and feasible. This is also 
required by Section 503 of the FLPMA. Links 293, 362, 468, 471, 672, 673 and 675 are 
adjustments to existing corridors and are being adopted to meet specific management objectives. 
Links 24\, 242, and 244 are required to avoid private residences and impacts to the visual resource 
along Highway 93. Link 293 is required to avoid a sage grouse lek, and Link 362 is required to 
avoid a ferrugineous hawk nesting area. Links 468 and 47[ adjust the Ely to Delta segment to 
avoid needlessly crossing private land. Links 672, 673 and 675 are required to attach to the Ulah
Nevada Transmission Project by the shortest route thus lessening impacts 10 private property and 
visual impacts to highway 93. Impacts to raptor nesting areas and crucial deer winter range and 
migration corridors will be mitigated to insignificant levels. The placement of new lines in existing 
corridors will minimize adverse impacts to specific resource values while maintaining the open 
space values of previously undeveloped areas. 
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Other alternative routes were eliminated for a number of reasons, including environmental concerns 
relating to biological, cultural, land uses, visual resources, public and agency opposition, and system 
performance criteria. 

Selection of the No Action Alternative would result in no change in the current situation, but would 
reduce the capabilities of the industry to meet expanding demands for electricity and increased 
economic growth opportunities. 

Las Vegas District - The segment of the SWIP SOOkV powerline outside the existing planning 
corridor in the Caliente MFP described as being from Milepost 20 in Township I North, Range 65 
East, Section 8, to Milepost to in Township 2 South, Range 65 East, Section 8, was analyzed and 
Was determined to be an acceptable location. There were no environmental conflicts along this 
segment; it meets the purpose and need of the SWIP SOOkV powerline project since it extends from 
the Ely District portion of the project to intersect the existing planning corridor and onto the Dry 
Lake Valley substation site, to ,be ' determined as ,part, of the. Marketplace-Allen Transmission Project 
study. Therefore, due to the potential of engineering problems and overall project design, this 
segment was determined to be an acceptable locatio~. 

Utah 

Richfield District - The selected routing alternative is the 230kV Corridor Route, with the 
Sacramento Pass Subroute 3 modification (refer to the SWIP FEiSIPPA). As stated, this is the 
environmentally preferred route, the Agency Preferred Route, and the Utility Preferred Route. This 
route selection best meets the mandate of Section 503 of the FLPMA to utilize existing utility 
corridors when feasible. It would utilize an existing utility corridor in accordance with BLM policy 
and the Warm Springs RMP which encourage efforts to utilize existing corridors, whether 
designated or not, for new linear right-of-way construction whenever practical and feasible. 

Other selection criteria were based on the total potential cumulative environmental effects, which 
were less significant than in the other alternative routes. Comments from the public generally 
expressed favor for placement of new lines in existing corridors to minimize adverse impacts and to 
maintain open space values in previously undeveloped areas, 

Other alternative routes were eliminated for a number of reasons, including environmental concerns 
relating to biological, cultural, land uses, and visual resources, public and agency opposition, and 
system/performance criteria. 

MITIGATION AND MONITORING 

The committed mitigation measures and related monitoring and enforcement activities included in 
the SWIP FEIS/PPA are identified below. 
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The Generic Mitigation measures found in Table 1-6 of the FEISIPP A and Attachment I of this 
document will be implemented via incorporation into the COM Plan. Preparation and approval of 
this plan by BLM will be required before a notice to proceed with construction will be issued. 

The Selectively Committed Mitigation measures found in Table 1-5 of the FEISIPPA and 
Attachment I of this document will be implemented via incorporation into the COM Plan. 
Preparation and approval of this plan by BLM will be required before a notice to proceed with 
construction will be issued. 

The SWIP may be built in phases. The RfW holder, however, must obtain a notice to proceed from 
the authorized officer before construction on any phase may begin. The portion of the SWIP from 
Midpoint Substation to Ely, Nevada (Midpoint to Dry Lake segment) may be the first phase 
constructed. The Ely to Delta segment may be another phase, and finally, the Ely to Dry Lake 
segment may be the final phase . 

The SWIP will terminate at the new proposed Dry Lake Valley Substation site northeast of Las 
Vegas, Nevada. From this substation, Idaho Power Company would connect the SWIP with the 
proposed Marketplace Allen Transmission Project. This project would connect the proposed Dry 
Lake Valley Substation to the McCullough Marketplace Substation. The Marketplace Allen project 
is not dependent on the SWIP nor is the SWIP dependent on the Marketplace Allen project. If the 
Marketplace Allen project is not constructed, the Ely to Dry Lake segment of the SWIP 
transmission line would be operated at a lower capacity and/or voltage. Energy transactions among 
several regional utility companies would occur at the Dry Lake substation . 

The terms and conditions and stipulations that will become part of the right-of-way grant are 
identified below . 

The right-of-way will be granted subject to the preparation and approval by the BLM of a detailed 
COM Plan. This plan will include, but will not be limited to, performance bonding requirements, 
tower siting specifications, access plan, cultural resource clearances, TIlreatened or Endangered plant 
and animal species inventory, and site specific reclamation, mitigation and monitoring measures. It 
will use the mitigation measures identified above as well as the standard RfW stipulations found in 
BLM's Right of Way Plans of Development & Grants Handbook, H-28OJ-L The COM Plan may 
include new stipulations or mitigation measures that would be developed on a site specific basis and 
need. The COM Plan will direct the construction, operation, maintenance and termination of the 
SWIP. The COM Plan will also have appropriate monitoring measures to track the success of the 
various mitigation measures in minimizing environmental impacts and to monitor rehabilitation 
measures, Only after the approval by the BLM of the SWIP COM Plan will a notice to proceed 
with construction be issued. 

The mitigation measures listed in the formal Section 7 Consultation and Biological Opinion 
document prepared by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service dated May 12, 1993, and subsequent 
Biological Opinion document for Mojave Desert Tortoise Critical Habitat dated March 23, 1994 will 
be incorporated into the COM Plan. Approval of this plan by BLM will be required before a notice 
to proceed with construction will be issued. 
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The RJW will be granted subject to the stipulations identified in the Cultural Resources 
Programmatic Agreement accepted by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation on 
June 13, 1990. 

Use of the fiber optic ground wire by a commercial communications company(s) would be allowed 
upon completion of all appropriate environmental requirements and upon obtaining a RJW grant 
from the BLM. A separate RJW application would be required and a separate, site specific, 
environmental document may be required to analyze impacts that would be associated with the 
construction, operation, maintenance, and tennination of the associated regeneration stations, 
electrical service lines, or other ancillary facilities that would be associated with the fiber optic 
communication system. 

The holder shall not initiate any construction or other surface disturbing activities on the RJW 
without the prior written authorization of the authorized officer. Such authorization shall be a 
written notice to proceed issued bythe.authorized·officer .... Any notice to proceed shall authorize 
construction or use only as therein expressly stated and only for the partieular location or use therein 
described. 

Appropriate perfonnance bonds would be required of the R/W holder to assure compliance to the 
terms and conditions of the RJW grant. 

In accordance with 43 CrR 2803.4(c), failure of the RlW holder to use the RJW for the purpose for 
which the authorization was issued for any continuous five-year period shall constitute a 
presumption of abandonment. If the holder fails to prove to the satisfaction of the authorized officer 
that his failure to use the RJW was due to circumstances not within his control, the RJW could be 
canceled. 

Prior to the issuance of a notice to proceed, Idaho Power Company will, to the satisfaction of the 
BLM, show that SWlP would be placed in a location along Links 700 and 720 which will allow 
sufficient room for the construction of anticipated future transmission lines identified in the SWlP 
rEISIPPA (two 500kV White Pine Power Project Lines and the SOOkY Utah-Nevada Transmission 
Project transmission line). 

Except where the SWlP transmission line parallels the approved Utah-Nevada Transmission Project 
SOOkY transmission line (Links 675, 690, 700,720), the centerline of the SWlP will be located 
within 200 feet of the centerline of any other transmission line it parallels. Because of reliability 
requirements, where the SWlP parallels the Utah-Nevada Transmission Project transmission line 
(Links 675, 690, 700, and 720), a maximum 2000 foot separation, centerline to centerline, between 
the two lines will be allowed, subject to the same restraints identified previously. 

When the SWIP is constructed, Idaho Power Company will furnish the BLM an "as built" survey of 
the transmission line route, substation sites, series compensation station sites, communication sites, 
and any related facilities. The "as built" survey will become the official right-of-way grant map. 

The right-of-way will be granted subject to the condition that the BLM will notifY the holders of 
existing rights-of-way, leases, or penn its that would be impacted by the SWlP. Idaho Power 
Company must resolve, to the holders satisfaction, any conflicts or concerns about their authorized 
uses related to the construction, operation and maintenance of the SWlP. 
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PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The public involvement process in the SWIP EIS and land use plan amendment process has been 
extensive. The process included extensive public affairs work, public scoping meetings, public 
workshops. and formal public meetings. During the course ofthe project 12 newsletters.-fact sheets. 
and project updates were published to inform the interested parties about the environmental process, 
the project status, and opportunities to participate. The mailing list, including individuals, 
organizations, and agencies included over 3,000 entities. The notice of all the public meetings and 
availability of the DEISIDPA and the FElSIPP A were published in the Federal Register and in local 
newspapers that served the various communities along the various routing alternatives in Idaho, 
Nevada, and Utah. 

Public scoping meetings were held<duringthe,initial stages of the project. These meetings were 
held in March of 1989. Meetings were held in the communities of Twin Falls, Idaho. WeHs, Ely, 
Caliente and Las Vegas, Nevada, and Delta, Utah. The purpose of the scoping meetings was to: 

inform the public of the project and solicit their participation in the project planning process 
obtain public and agency input on significant issues of concern that should be addressed 

• obtain public comment on concerns about adjustments to alternatives being considered 
focus the scope of the future detailed environmental resource studies for the DEISIDPA 

As a result of the expansion of the SWIP south to an endpoint in the vicinity of Las Vegas, Nevada, 
three additional public scoping meetings were held in June 1990. These meetings were held in Ely, 
Caliente, and Las Vegas to inform the public of changes to the project description and to solicit 
comments on issues of concern in areas affected by the expansion. 

Public workshops were held in January and February of 1991 in the same locations as the scoping 
meetings to give the public an opportunity to review and discuss inventory data and environmental 
assessment work prior to Writing the DElSIDP A. These workshops were held to: 

report results of the environmental studies for the various routing alternatives 
present the preliminary alternative transmission line routes 
gain public input on the acceptability of the preliminary alternative transmission line routes 

Meetings were also held with the various county commissioners of each of the potentially affected 
counties in Idaho. Nevada, and Utah. The purpose of the meetings was to disseminate information 
regarding the project, including issues and the location of alternative routes and substations, and to 
discuss any county permitting requirements. Agencies and organizations having jurisdiction andlor 
specific project interest within the study area were contacted to inform them of SWlP, to verity the 
status and availability of existing environmental data, and to solicit their input to the study process. 

When the SWIP DEISIDPA was completed, it was mailed to the mailing list of 675 interested 
parties who had requested a copy. rn addition, formal public meetings were held in the same 
communities noted above during August of 1992. The purpose of these formal meetings was to 
receive public views and comments regarding the accuracy and adequacy of the SWIP DEISIDPA. 
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Testimony was recorded verbatim at these meetings. The public was also invited to submit written 
comments on the DEISIDPA during a 90 day comment period. 

In July. 1993 the SWIP FEISfPPA was mailed out to the mailing list of 675 individuals, 
organizations, and agencies who had requested a copy.· The public was infonned of the 30 day 
protest period for the plan amendment portion of the EIS and the Governor of each affected state 
(Idaho, Nevada, and Utah) were allowed 60 days for the required consistency review. Notice of the 
availability of the document Was also published in the Federal Register and in local newspapers 
serving the communities within the affected areas of Idaho, Nevada, and Utah. A protest to the 
SWIP FEISfPPA was received from five organizations that had participated in the EIS and land use 
plan amendment process. The protests involved concerns about visual impacts to the California 
National Historic Trail and the Great Basin National Park, impacts to desert bighorn sheep, impacts 
to desert tortoise, concerns about the SWIP R/W corridor being used for future water projects, 
concerns about the procedures used in preparing the SWIP FEISfPPA. as well as concerns about the 
propose and need for the project, mitigation measures, economic feasibility, regional impacts of tbe 
SWIP, and the relationship between the SWIP and the Marketplace Allen Transmission Project. 
These protests were reviewed, analyzed, and a response to each issue prepared. On June 28. 1994, 
a decision letter was sent by the BLM Director to each protesting party. The BLM Director 
concluded that the BLM Idaho, Nevada, and Utah State Directors followed the applicable planning 
procedures, laws, regulations, policies, and resource considerations in developing the SWIP 
FEISfPPA and that the protests did not warrant a change to the SWIP FEISfPPA. 

This extensive public participation program was done in an effort to seek and obtain public views 
throughout the Environmental Impact Statement process. 

SIGNATURES 

The Decision and supporting infonnation as presented above constitutes OUf Record of Decision for 
the Southwest Intertie Project Final Environmental Impact Statement and Proposed Plan 
Amendment. 

Date 

{/- Z:J 
Date 

State Director, Utah 
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ATTACHMENT 1 

Selectively Committed Mitigation Measures 

Note: These selective mitigation measures apply only to speeific impact locations that were 
identified in the EIS Or during field investigations. 

I. No widening or upgrading of existing access roads would be undertaken in the area of 
construction and operation, except for repairs necessary to make roads passable, where soils 
and vegetation are very sensitive to disturbance. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

1. 

8. 

There would be no blading of new access roads in the area of construction and operation. 
Existing crossings would be utilized at perennial streams, National Recreational Trails, and 
irrigation channels. Off-road or cross-country access routes would be used for construction 
and maintenance. This would minimize ground disturbance impacts. These access routes 
must be flagged with an easily seen marker and the route must be approved in advance of 
use by the authorized officer. 

The alignment of any new access roads or overland route would follow the designated area's 
landfonn contours where possible, providing that such alignment does not additionally 
impact resource values. This would minimize ground disturbance andlor reduce scarring 
(visual contrast). 

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 with 
concurrence of the landowner or land manager (e.g., stock piling and replacing topsoil, or 
rock replacement). This would limit new or improved accessibility into the area. 

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

In designated areas, structures would be placed so as to avoid sensitive features such as, but 
not limited to, riparian areas, water courses, and cultural sites, andlor to allow conductors to 
clearly span the features, within limits of standard tower design. This would minimize 
amount of sensitive feature disturbed andlor reduce visual contrast. 

Standard tower design would be modified to correspond with spacing of existing 
transmission line structures where feasible and within limits of standard tower design. The 
normal span would be modified to correspond with existing towers, but not necessarily at 
every location. This would reduce visual contrast andlor potential operational conflicts. 

At highway, canyon, and trail crossings, towers are to be placed at the maximum feasible 
distance from the crossing, to reduce visual impacts. 
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Attachment 1, (Com) 

9. Nonspecular conductors would be used, where specified by the authorized officer, to reduce 
visual impacts. 

10. "Dulled" metal finish towers would be used to reduce visual impacts. 

II. 

12. 

With the exception of emergency repair situations, right-of-way construction, restoration, 
maintenance, and tennination 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. 

Helicopter placement of towers would be used to reduce ground disturbance impacts (e.g., 
soil erosion). 

Generic Mitigation Measures Included In 
The Project Description 

I. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

All construction vehicle movement outside the right-of-way would normally be 
restricted to predesignated access, contractor acquired access or public roads. 

The areal limits of construction activities would normally be predetermined, with 
activity restricted to and confined within those limits. No paint or permanent 
discoloring agents would be applied to rocks or vegetation to indicate surveyor 
construction activity limits. 

In construction areas where recontouring is not required, vegetation would be left in 
place wherever possible and original contour would be maintained to avoid excessive 
root damage and allow for resprouting. 

In construction areas (e.g., marshalling yards, tower sites, spur roads from existing access 
roads) 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), cross drains installed for erosion control, placing 
water bars in the road, and filling ditches. 

Watering facilities (e.g. - tanks, natural springs andlor developed springs, water lines, wells, 
etc.) would be repaired or replaced if they are damaged or destroyed by construction 
activities to their predisturbed condition as required by the landowner or land management 
agency. 
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Attachment 1, (Cont) 

6. Towers andlor ground wire would be marked with high-visibility devices where required by 
governmental agencies (Federal Aviatioil. Administration). 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

On agricultural land, right-of-way would be aligned, in so far as practical, to reduce the 
impact to farm operations and agricultural production. 

Prior to construction, all supervisory construction personnel would be instructed on the 
protection of cultural and ecological resources. To assist in this effort, the construction 
contract would address: (a) Federal and state laws regarding antiquities and plants and 
wildlife, including collection and removal; (b) the importance of these resources and the 
purpose and necessity of protecting them .. 

Cultural resources would continue to be· considered during post-EIS phases of project 
implementation in accordance with the programmatic agreement that would be developed in 
conjunction with preparation of the ErS. This would involve intensive surveys to inventory 
and evaluate cultural resources within the selected corridor and any appurtenant impact 
zones beyond the corridor, such as access roads and construction equipment yards. In 
consultation with appropriate land managing agencies and state historic preservation officers, 
specific mitigation measures would be developed and implemented to mitigate any identified 
adverse impacts. These may include project modifications to avoid adverse impacts, 
monitoring of construction activities, and data recovery studies. 

The Project Sponsors would respond to complaints of line-generated radio or television 
interference hy investigating the complaints and implementing appropriate mitigation 
measures. The transmission line would be patrolled on a regular basis so that damaged 
insulators or other line materials that could cause interference are repaired or replaced. 

The Project Sponsors would apply necessary mitigation to eliminate problems of induced 
currents and voltages onto conductive objects sharing a right-of-way, to the mutual 
satisfaction of the parties involved. 

The Project Sponsors would continue to monitor studies perforni.ed"i;· determine the effects 
of audible noise and electrostatic and electromagnetic fields in order to ascertain whether 
these effects are significant 

Roads would be built as near as possible at right angles to the streams and washes. Culverts 
would be installed where necessary. All construction and maintenance activities shall be 
conducted in a manner that would minimize disturbance to vegetation, drainage channels, 
and intermittent or perennial strearnbanks. [n addition, 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 construction of the 
transmission line. Towers will be sited with a minimum distance of 200 feet from streams. 
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14. 

15. 

16. 

17. 

18. 

19. 

20. 

21. 

All requirements of those entities having jurisdiction over air quality matters would be 
adhered to and any necessary permits for construction activities would be obtained. Open 
burning of construction trash would not be allO\~ed unless permitted by appropriate 
authorities. 

Fences and gates would be repaired or replaced to their original predisturbed condition as 
required by the landowner or the land management agency if they are damaged or destroyed 
by construction activities. Temporary gates would be installed only with the permission of 
the landowner or the land management agency; and would be restored to its original 
predisturbed condition following construction. 

Transmission line materials would be designed and tested to minimize corona. A bundle 
configuration (three conductors per phase except for the Ely to Delta segment would be two 
conductors per phase) and larger diameter conductors would be used to limit the audible 
noise, radio interference (R1), and television interference (TVI) due to corona. Tension 
would be maintained on all insulator assemblies to assure positive contact between 
insulators, thereby avoiding sparking. Caution would be exercised during construction to 
avoid scratching or nicking the conductor surface which may provide points for corona to 
occur. 

During operation of the transmission line, the right-of-way would be maintained free 
of non-biodegradable debris. 

The primary focus of paleontological m iligation efforts should be areas of greatest 
disturbance and areas likely to have significant fossils. 

Mitigation measures that will be developed during the consultation period under Section 7 of 
the Endangered Species Act (I974) will be adhered to as specified in the Biological Opinion 
of the USDI Fish and Wildlite Service. 

Hazardous materials shall not be drained onto the ground or into streams or drainage areas. 
Totally enclosed containment shall be provided for all trash. All construction waste 
including trash and litter. garbage, other solid waste, petroleum products, and other 
potentially hazardous materials shall be removed to a disposal facility authorized to accept 
such materials. 

Pre-construction surveys for plants and wildlife species designated as sensitive or of concern 
will be conducted in areas of known occurrence or habitat as stipulated by the land
administering agency during the development of the Construction, Operation, and 
Maintenance Plan once the transmission line centerline, access roads, and tower sites have 
been located and staked in the field. 
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