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From: Kerri Franklin
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 8:41 AM
To: Gateway BLM
Subject: 16793  FW: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes comments to Gateway West DEIS
Attachments: BLM.Gateway.DEIS.11.4.11.pdf

Kerri Franklin  | EnviroIssues

101 Stewart Street, Ste 1200 | Seattle 98101 
206.269.5041 | www.enviroissues.com�
�
From: George, Walter E [mailto:wgeorge@blm.gov]
Sent: Sunday, November 06, 2011 4:06 PM 
To: Kerri Franklin; Ara Swanson 
Cc: 'joe.iozzi@tetratech.com' 
Subject: Fw: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes comments to Gateway West DEIS 

DEIS�comments�from�the�Shoshone�Bannock�Tribes.�One�week�late.

From: Yvette Tuell [mailto:ytuell@sbtribes.com]
Sent: Friday, November 04, 2011 01:47 PM 
To: BLM_WY_Gateway_West_Trans_Line; George, Walter E; Pacioretty, David A  
Cc: Chad Colter <ccolter@sbtribes.com>; Dan Stone <dstone@sbtribes.com>; Claudeo Broncho 
<cbroncho@sbtribes.com>
Subject: Shoshone-Bannock Tribes comments to Gateway West DEIS  

Walt,�

Please�find�the�attached�Shoshone�Bannock�Tribes�comment�to�the�Gateway�West�DEIS.��Hard�copies�are�being�mailed�
today.�
�
Thanks.��Yvette��
�
Yvette Tuell 
Environmental Coordinator 
Shoshone-Bannock Tribes 
208-221-2995 (cell) 
208-239-4552 (office) 
ytuell@sbtribes.com
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From: info@gatewayeis.com
Sent: Wednesday, August 31, 2011 11:37 AM
To: Gateway BLM
Subject: A comment from gatewayeis.com

�
Name:�
� Byron�Schmidt�
�
Organization:�
� U.S.�Air�Force�
�
Mailing�Address:�
� 1050�Desert�Street�
�
Mailing�Address�2:�
� Bldg�2215,�Ste�159�
�
City:�
� Mountain�Home�AFB�
�
State:�
� ID`�
�
Zip:�
� 83648�
�
Daytime�Phone:�
� 208�828�4722�
�
E�mail:�
� byron.schmidt@mountainhome.af.mil�
�
Confidential:�
� No�
�
DEIS�Location:�
� chapter�2�section�2.4.10.2�page�2�101��
�
Comment:�
Disregard�previous�comment�about�Postema�2010.��That�is�IDANG�airspace�and�she�is�the�likely�
person�to�comment�on�their�route�structure.�
�
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From: Kerri Franklin
Sent: Tuesday, November 01, 2011 1:47 PM
To: Gateway BLM
Subject: 16676:  FW: Gateway West DEIS Comment Letter  (UNCLASSIFIED)
Attachments: USACE to BLM GW DEIS Comments.pdf

�
�
Kerri�Franklin��|�EnviroIssues�
�
101�Stewart�Street,�Ste�1200��|��Seattle�98101�
206.269.5041��|��www.enviroissues.com�
�
�����Original�Message������
From:�George,�Walter�E�[mailto:wgeorge@blm.gov]��
Sent:�Thursday,�October�27,�2011�9:34�AM�
To:�Kerri�Franklin;�joy.mclain@tetratech.com;�Joe�Iozzi;�Walt�Vering�
Subject:�FW:�Gateway�West�DEIS�Comment�Letter�(UNCLASSIFIED)�
�
�
FYI�
�����Original�Message������
From:�Johnson,�Thomas�B�NWO�[mailto:Thomas.B.Johnson@usace.army.mil]��
Sent:�Thursday,�October�27,�2011�7:09�AM�
To:�George,�Walter�E�
Subject:�Gateway�West�DEIS�Comment�Letter�(UNCLASSIFIED)�
�
Classification:�UNCLASSIFIED�
Caveats:�NONE�
�
Walt,�
�
Attached�is�an�advance�copy�of�our�comment�letter�on�the�DEIS�for�Gateway�West.�
�
Thomas�B.�Johnson,�P.E.�
U.S.�Army�Corps�of�Engineers�
Wyoming�Regulatory�Office�
2232�Dell�Range�Boulevard,�Suite�210�
Cheyenne,�Wyoming��82009�
(307)�772�2300�
�
�
Classification:�UNCLASSIFIED�
Caveats:�NONE�
�
�
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DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
CORPS OF ENGINEERS, OMAHA DISTRICT

WYOMING REGULATORY OFFICE
2232 DELL RANGE BOULEVARD, SUITE 210

CHEYENNE WY  82009-4942

October 26, 2011 

Wyoming Regulatory Office

Mr. Walt George, Project Manager
Gateway West Transmission Line Project EIS
U.S. Bureau of Land Management 
Wyoming State Office
P.O. Box 20879 
Cheyenne, Wyoming  82003 

Dear Mr. George: 

This letter is in response to a request we received on August 5, 2011, for comments on 
the DRAFT Environmental Impact Statement for the Gateway West Transmission Line Project
dated July 2011.  The proposed project includes construction and operation of approximately 
1,103 miles of new electric transmission system consisting of 10 segments between the Windstar 
Substation at Glenrock, Wyoming and the Hemingway Substation near Boise, Idaho.  

 The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) is participating as a cooperating agency 
during preparation of this Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) to facilitate processing of 
Department of the Army authorizations when the project is implemented.  Authorization is 
required for activities in or under navigable waters under Section 10 of the Rivers and Harbors 
Act and activities that result in discharges of dredged or fill material into waters of the United 
States under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act.  The project area is within the USACE 
Northwestern Division straddling the boundary between the Omaha District and the Walla Walla 
District.  Omaha District was appointed as lead district on August 8, 2009, establishing the
Wyoming Regulatory Office as the agency’s sole representative.  Therefore, this letter 
incorporates all of the USACE comments.  

 The DEIS does not identify an agency preferred alternative for the project opting instead
to solicit comments on the full suite of alternatives.  Our priority is to avoid and minimize 
adverse affects on aquatic resources, especially wetland losses, along the route to the maximum 
extent possible. Construction of roads, foundations for towers, anchors, substations, and other 
ground disturbing activities in all 10 segments may affect 75.6 acres of wetland.  Estimates of 
wetland impacts during construction indicate that the proposed route has the least adverse affects 
on wetlands in Segments 1-4, 6, and 10.  Alternative Segments 1E-C, 5A or 5B, 7B, 8A, and 9A 
would reduce wetland impacts by approximately 6.8 acres during construction. All other 
alternative routes would maintain or increase wetland impacts.

REPLY TO                      
ATTENTION OF                         
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 Actual wetland losses would be less because many construction related affects would be 
limited to short-term ground disturbance, such as reducing road width from 14 feet during 
construction to a finished width of 8 feet for operation.  Facilities necessary for operation and
maintenance are estimated to result in losses of 13.7 acres of wetland.  Approximately 4.0 acres 
of forested wetland would be modified due to long-term elimination of woody vegetation. These 
losses would be relatively low for a project that crosses such a large geographic area indicating 
that avoidance of wetlands has been incorporated in the planning process. Alternative Segments 
1E-C, 5A or 5B, and 7B would reduce wetland losses by approximately 0.90 acre and eliminate 
adverse affects on forested wetland.  Alternatives 8A and 9A would maintain or slightly increase 
losses.  After consideration of all these factors, the USACE prefers the proposed route with 
adoption of Alternative 1E-C.  We would support adoption of Alternatives 5A, 7B, 8A, or 9A.  

 Much of the predicted wetland losses would be due to construction of permanent roads, 
primarily in the Bear Lake Valley near Montpelier, Idaho.  Segment 4 does not include an 
alternative route around wetlands in this area, which is justified based on numerous logistical 
constraints documented in Section 2.4.5.  However, the USACE could consider alternative road 
networks or other forms of access to the area during its permit evaluation to further reduce 
wetland losses. We do not support adoption of Alternatives 4A, 4B, or 4C due to similar issues 
concerning road construction through extensive wetlands adjacent to the Bear River near 
Cokeville. It would be beneficial to include more details in the FEIS on proposed road networks 
and alternative access methods in areas where wetland losses for a single road crossing could 
exceed 0.50 acre.  

 Proposed compensatory mitigation measures through establishment of an in-lieu fee 
program or as permittee responsible in-kind replacement as defined in Section 3.9.2.2 are 
acceptable methods of compensation for wetland losses.  We would like to study these mitigation 
options and disclose more details in the final EIS.    
  

We understand that estimates of wetland impacts presented in the DEIS are based on the 
best available information because completion of delineations for each alternative in accordance 
with the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual is simply not feasible.  Delineation of 
wetland boundaries and other waters of the U.S. would be necessary when obtaining 
authorization for specific activities. Accurately defining compensatory mitigation requirements 
is not possible either until actual losses are defined through some form of permit process.  We 
agree that these and other future regulatory requirements are adequately documented in Sections 
1.2.3, 3.9, 3.16, and 4.4.10.       

 Thank you for considering our comments and I can be contacted by telephone at (307) 
772-2300 or by e-mail at Thomas.B.Johnson@usace.army.mil   

      Sincerely,

      Thomas B. Johnson, P.E. 
      Project Manager
      Wyoming Regulatory Office
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Copy Furnished: 

James Joyner
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Idaho Falls Regulatory Office
900 North Skyline Drive, Suite A 
Idaho Falls, Idaho  83402 
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From: BLM_WY_Gateway_West_Trans_Line [BLM_WY_Gateway_West_Trans_Line@blm.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 12:31 PM
To: blm@gwcomment.com
Subject: FW: USFWS comments on Gateway West
Attachments: Compiled GatewayWestTransmissionLine_DEIS.pdf; WY11TA0359_jpGateway West DEIS 

comments.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

From: Julie_Proell@fws.gov [mailto:Julie_Proell@fws.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2011 9:08 AM 
To: BLM_WY_Gateway_West_Trans_Line 
Subject: USFWS comments on Gateway West 

Hi, Walt,

Please find the compiled comments from the Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming USFWS offices in electronic form. 

~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Julie M. Proell 
Fish and Wildlife Biologist (Energy) 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
Wyoming Ecological Services Office 
5353 Yellowstone Road, Suite 308A 
Cheyenne, WY 82009 
(307) 772-2374 x 232 
(307) 772-2358 fax 
Julie_Proell@fws.gov
~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~

100345

1/31

Dup
lic

ateWyoming USFWS offices ining USFWS offic



In Reply Refer To: 
ES-61411/WY11TA0359    Oct 28, 2011 

Memorandum 

To: Project Manager, Gateway West Transmission Line Project EIS, Bureau of Land 
Management, Cheyenne, Wyoming 

From: For Field Supervisor, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, Wyoming Field Office, 
Cheyenne, Wyoming s Tyler Abbott 

Subject: Gateway West Transmission Line Project Draft Environmental Impact Statement 

Thank you for your letter (280(920George) WYW-174598, IDI-35849, NVN-089270) of July 5, 
2011 received in our office on August 4, regarding the proposed Gateway West Transmission 
Line Project (Project) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS).  The Bureau of Land 
Management (Bureau) requested comments from the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) on 
the Project pursuant to section 7(a)(2) of the Endangered Species Act of 1973, as amended (Act) 
(50 CFR §402.14).  

Please find the enclosed comments from the Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming Service Field Offices.  
In addition to providing comments, we have also included information regarding other areas of 
Service trust authorities such as the Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA), 16 U.S.C. 703, the Bald 
and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA), 16 U.S.C. 668, and wetlands protection. We
anticipate your response to our comments, and aim to partner with the Bureau to avoid and 
minimize impacts to the Service’s trust resources as a result of the proposed Project.

For our internal tracking purposes, the Service would appreciate notification of any decision 
made on this project (such as issuance of a permit or signing of a Record of Decision or Decision 
Memo).  Notification can be sent in writing to the letterhead address or by electronic mail to 
FW6_Federal_Activities_Cheyenne@fws.gov. 

Ecological Services
5353 Yellowstone Road, Suite 308A

Cheyenne, WY 82009
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2 
 

We appreciate your efforts to ensure the conservation of Wyoming’s fish and wildlife resources.  
If you have questions regarding this letter or your responsibilities under the Act and/or other  
authorities or resources described above, please contact Julie Proell of my office at the letterhead 
address or phone (307) 772-2374, extension 232. 

Enclosure 

cc:  BLM, Endangered Species Program Lead, Cheyenne, WY (C. Keefe) (e-mail)  
Idaho Field Office, USFWS (J. Wood) 

 Utah Field Office, USFWS (A. Defreese) 
 Nevada Field Office, USFWS (S. Abele) 
 USFWS, Office of Law Enforcement, WY (R. Brown) 

WGFD, Non-game Coordinator, Lander, WY (B. Oakleaf) 
 WGFD, Statewide Habitat Protection Coordinator, Cheyenne, WY (M. Flanderka) 
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Comment Form from Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming USFWS Field Offices 

1 

Commenters:  Amy Defreese, Ecologist, Utah Field Office, USFWS 
Lynn Gemlo, Listing Biologist, Wyoming ES Office, USFWS 

  Julie Proell, Energy Biologist, Wyoming ES Office, USFWS 
  Jeri Wood, Fish and Wildlife Biologist, Snake River Fish and Wildlife Office, USFWS 

Page Para Line Comment
er

Comment Response

2-20 1-3 All Julie 
Proell

Guyed towers have been shown have a significant impact on 
migratory birds compared to the proposed self-supporting lattice 
structures.  We recommend the use of SSL towers in all areas 
where moderate to high bird use has been documented.

3.6-10 Vegetation 
Types of 
Concern

Jeri Wood The DEIS states that “Limber pine and whitebark pine, which have 
recently been added to the BLM sensitive species list in Wyoming, 
are addressed in Section 3.7.”  As this species has recently been 
identified by the FWS as a candidate for listing under the ESA, be 
aware that Idaho BLM has also added the whitebark pine to their 
BLM sensitive species list. 

3.7-9 ESA-Listed & 
Candidate 
Plant Species

Jeri Wood Whitebark pine.  The whitebark pine was identified as a candidate 
for listing under the ESA by FWS on July 18, 2011.  The final EIS 
(as well as section 7 conference on candidate species, if requested 
by BLM) should address this change in status for the whitebark 
pine. 

3.7-19 Plan 
amendments

Jeri Wood Plan Amendments.  The DEIS indicates that the Morley Nelson 
Snake River Birds of Prey National Conservation Area (SRBOP) 
Resource Management Plan will require an amendment as the 
Gateway West project as proposed would be located within 0.5 
miles of sensitive plant habitat along Segment 8.  We recommend 
that Segment 8 be reevaluated to avoid impacts to sensitive plant 
species and their habitats, including the slickspot peppergrass. 

3.7-22 
and 23

4 and 1 All Julie 
Proell

TESPL-2 and TESPL-3 state that there will be 3 years of 
preconstruction surveys performed in suitable habitat for Ute 
ladies’-tresses and that micrositing will be used to avoid identified 
populations.  I recommend that these measures be implemented 
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Comment Form from Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming USFWS Field Offices 
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Page Para Line Comment
er

Comment Response

throughout all suitable habitat within the Analysis Area, and not just 
on public lands.  Otherwise, impacts to this species may be 
MALAA and require formal conferencing.

3.7-23 Slickspot 
peppergrass 
(Threatened)

Slickspot peppergrass. We anticipate that the Gateway West 
Transmission Line Project may result in some unavoidable adverse 
effects to proposed, listed, and/or candidate species, including the 
slickspot peppergrass (Lepidium papilliferum). Despite mitigation 
measures, it is anticipated that impacts to some slickspot 
peppergrass plants or seeds and its habitat may not be avoided by 
the Project.  In addition, some segments of the Project bisect 
proposed critical habitat for the slickspot peppergrass.  Impacts 
that may occur to the primary constituent elements for slickspot 
peppergrass critical habitat may include damage or loss of 
slickspot microsites or removal of sagebrush shrubs and native 
forbs during construction and/or maintenance activities.  

As described in the DEIS, transmission line construction, 
maintenance, and operations may also ignite wildfires, which would 
adversely impact both the slickspot peppergrass and its critical 
habitat.  In addition, construction, operations, and maintenance of 
transmission lines may increase the risk of invasive nonnative plant 
introduction and spread on a localized level, potentially resulting in 
impacts to both the species and primary constituent elements of 
critical habitat. Through section 7 effects analyses, the Federal 
action agency examines the effect of their action on the species at 
the level of an individual plant or animal.  While the FWS 
acknowledges that BLM has incorporated conservation measures 
into the proposal to avoid or minimize effects to slickspot 
peppergrass and its habitat as per BLM's 2009 Conservation 
Agreement with the FWS and the State of Idaho's 2006 Candidate 
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Page Para Line Comment
er

Comment Response

Conservation Agreement, we anticipate that it will not be possible 
to avoid all localized adverse effects to the species and its critical 
habitat.  Therefore, we recommend that the final EIS be updated to 
address these potential adverse impacts to the species and its 
critical habitat, and that the BLM request formal conferencing on 
the species and its critical habitat prior to signing the Record of 
Decision for this project. 

In addition, the DEIS indicates that the slickspot peppergrass is 
known to occur within 0.5 miles of Proposed Route and other 
Route Alternatives (8A, 8B, 8C) in Segment 8, and within 5 miles of 
Alternative 8E.  We recommend the final EIS implements the 
Project routes that minimize overlap with slickspot peppergrass 
EOs and proposed critical habitat to the greatest extent possible.  
We further recommend that, within the conferencing for this project, 
specific EO numbers and critical habitat units be identified to allow 
for an adequate analysis of effects for this species.  In addition, we 
recommend that potential habitat and slickspot peppergrass habitat 
as defined by Idaho BLM be included the analysis of effects of the 
Project on the slickspot peppergrass in the final EIS and 
associated section 7 conferencing. 

3.7-23 Slickspot 
peppergrass

Jeri Wood Slickspot peppergrass.  We agree with the DEIS that the 
Proponent-proposed Environmental Protection Measures (EPMs) 
are insufficient to protect the slickspot peppergrass due to its 
annual or biennial life history and its persistent seed bank.  The 
agency mitigation measure within the DEIS appears to provide 
improved conservation for the species. However, we recommend 
that the term “higher-quality microsites”, which we interpret as 
slickspot microsites, be further defined or clarified in the final EIS.  
We also suggest that any slickspot known to support slickspot 
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Page Para Line Comment
er

Comment Response

peppergrass plants (whether meeting the criteria for a “quality 
microsite” or not) be avoided by construction equipment and 
vehicles.  In addition, we encourage use of BLM data regarding the 
location of slickspot microsites and slickspot peppergrass to 
supplement slickspot peppergrass location information currently 
entered into the Idaho Natural Heritage Data Program (INHP).  It is 
likely that BLM has some information that has not yet been entered 
into the INHP.   Finally, as described in the 2009 Conservation 
Agreement between BLM and FWS, we recommend that disturbed 
areas in slickspot peppergrass habitat be reseeded to establish 50 
percent perennial cover following all ground disturbing activities, 
unless ecological site conditions preclude that level of cover.  If a 
native species component existed prior to the ground disturbance, 
then the native species component should be restored.  

3.7-24 2 6 Julie 
Proell

TESPL-5 states that any whitebark or limber pine stands will be 
mitigated through off-site mitigation and replanting in reclaimed 
areas.  I recommend the inclusion of “approved biologist” in this 
mitigation measure to ensure that trees are properly identified, 
planted, etc.

3.7-28-
31

Table Table Julie 
Proell

Colorado Butterfly Plant: You determined NE because no 
portions of Analysis Area occur in counties where species occurs.  
I believe this is the appropriate determination for this species for 
this project in WY.  

3.7-28-
31

Table Table Julie 
Proell

Blowout Penstemon: You determined that Segment 4 MANLAA, 
the rest of segments have NE.  No sand dune habitat occurs in 
Analysis Area, though all portions are in potential range. PPC-1
through PPC-4 allow surface disturbance where surveys the year 
prior to construction suggest no populations are present. I believe 
this is the appropriate determination for this species for this project
in WY.  
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3.7-28-
31

Table Table Julie 
Proell

Western prairie fringed orchid: You determined that Segments 
1E, 1W, and 2 MALAA, the rest of segments are NE.  Adverse 
effect from depletions of N. Platte River watershed that occurs in 
Segments 1E, 1W, and 2. I believe this is the appropriate 
determination for this species for this project in WY.  Formal 
conferencing should be initiated.

3.7-28-
31

Table Table Julie 
Proell

Whitebark pine: You determined that Segment 4 MALAA, rest of 
segments NE.  Likely present along alignment of Segment 4 in WY 
and individuals will be removed. TESPL-5 states if a stand cannot 
be avoided, silvicultural treatments of adjacent stands, collection of 
seed, identification of “plus” trees, or other acceptable mitigations 
will be done to offset the loos of the stand in addition to replanting 
whitebark pine on reclaimed areas.”  Recommend defining 
silvicultural treatments and other acceptable mitigations. I believe 
this is the appropriate determination for this species for this project 
in WY.  

3.7-28-
31

Table Table Julie 
Proell

Ute ladies’-tresses: You determined MANLAA for Segments 1W, 
1W, 2, 3, and 4, the rest are NE.  Potential habitat occurs within 
Analysis Area, and limited surveying was not appropriate to 
disqualify this species from being considered for potential impacts.  
I anticipate seeing results of surveys from 2011 from each site 
within the analysis area that contains suitable habitat for this 
species. 

3.7-28-
31

Table Table Julie 
Proell

Desert yellowhead: You determined NE because only found over 
50 miles away from the project site in Fremont County, which is not 
included in the Analsysis Area.   I believe this is the appropriate 
determination for this species for this project in WY.  

3.7-39 Segment 4, 
ESA-listed and 
Candidate 

Jeri Wood Segment 4, ESA-listed and Candidate Species.   The DEIS 
states that “Given that pre-construction surveys for Ute ladies-
tresses would be conducted in areas of suitable habitat, and that 
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Species loss of wetland habitat would be adequately mitigated, construction 
and operations of the Project along the Proposed Route and Route 
Alternatives may affect, but are not likely to adversely affect, this 
species.”  However, this species is extremely difficult to survey for, 
so all plants may not be avoided by construction activities.  In 
addition, mitigation of wetland habitat loss is not expected to avoid 
the loss of individual plants on that may be present on lost wetland 
areas.  BLM may wish to consider a “likely to adversely affect” 
determination for the Ute ladies’-tresses in section 7 conferencing 
associated with the final EIS. 

3.7-45 Segment 8, 
ESA-listed and 
Candidate 
Species

Jeri Wood Segment 8, ESA-listed and Candidate Species.   The DEIS 
states that “The Project would directly impact a total of 7 acres of 
known slickspot peppergrass occurrences along the Proposed 
Route for Segment 8 during construction and approximately 1 acre 
during operations.” We recommend that an alternative that avoids 
known slickspot peppergrass occurrences be chosen for 
implementation in Segment 8 to avoid impacts to both the slickspot 
peppergrass and its proposed critical habitat.

Sections 
3.10 and 
3.11

Amy 
Defreese 

In general, it appears that BLM omitted an inventory and analysis 
for Utah wildlife resources where alternative routes abut the 
Utah/Idaho and Utah/Wyoming borders.  We recommend that BLM 
identify and analyze Utah wildlife resources that fall within the 
various Areas of Analysis for Alternatives 7I and 4B.  Resources 
and species to consider include those protected under the 
Endangered Species Act, migratory birds, raptors including bald 
and golden eagles, greater sage-grouse, and pygmy rabbit.

3.10-4 2 Amy 
Defreese 

Recommend that BLM reference the Utah Field Office Guidelines 
for Raptor Protection from Human and Land Use Disturbances 
(2002)

3.10-8 4 and 1 Field Julie “Aerial raptor nest surveys were conducted in portions of…FOs 
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and 9 Surve
ys

Proell from April 1 through April 28, 2008.”  Surveys in 2008 regarding 
active/inactive nests are likely no longer the best available data. 
Recommend newer data be used for micrositing towers.

3.10-16 2 Amy 
Defreese 

This section should identify how the following sources of 
management direction influenced the development of the NEPA 
document and the analysis of project effects to migratory birds: 
Executive Order 13186; IM 2008-050 MBTA; and, the BLM MOU 
with USFWS regarding migratory birds.  There are measures 
included in each that specify management direction relative to a) 
the analysis of direct and indirect impacts to nesting habitat, 
fragmentation of habitat, and reduction in habitat patch size; b) 
identification of the amount of affected habitat and relative 
abundance of the habitats over the landscape; and c) bird habitat 
protection and conservation

3.10-16 2 Amy 
Defreese

This section should reference the following sources of information 
for region-specific migratory bird information: USFWS Birds of 
Conservation Concern (2008) and Utah Partners in Flight Avian 
Conservation Strategy.  The former can be referenced for 
information regarding Bird Conservation Regions in which the 
proposed project falls (BCRs 9, 10 and 16).  The document lists 
those birds of conservation concern found within in each region.

3.10-17 Raptors Julie 
Proell

Eagle Take Under 50 CFR 22.26 states that, on transmission 
projects if construction is within ¾ miles of a Golden Eagle or Bald 
Eagle Nest and disturbance is anticipated, then the Project 
Proponent may wish to pursue an Eagle Take Permit. Disturbance 
would most likely occur during the construction phase of the 
Project. 

3.10-17 Raptors Jeri Wood Raptors.  Environmental Protection Measures (EPAs) in the DEIS 
indicate that preconstruction raptor nest activity surveys and 
associated construction prohibitions within 0.5 miles of the 
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transmission line centerline during the appropriate seasonal 
timeframe to avoid impacts to nesting raptors from construction 
activities.  However, FWS draft “Guidelines for Raptor 
Conservation in the Western United States” (Whittington and Allen 
2008) recommend a spatial buffer of 1 mile from ferruginous hawk 
nests during the breeding/nesting season (February 1 through July 
31).  This guideline can be modified based on local conditions or 
nest activity in any given year.  We recommend that this more 
conservative raptor nest buffer be used in the final EIS for 
ferruginous hawk nests located in the vicinity of this project.

3.10-17 Raptors Jeri Wood Raptors.  The DEIS states that “the Proposed Route for Segment 
8 lies within 1 mile of the highest number of raptor nests, 256, of 
any of the segments.  This segment runs through the SRBOP, 
home to the largest concentration of nesting raptors in North 
America, which explains the high number of nests.”  The FWS 
recommends that an alternative be chosen for implementation that 
is located outside the SRBOP to the greatest extent possible to 
avoid or minimize impacts to this congressionally designated raptor 
conservation area.  

3.10-32 3 1-9 Julie 
Proell

“There would be some direct impacts on migratory birds…” implies 
that some level of take is anticipated.  The MBTA does not allow 
for take of migratory birds. How will project proponent account for 
this?

3.10-32 4 Amy 
Defreese

Recommend that the BLM identify acres of migratory bird habitat 
indirectly affected by project construction, operation and 
maintenance.  Also recommend that the project proponent and 
BLM identify compensatory mitigation that will offset this loss of 
habitat.

3.10-34 4 Amy 
Defreese

In order to ensure compliance with Utah-specific federal guidelines 
for raptors, we recommend that BLM cross-reference proposed 

100345

11/31

Dup
lic

ate
ed S

fer of 1 m
sting season season 

 modified based onmodified based
n year.  We recommenr.  We recomm

est buffer be used in thbuffer be use
nests located in the viciocated in the

DEIS states that “the PrS states that “th
mile of themile of the highest numhighes

segments.  This segmesegments.  This 
the largest concentratie largest concen

ica, which explains the a, which explain
ommends that an alterends that an

s located outside the Scated outsid
avoid or minimize imd or minimiz
conservation areaconservation ar

a

Doelloell
“There would b“There would b
that some levthat som
for take ofor 
this?thisDDDupDReco
in

DDDDD



Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Comment Form from Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming USFWS Field Offices 

9 

Page Para Line Comment
er

Comment Response

mitigation measures with the Utah Field Office Guidelines for 
Raptor Protection from Human and Land Use Disturbances (2002).

3.10-35 Raptors Jeri Wood Raptors.  The FWS recommends that all bald and golden eagle 
nest sites within 2 miles of the transmission line centerline are 
surveyed within 2 weeks of initiating construction activities during 
the nesting season to avoid construction-related impacts to 
reproduction of bald and golden eagles.  The FWS also 
recommends that if there is a potential for take of either of these 
species, the project proponents should apply for an Eagle Take 
Permit.

3.10-33 
and 10-
100

Mitigation 
Measures

Jeri Wood Mitigation Measures.  WILD-8 should include wetlands for 
installation of flight diverters (see general comment about 
Segments and Segment 9 regarding Partners for Wildlife projects).

3.10-39 3 All Julie 
Proell

Water draw-down (if not all purchased from existing water rights) 
totaling 13,702,747 cubic feet exceeds the de minimis limit of 
4,356,000 cubic feet per year, and so formal conference with the 
USFWS is required.

3.10-100 Mitigation 
Measures

Jeri Wood Mitigation Measures.  WILD-7 should include non-Federal lands, 
especially on Partners for Wildlife projects (see general comment 
about Segments and Segment 9 regarding Partners for Wildlife 
projects).

3.11-8 2 Amy 
Defreese

The document should reference Sage-grouse local working groups 
in Utah as this species (in Utah) may be indirectly affected if 
alternative routes are chosen over the proposed.

3.11-12 1 1-17 Julie 
Proell

List of species for surveys the year prior to project should also 
include Preble’s MJM, Yellow-billed cuckoo, Gold eagle, Prairie 
falcon, Red tailed hawk, and Swainson’s hawk as those species 
are either now listed or have been documented  in the project area 
with impacts anticipated to the species as a result of the project.

3.11-26 Amy There is a potential for indirect effects to greater sage-grouse in 
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Defreese Utah if Alternatives 7I or 4B are chosen.  These alternative routes 
abut the Utah/Idaho and Utah/Wyoming borders at a point where 
greater sage-grouse occupied, brooding habitat exists in Utah.  We 
recommend that the BLM expand the Affected Environment –
Existing Conditions section for greater sage-grouse to include 
Utah-specific information (Section 3.11.1.5).

3.11-27 3 1 Amy 
Defreese

There is a potential for indirect effects to greater sage-grouse leks 
in Utah if Alternatives 7I or 4B are chosen.  These alternatives abut 
the Utah/Idaho and Utah/Wyoming borders at a point where 
greater sage-grouse occupied, brooding habitat exists in Utah.  We 
recommend that the BLM expand the Affected Environment –
Existing Conditions section for greater sage-grouse to identify the 
number of leks in Utah.

3.11-35 Bliss Rapids 
Snail 
(Threatened)

Jeri Wood Bliss Rapids Snail (Threatened).  We recommend updating the 
final EIS to state that “The Bliss Rapids snail (Taylorconcha 
serpenticola) was listed as threatened [DEIS indicates the species 
was listed as endangered] under the ESA on December 14, 1992.”   
In addition, the final EIS should be updated to indicate that the 
FWS determined in September 2009 that the Bliss Rapids snail is 
likely to become endangered within the foreseeable future (i.e., the 
species remains threatened, as defined by the ESA). Therefore, 
The FWS determined that removing the Bliss Rapids snail from the 
list of endangered species is not warranted at this time.

3.11-36 Snake River 
Physa Snail 
(Endangered)

Jeri Wood Snake River Physa Snail (Endangered).  The text insert below 
represents the most recent information on the distribution of the 
Snake River Physa snail.  This information should be used in both 
the final EIS as well as in effects analyses associated with any 
ESA section 7 conferencing efforts regarding this species.   In 
addition, the effects of any Snake River crossings located within 
this updated species range area should be addressed in both the 
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final EIS and effects analyses associated with section 7 
conferencing efforts once the preferred alternative for the Project is 
identified.
The Snake River physa snail is only known from the Snake River in south-
southwest Idaho, with limited specimens recorded from a single major tributary.  
The Service (1995, pg. 8) reported that the Snake River physa’s “modern” range 
extended from Grandview (RM 487, Rkm 784) to the Hagerman Reach (RM 573, 
Rkm 922).  Recently identified specimens collected by the Bureau of 
Reclamation (Gates and Kerans 2010, pg.  20, 48-51) and Idaho Power 
Company from 1995 to 2003 (Keebaugh 2009, pgs. 1-124) confirm its 
distribution to as far upstream as Minidoka Dam (RM 675, Rkm 1086.1) and as 
far downstream as Ontario (RM 368, Rkm 592.1), Oregon, some 128 miles (206
km) downstream of its previously recognized downstream range (Grandview). 
Two specimens were recovered from the Bruneau River arm (RM 4, Rkm 6.4) of 
C.J. Strike Reservoir (Keebaugh 2009, pg. 123) representing the only tributary of 
the Snake River from which the species has been recorded. 
While the species is more widespread than previously thought, currently 
recorded from an estimated 307 river miles (494 river km), it has not been found 
at high densities within much of its current, known range and is likely absent 
from portions of the river.  The most extensive surveys conducted to date are 
from the 12-mile reach below Minidoka Dam (RM 663-675, Rkm 1066.8-1086.1) 
(Gates and Kerans 2010, pg. 10), in which live Snake River physa were 
recovered from 29 (8%) of 365 samples collected.  In plots where they were 
found, densities were typically ≤32 per square meter, but live animals reached 
relatively high densities in a few of these samples, estimated at 40 to 64 
individuals per square meter. Elsewhere in the Snake River, surveys have been 
much less intensive and not specific to Snake River physa.  Of 758 samples 
reexamined by Keebaugh (2009) between river miles 200 and 589.2, 4.5% (34) 
contained Snake River physa.  Of those, 67% (23) contained a single animal 
(0.25/m2) and one sample near Marsing, Idaho (RM 421, Rkm 677.4) contained 
a high of 7 individuals, extrapolating to a density of 28 per square meter.  Hence, 
in habitats sampled in the lower Snake River, the species would probably not be 
regarded as ubiquitous nor abundant, and being patchily distributed.  River 
reaches upstream of the Hagerman area (est. RM 590, Rkm 949.3) through 
Milner Reservoir (est. RM 663, Rkm 1066.8) have not received systematic 
surveys or reexamination of previously collected materials.
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3.11-37 Utah Valvata 
Snail 
(Endangered)

Jeri Wood Utah Valvata Snail (Endangered).  Be aware that the FWS 
removed the Utah valvata snail from the Federal List of 
Endangered and Threatened Wildlife effective September 24, 
2010.   The final EIS should be updated to reflect this information.

3.11-43 3 Lynn 
Gemlo 

Preble’s meadow jumping mouse must be analyzed as a 
threatened species. Move to Sec 3.11-20.

3.11-44 2 Lynn 
Gemlo 

Should be added-Preble’s meadow jumping mouse are found, 
as far as current distribution, in 5 counties in WY. Laramie, 
Goshen, Platte, Albany and Converse. Fed. Reg. 2008. Segment 
1E and 1W occur in Converse and Albany. Should be added-
Habitat of jumping mouse in riparian is 100 meters beyond the 100 
year floodplain.

3.11-59 1 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

BFF: You determined MANLAA because potential for impacts, 
implementation of EPMs, mitigation measures. I believe this is the 
appropriate determination for this species for this project in WY.

3.11-60 5 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Canada lynx: You determined MANLAA because loss of some 
LAU habitat, cross 2 linkage, but no impact to prey base or impede 
movement.  I believe this is the appropriate determination for this 
species for this project in WY.

3.11-63 4 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Grey wolf: You determined MANLAA because no specific habitat 
type required, and wolves would move from area during 
construction.  I believe this is the appropriate determination for this 
species for this project in WY.

3.11-64 1 Lynn 
Gemlo

Not avoiding leks and core areas is not sufficient to protect nesting 
birds with these distances.

3.11-64 2 Lynn 
Gemlo

Need to meet WY Core Area Strategy-General Stipulations for 
vegetation removal: Limited to minimum disturbance required by 
the project. All removal will occur between July 1 and March 14 
within 4.0 miles of an occupied lek.

3.11-65 PAC-10 Lynn 0.25 mile arbitrary, not based on literature. Not enough to minimize 
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Gemlo disturbance for sage-grouse.
3.11-65 Federal ESA 

Wildlife 
Species

Jeri Wood Federal ESA Wildlife Species.  Please explain the justification for 
the survey zone of 1 mile for PAC-7 and the .25 mile no surface 
disturbance buffer for PAC-10.  Ruby Pipeline used a 2 mile survey 
buffer (FEIS, page 4-141) and the 0.6 mile no surface disturbance 
buffer (FEIS, page 4-141).  See also general comment above 
regarding consistency of buffer zones, etc.

3.11-67 Federal ESA 
Wildlife 
Species

Jeri Wood Federal ESA Wildlife Species.  TESWL-23 should be applied 
across the entire line to provide for consistency across the project 
area

3.11-68 Federal ESA 
Wildlife 
Species

Jeri Wood Federal ESA Wildlife Species.  It is unclear that poaching of sage 
grouse poses a significant adverse effect on sage grouse.  Please 
provide a citation for this statement.

3.11-69 Federal ESA 
Wildlife 
Species 

Jeri Wood Federal ESA Wildlife Species.  Please provide a citation for the 
statement “Golden eagles hunting ranges …very large”.  Also 
TESWL-22 should be applied across the entire line to provide for 
consistency across the project area.

3.11-70 2 Lynn 
Gemlo

Why would the avoidance distance based on literature not be 
used? Should use the science to base this on to minimize impacts. 

3.11-71 2 Lynn 
Gemlo

Kestrels, falcons, tree swallows and chickens have been shown to 
be highly sensitive to electromagnetic fields. 

3.11-72 3 Lynn 
Gemlo

Explain “replacement of any lost birds”?

3.11-72 5 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

G. sage-grouse: You determined MAA individuals (take) because
going through core and key areas, avoiding most leks w/in 0.25 to 
0.6 miles, compensatory mitigation plan, PAC-7 thru 12, TESWL-
10, TESWL-14 thru 16, TESWL-19, TESWL-23, TESWL-22.  If 
compensatory mitigation plan not complete, MAA and trend to 
listing would be result of project.

3.11-73 1 Lynn Cannot assume the final plan would say this, this is a presumptive 
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Gemlo statement not based on any information that would lead you to be 
confident in this statement. Suggest deleting it.

3.11-73 4 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Grizzly bear: You determined MANLAA because will avoid area, 
will avoid whitebark pine to extent practicable. I believe this is the 
appropriate determination for this species for this project in WY.

3.11-78
3.11-85

2
1

Concl
usion
Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Platte River Sp: You determined MALAA because depletions if not 
able to purchase enough water.  I believe this is the appropriate 
determination for these species for this project in WY.  You will 
need to initiate formal conferencing under the programmatic BO for 
Platte River depletions.

3.11-78 4 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Wyoming Toad: You determined NE because no suitable habitat 
within area

3.11-80 2 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Yellow-billed cuckoo: You determined MAA individuals (take) 
because span riparian areas, implement EPMs to avoid riparian 
areas to extent practicable. I believe this is the appropriate 
determination for this species for this project in WY.

3.11-80 Federal ESA 
Invertebrate 
Species

Jeri Wood Federal ESA Invertebrate Species.  Update the final EIS to state:  
“There are four [DEIS says five] federally listed and two [DEIS says 
one] recently delisted aquatic invertebrate species found within the 
Analysis Area that could be affected by the Project’s construction 
and operations: the Utah valvata snail (delisted) [DEIS says 
Endangered]; Bliss Rapids snail (Threatened); Jackson Lake 
springsnail (delisted); Banbury Springs limpet (Endangered); 
Snake River physa snail (Endangered); and Bruneau hot 
springsnail (Endangered).”

3.11-81 Federal ESA 
Invertebrate 
Species

Jeri Wood Federal ESA Invertebrate Species.  The DEIS describes some 
potential effects to listed Snake River snails as being water 
temperature increases due to vegetation loss along the Snake 
River and streams as well as impacts from potential access road
crossings of springs and rivers.  Listed Snake River snails are 
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found in cold water river habitats and associated cold water springs 
and spring creeks. Removal of vegetation along the Snake River is 
not expected to impact water temperatures to the degree that these 
snail species would be adversely affected, particularly at RM 573.5.  
RM 573.5 is located over the reservoir associated with the Salmon 
Falls Dam.  In addition, the IFWO is not aware of documented 
records of the Bliss Rapids snail in the reservoir, and we do not 
expect Snake River Physa snail to occur in the reservoir. 

In contrast, the removal of vegetation along cold water springs and 
spring creeks may impact water temperatures to the degree that 
listed Snake River snail species, if present, could be adversely 
affected.  Similarly, road crossings of cold water springs or their 
spring creeks could impact listed Snake River snails.  We strongly 
recommend that the placement of any potential road crossings 
through cold water springs and their associated spring creeks that 
contain listed Snake River snails or contribute to listed Snake River 
snail habitat in adjacent river habitats be avoided as these springs 
represent high value habitats that are extremely limited in southern 
Idaho.  In addition, we agree that sediment generated by the 
project through vegetation removal or access road construction or 
use could affect listed Snake River snails within the Snake River as 
well as associated habitats, and should continue to be discussed in 
the DEIS.   

The Proposed Route and Route Alternatives for the Project 
between Jerome and Glenns Ferry, Idaho (east to west) and 
between King Hill Creek ACEC and Castleford, Idaho (north to 
south) are of particular importance to the conservation of listed 
aquatic invertebrates in Idaho.  The Idaho Fish and Wildlife Office 
(IFWO) is available to provide detailed technical assistance 
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regarding avoidance and minimization of potential effects of the 
Project on listed aquatic invertebrates in Idaho.  We request that a 
zoomed in map detailing the locations of all Proposed Route and 
Route Alternatives for the Project between Jerome and Glenns 
Ferry, Idaho (east to west) and between King Hill Creek ACEC and 
Castleford, Idaho (north to south) be provided to the IFWO to assist 
us in developing technical assistance recommendations for the 
Project prior to the release of the final EIS.  In addition, a map that 
zooms in on the proposed location of the Bruneau River crossing 
by the Project would also assist the IFWO in providing technical 
assistance on measures that will avoid or minimize Project impacts 
on the Bruneau hot springsnail as well as potential impacts on 
designated bull trout critical habitat. 

3.11-84 4 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Colorado River Fish: You determined MALAA because depletions 
if not able to purchase enough water.  I believe this is the 
appropriate determination for these species for this project in WY.  
We will need to undergo formal conferencing under the 
programmatic BO for Colorado River depletions.

3.11-85 Federal ESA 
Fisheries 
Species

Jeri Wood Federal ESA Fisheries Species.  Critical habitat for bull trout has 
been finalized.  Please update this discussion.

3.11-88 3 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Bald eagle: You determined MAA individuals because impacts 
habitats near nests and roosting habitats, implement EPMs and m 
mitigation measures.  Will have to apply for an eagle take permit, 
once they become available.

3.11-89 2 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Black- and White-Tailed Prairie Dogs: You determined MAA 
individuals because increased predation, disturbance, loss or 
modification of habitat, implement mitigation measures TESWL-2, 
TESWL-3.  I believe this is the appropriate determination for this 
species for this project in WY.  
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3.11-91 4 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Burrowing owls: You determined MAA individuals because impact 
habitat, increased predation, PRC-5 mitigation measure.  
Determine MALAA because depletions if not able to purchase 
enough water.  I believe this is the appropriate determination for 
this species for this project in WY.  

3.11-95 3 Lynn 
Gemlo

Again, federally listed as threatened.  Place in appropriate section

3.11-96 1 Lynn 
Gemlo

Effects analysis to focus on 100 meters beyond the 100 yr 
floodplain. 

3.11-96 3 Lynn 
Gemlo

Based on your statements, riparian areas within the Preble’s 
meadow jumping mouse habitats cannot be avoided. You expect 
adverse effects to occur which should be clearly stated here. 
Current language as written is not appropriate.

3.11-96 4 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Preble’s Meadow Jumping Mouse: You determined MAA 
individuals because within riparian and wetlands, implementation of 
EPMs to minimize.  This is an incorrect determination, as this 
species is currently federally listed as threatened in WY.  I 
recommend that the project proponent amend the project so that a 
determination of MANLAA can be achieved.

3.11-97 7 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Pygmy rabbit: You determined MAA individuals because impact 
habitat, increased predation, EPMs and mitigation measures would 
limit potential impacts.  I believe this is the appropriate 
determination for this species for this project in WY.  

3.11-98 9 Concl
usion

Julie 
Proell

Wyoming Pocket Gopher: You determined MAA individuals, 
individuals because impact habitat, increased predation, EPMs and 
mitigation measures would limit potential impacts.  I believe this is 
the appropriate determination for this species for this project in WY.  

3.11-121 1-2 All Julie 
Proell

EPMs PRC-15, PRC-16, PRC-17. Birds may be impacted even if 
their nests are within 0. 5 miles of construction.  

3.11-157 5 3.11.2 Julie The proposed Structure Variation with guy wires could increase the 
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.5 
entire

Proell impact on migratory birds.  Additionally, you state that mortality at a 
given site will cause flight diverters be installed locally.  We 
recommend the use of guyed towers only be used in areas where a 
lack of avian use has been demonstrated through surveys 
throughout the year leading up to construction.

3.11-159 TESWL-11 Lynn 
Gemlo

What is the source of the information to apply 4 miles and 1.2 
miles?

3.11-159 TESWL-14 Lynn 
Gemlo

You should be consistent and use the most conservative 
information.

3.11-160 Mitigation 
Measures on 
Federal Lands

Jeri Wood Mitigation Measures on Federal Lands.  TESWL should be
applied on all landownership as guy wires have been shown to be 
detrimental to migratory birds and the restrictions of the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act apply regardless of landownership.

4-64 Cumulative 
Effects

Jeri Wood Cumulative Effects.  We agree with the DEIS conclusion that this 
project would have an overall substantial cumulative impact on 
native vegetation types, including shrub habitat required by 
sagebrush obligate species such as sage grouse.

4-71 Cumulative 
Effects

Jeri Wood Cumulative Effects.  The DEIS states that Avian Protection Plan 
would reduce the potential for mortality for migratory birds and 
raptors.  Development of an Avian Protection Plan, with 
participation by the FWS, should be a requirement by the BLM 
prior to submittal of a Notice to Proceed.  Additional, we agree with 
the statement that the proposed project would have a substantial 
cumulative impact on migratory birds and raptors, especially if 
segment 8 is approved in the Snake River Birds of Prey area.

4-81 Cumulative 
Effects

Jeri Wood Cumulative Effects. While the project proponents have made 
efforts to establish the line outside the 0.25 mile buffer zone (see 
general comment above regarding buffer zones), the cumulative 
effects of this line plus all past, present and future projects 
proposed across the landscape are substantial.  This project and 
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all other project will lead to increased habitat fragmentation and 
regardless of the activity; sage grouse have been documented to 
be adversely affected by anthropomorphic disturbances on the 
landscape.  This will be especially evident if the proposed segment 
7 is approved (see above general comment).

C-2, p 2-
10

Noxious and 
Invasive Weed 
Control

Julie 
Proell

Noxious and Invasive Weed Control. We appreciate the 
inclusion of this section into the reclamation plan.  For how many 
years will the annual spraying occur?

C-2, p. 8 4.1.2 Seed 
Mixes

6 Julie 
Proell

Seed Mixes.  What will this sentence say when completed? 

C-2, p. 9 Post-
construction 
monitoring and 
reporting

Julie 
Proell

Post-construction monitoring and reporting. A 3-year period is 
not long enough to determine whether weed control and seeding 
measures were adequate to mitigate for ground-disturbing 
activities.  Additionally, we recommend the project proponent 
monitor the density of reseeded areas to ensure the densities are 
comparable to adjacent communities.

C-3, p4-7 Table 1 Julie 
Proell

Species Protected in the Gateway West Species Conservation 
Plan.  This table should be updated to include the current status of 
T&E species, i.e. Preble’s meadow jumping mouse, Wolverine.

C-3, p16-
20

Birds Julie 
Proell

Proposed Plant and Wildlife Conservation Plans. The phrase 
“Exceptions include areas where regular human activity occurs 
(e.g. along highways) which has acclimated animals to 
disturbance. If the animals are habituated to disturbance, the 
surface use stipulation will be waived for the entire season,” is 
subjective.  The disturbance from a highway is very different from 
the disturbance from the installation of transmission line towers.  
You cannot expect that birds will not be harassed by the proposed 
construction if they are within the recommended spatial buffer area. 

C-4, p. 
14

OM-25 Julie 
Proell

“If the animals are not directly within ground disturbance areas,
they will be protected by marking the edges of the ROW and 

100345

22/31

Dup
lic

ate
ev

ral comm
d Control. ntrol. WeW

o the reclamation pthe reclamatio
raying occur?g occur?ewill this is sesentence say wtence atetion monitoring and ren monitoring an

ugh to determine whethugh to determine w
were adequate to mitigwere adequate to

s.  Additionally, we recoAdditionally, we 
or the density of reseehe density of 

mparable to adjacent crable to adjac
a

Species Protected in cies Protec
Plan.  This table sho.  This table
T&E species, i.e. T&E species, i.epl

Doelloell
Proposed PlanProposed Plan
“Exceptions “Excepti
(e.g. alonge.g
disturbadis
surfa
su

DDDupD



Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Comment Form from Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming USFWS Field Offices 

20

Page Para Line Comment
er

Comment Response

service roads in the general vicinity to ensure that workers do not 
leave those areas.”  I recommend including the phrase 
“Proponents will contact a USFWS biologist.”  Whenever a T&E 
species is located within the vicinity of the project area, a biologist 
from the USFWS should be notified. 

C-5, p 2, 
1.1.1.1

# 1 Lynn 
Gemlo

Should mark those guy wires to minimize impacts

C-5 p 2, 
1.1.1.1

# 2 Lynn 
Gemlo

Consider burying these smaller lines because they can cause 
negative impacts. Can you retrofit existing lines?

C-5, p 3 #4 Lynn 
Gemlo

0.25 miles is not based on any published literature, is arbitrary. 
Average of 4 mile from a lek was shown in studies in WY to protect 
98% of nesting hens. Should consider this information also.

C-5, p 5, 
1.1.1.2

# 1 and # 2 Lynn 
Gemlo

These guidelines replaced by the Core Area Strategy for WY.

C-5, p 5, 
1.1.1.2

Lynn 
Gemlo

Bates Hole/Shirley Basin Plan-We recommend the use of perch 
deterrents. What “other methods of mitigation” are you referring to?

C-5, p 6 2 Lynn 
Gemlo

Where in the scientific literature does it support you only 
addressing impacts within 1km? Impacts can occur and it is 
recognized there is literature that discusses negative impacts from
power lies.

C-5, p 7, 
1.1.2

Lynn 
Gemlo

We recommend you adopt the most conservative restrictions.

C-5, p 7, 
11  1.1.3

Lynn 
Gemlo

As stated in Core Area Strategy, new transmission infrastructure 
must demonstrate that it will not cause declines in sage-grouse 
populations. How will you demonstrate this?

C-5 p 8, 
9, 10, 1.2

Lynn 
Gemlo

You acknowledge that this data in the draft EIS 3.11-71 is not peer 
reviewed and does not provide enough evidence that lek 
abandonment or decrease in lek attendance will not occur due to 
the transmission lines. Why use this data and base your conclusion 
on it to say a lek more than 0.65 mile from the powerline will be 
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minimally affected? Sage-grouse have high fidelity to nest sites, 
you did not consider length of line and the effect from lines could 
have already occurred. You need good temporal information to 
discuss impacts adequately. 

C-5 p 10, 
2.1

Lynn 
Gemlo

When did Tetra Tech do their surveys? How many surveys were 
completed? Locating leks are highly dependent on time of year. 
This data is now 3 years old. Need have updated lek information to 
2011 to be accurate. 

C-5 p 10, 
2.1

2 Lynn 
Gemlo

Again, 0.25 mile buffer is not based on any published literature and 
is arbitrary. 

C-5 p 13, 
2.4

Lynn 
Gemlo

“no construction activities……” is not consistent with the WY Core 
Area Strategy.

C-5 p 14, 
2.4

Top of page Lynn 
Gemlo

Include restrictions for Nevada also.

C-5, p14, 
3.0

2 Lynn 
Gemlo

How will impacts be successfully restored? Develop a plan for this 
specifically.  When will the entities be contacted and what if their 
participation is not secured? Re: in-lieu of payments see Naugle et 
al. Ch4. P. 55 in Energy Development and Wildlife Conservation in 
Western North America, 2011: should look at a…. “biologically 
based currency for estimating efficiency of offsets and develop a 
framework for applying proceeds to maximize conservation 
benefits.”

C-5 p 15, 
3.0

1 Lynn 
Gemlo

We do not support the use of crested wheatgrass and forage 
kochia because should use native species. They don’t provide a lot 
for sage-grouse. Where is the literature that supports your 
selection of these species? Concerns with not understanding the 
long term effects from use of forage kochia on the environment.

C-5 p 15, 
3.0

1 Julie 
Proell

We recommend that project areas are reseeded or planted with 
native species that are within the adjacent undisturbed 
communities.  Sage-brush should be included within the list of 
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native species to be seeded and planted in disturbed areas. 
C-5 p 15, 
3.0

3 Lynn 
Gemlo

You need to utilize local data on population numbers to understand 
and accurately identify impacts to leks. 

C-5 p 15, 
3.0

Table 5 Lynn 
Gemlo

How did you determine these ratios?

F.1-49-
50

Appendix F, 
Morley Nelson 
Snake River 
Birds of Prey 
National 
Conservation 
Area

Jeri Wood Appendix F, Morley Nelson Snake River Birds of Prey National 
Conservation Area.  The DEIS introduces verbiage for an proposed 
RMP amendment as follows: “The Gateway West Transmission 
Line will be allowed to remove limited amounts of sagebrush for 
construction while maintaining a distance of at least 50 feet from 
existing or known peppergrass occurrences. These activities will be 
monitored and mitigated for.” Be aware that the removal of 
individual sagebrush plants within proposed critical habitat for the 
slickspot peppergrass constitutes an adverse effect to one of the 
primary constituent elements of slickspot peppergrass proposed 
critical habitat.  If the Project cannot be modified to avoid impacts, 
formal conference is recommended if sagebrush plants, native 
forbs, or slickspot microsites within proposed critical habitat are 
expected to be lost or disturbed as the result of project 
construction, operations, maintenance, or decommissioning.

J. Framework for 
Sage-Grouse 
impacts 
analysis 

Julie 
Proell

The Framework for sage-grouse impacts analysis for interstate 
transmission lines should be amended to reflect the recent 
changes in the location of the HEA.  

General Jeri Wood It is our understanding that the BLM will not be conferencing on 
candidate species.  The DEIS indicates that section 7 conference 
on the potential effects of the Project will occur for the greater 
sage-grouse (Centrocercus urophasianus).  Candidate species in 
Idaho that could also be evaluated in section 7 conference include 
the Goose Creek milkvetch (Astragalus anserinus), the whitebark 

100345

25/31

Dup
lic

ate
Snake River Be River B

DEIS introduces verIS introduces v
ows: ““The Gateway WThe Gatewa

o removmove limited amoue limited 
maintaining a distanceaintaining a dista

wn peppergrass occurrepeppergrass occ
d mitigated for.d mitigated for.”” Be awB

sagebrush plansagebrush plants withints
t peppergrass constituteppergrass cons

ary constituent elementsonstituent ele
tical habitat.  If the Projhabitat.  If the

formal confeal con rence is renc
forbs, or slickspot ms, or slicksp
expected to be losexpected to be l
construction, opconstruction, op

e
os?

e

Die ie 
ellell

The FramewThe Fra
transmissran
changechDDDuD
It



Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Comment Form from Idaho, Utah, and Wyoming USFWS Field Offices 

23

Page Para Line Comment
er

Comment Response

pine (Pinus albicaulis), and the wolverine (Gulo gulo luscus).   If the 
BLM does consider section 7 conferencing, then all candidate 
species that may be affected by the Project should be included.  
Either way the DEIS needs to accurately reflect whatever action 
the BLM will take with regards to candidate species.

General Julie 
Proell

I recommend that avoidance, minimization, and mitigation practices 
that are supported by the Agencies on public lands be 
implemented throughout the project alignment, regardless of land 
ownership. 

General Julie 
Proell

For Segment 1E, I am more supportive of Alt 1E-A and Alt 1E-C
because of the shorter overall lengths, lesser impacts to wildlife, 
and lesser impacts to G. sage-grouse core area.  It is difficult to 
support either the proposed segment 1E comparison with Alt 1E-B
or Alt 1E-B because the proposed has lesser impacts on many 
wildlife species, though passes through a significant amount of G. 
sage-grouse core areas, while Alt 1E-B avoids G. sage-grouse 
core areas, but has greater impacts on other wildlife and their 
habitats. 

General Julie 
Proell

For Segment 1W, I am more supportive of Alt 1W-A because it is 
shorter than the proposed comparison segment and has lesser 
impacts on many wildlife species and their habitats.  

General Julie 
Proell

For Segment 2, I am more supportive of the proposed segments 
instead of the alternatives for 2A and 2B because of the lesser 
impacts on wildlife and their habitats.  However, I am more 
supportive of Alternative 2C over the portion of the proposed 
alignment because it minimizes impacts to sage grouse.  WILD 7, 
8, 10, 3, and PRC 12-14 and 18-20, and others should help to 
minimize impacts on the large number of raptor nests within 1 mile 
of the alignment. 

General Julie For Segment 4, it is difficult to determine which portion of the 
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Proell segment (between the proposed alternative and Alt 4A) would have 
the least impacts on wildlife and their habitats.  I do not support the 
proposed or the alternatives.  The proposed alignment has fewer 
nests within 1 mi of the alignment and has lesser impacts on 
riparian habitat.  However, Alternative 4A parallels an existing 345 
kV line and has the least amount of impacts in terms of new 
features on the landscape and lesser impacts to many wildlife 
species (except the most through grizzly bear habitat).  Alternative 
4F has the least impact to Black footed ferret, sage grouse core 
and key areas, and Mtn. plover habitats, but impacts much more of 
Canada lynx habitat than any other alignment. 

General Jeri Wood Candidate Species. The DEIS currently addresses effects of the 
Project on the Goose Creek milkvetch and the whitebark pine, 
however the DEIS does not appear to address effects of the 
Project on the wolverine.  The wolverine became a candidate for 
listing under the Endangered Species Act (ESA) as of December 
14, 2010.  For recent information on the wolverine, see the FWS 
December 14, 2010 Federal Register notice.  We recommend that 
the final EIS addresses potential effects of the Project on the 
wolverine.

General Jeri Wood RMP Amendments.  In Appendix F, numerous land use plan 
amendments required for implementation of the Project are 
discussed.  Many of the existing land use plans (at least in Idaho) 
are dated and have limited conservation measures identified for 
special status species.  As conservation of species based on these 
older RMPs are likely not adequate for species survival and 
recovery, we recommend that specific conservation measures for 
special status species identified in the 2006 Conservation 
Agreement between BLM and FWS be addressed in the final EIS 
for this Project. In addition, the 2009 Conservation Agreement 
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between BLM and FWS for the slickspot peppergrass should also 
be adhered to in the development of this Project.  These 
Conservation Agreement conservation measures may be replaced 
by measures that are provide greater conservation value or are 
based on more recent scientific information pertinent to individual 
species and their habitats.

General Jeri Wood Segments.  The FWS has concerns with certain segments of the 
proposed action and alternatives.  Segments 9, 8, and 7 cross 
three Partners for Wildlife wetland projects that were funded by the 
FWS and other partners to promote the conservation of migratory 
birds. One is Bruneau River Ranch near the Bruneau River 
(Milepost 100) on segment 9, alternative 9C, another one is Spring 
Cove Ranch near Pioneer Reservoir (between Mileposts 30 and 
40) on segment 8, and the third one is Six S Ranch east of Declo 
on Marsh Creek (Milepost 70) on proposed segment 7, and 
alternative 7D.  For all of these sites the FWS recommends 
avoiding these wetlands and install bird diverters or markers on 
lines near these areas to reduce the possibility of avian fatalities.  If 
ground disturbance is necessary, site specific management plans 
should be approved by the landowner, in conferencing with the 
FWS, and should include any proposed mitigation to offset the loss 
of wetland habitat.  If segment 7 is approved for permit, we would 
support the alternative proposed by Ducks Unlimited to replace a 
portion of alternative 7D.
Segment 9. Segment 9, alternative 9D, and G appears to be 
planned to span C.J. Strike Reservoir and a portion of the 
proposed route of segment 9 (between Milepost 90 and 100) will 
cross the Bruneau River.  The Bruneau River is of significant value 
for migratory birds. The combination of lacustrine, palustrine, 
riverine and upland mitigation sites provides support for at least 
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240 species of birds (most of which are migratory bird species, 
several such as the long billed curlew, are of high priority to the 
FWS).  The C.J. Strike Area is identified as a globally important 
bird area by the American Bird Conservancy.  Significant 
investments of federal, state, and private funds have occurred in 
the Bruneau River valley to enhance fish and wildlife habitats.  As a 
result of Federal Power Act and Fish and Wildlife Coordination Act 
conferencings between the IDFG, FWS, BLM and the FERC, the 
Idaho Power Company, as a requirement of their FERC licensing 
for the C.J. Strike Hydroelectric Project, purchased and is 
managing an extensive acreage of property for wildlife, wetland, 
and recreational mitigation.  These mitigation sites are located on 
the Bruneau River, the Snake River, and the pool area of the C.J. 
Strike Reservoir.  The Idaho Department of Fish and Game added 
to the value of the Bruneau River area by purchasing and 
managing a several Wildlife Management Areas.  Recently, our 
FWS Partners for Fish and Wildlife program has been cooperating 
with Ducks Unlimited to restore and enhance wetlands on private 
lands adjacent to the WMAs in the Bruneau River valley.  These 
partnership projects should further enhance the fish and wildlife 
value of the area.  IDFG notes that upwards of 90,000 ducks and 
12,000 geese occupy the WMA during some winter seasons.  
Concentrated daily and seasonal bird movement should be 
anticipated between C.J. Strike Project area and surrounding 
feeding/nesting habitats.  Bald eagles commonly use the areas in 
late fall and early winter.  High concentrations of staging waterfowl 
provide available prey.  Golden Eagles occasionally nest along the 
basalt cliffs of the reservoir, and are present late in the area 
through early winter.

General Jeri Wood Any decreases in habitat functions or value of the mitigation sites 
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will need to be offset by the Idaho Power Company.  I would 
recommend acquisition and restoration of currently damaged or at 
risk wetland/riparian habitats for the offset any losses to habitat 
functions and values.  I would recommend at least a greater than 
1:1 ratio of acres impacted to property purchased to allow for the 
uncertainty related to wetland creation/enhancement. Purchasing 
existing functional wetland/riparian habitats will have no mitigation 
value, unless it is at an otherwise legal/imminent threat from 
conversion/development.

General Jeri Wood Segment 7. The FWS does not support any of the alternatives 
described in segment 7 nor do we support the proposed action for 
segment 7.  This area supports a high concentration of sage 
grouse and key habitat in Idaho and would increase habitat 
fragmentation and loss of habitat.  Installation of segment 7 would 
also increase the possibility of additional energy projects and would 
cumulatively lead to an adverse effect on sage grouse.  We are 
supportive of segment 6, with appropriate timing restrictions and 
pre-construction surveys, as this area is already disturbed due to 
the existing 345kV line.

General Jeri Wood Segment 8. In general, segment 8 creates the potential for 
significant adverse effects on multiple species of concern, including 
raptors nesting in the Snake River Birds of Prey Area and Lepidium 
papilliferum.  Based on the assessment in the DEIS, we do not 
support this proposed route or its alternatives.  

General Jeri Wood Segment 5. For segment 5, the FWS is more supportive of 
alternative 5C.  This alternative seems to have the least impacts to 
wildlife of concern and important habitat types, including 
shrublands and native grasslands.

General Jeri Wood Buffer Zones and Timing Restrictions.  The FWS recommends 
that the FEIS include a consistent application of buffers and timing 
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restrictions across the entire transmission line.  For example, 
Wyoming Core Areas require that no more than 5% impact can be 
allowed within the area.  This standard should be applied to Idaho 
key habitats.  While each state and the BLM District have their own 
buffers and restrictions, for this project we recommend using the 
most conservation buffers and restrictions and apply them to the 
entire transmission line.  Another example of inconsistency in 
application of buffer zones on Federal lands is the Ruby Pipeline 
project.  This project required that the project proponent conducted 
surveys for leks within 2 miles of the pipeline and required all 
construction be avoided within 4 miles of a lek from March 1 and 
June 15 (in Utah).

General Jeri Wood Substations.  The FWS does not support development of the 
Cedar Hill Substation.  Similar to our concerns with the proposed 
segment 7, the Cedar Hill Substation is near a high concentration 
of sage grouse and key habitat.  Development of this substation
would add a significant cumulative effect on the species because it 
will lead to additional energy developments in the area.  These 
same concerns apply to development of the Rogerson Substation.

General Jeri Wood Mitigation.  The FWS believes that release of the DEIS was 
premature and should have been released once the Habitat 
Equivalency Analysis and Density of Disturbance Calculation is 
completed.  Both of these processes will affect mitigation for sage 
grouse and the public should have an opportunity to review and 
comment on that mitigation. At a minimum, the BLM should provide 
a longer than normal review process for the FEIS to allow the 
public to review results of the HEA and DDC.
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From: jmclain@blm.gov
To: blm@gwcomment.com;
Subject: 16499: Fw: Final comments for the Gateway West Transmission Line Project-

WY
Date: Thursday, September 08, 2011 1:11:36 PM
Attachments: 2011 Gateway West Transmission Line Project-WY.doc

----- Forwarded by Joy Mclain/WYSO/WY/BLM/DOI on 09/08/2011 02:09 PM ----- 

             Brenda J Johnson
             <bjjohnso@usgs.go
             v>                                                         To 
                                       Gateway West Project – Bureau of
             09/02/2011 08:20          Land Management
             AM                        <Gateway_West_WYMail=blm.gov@mail75 
                                       .us2.mcsv.net>
                                                                        cc 
                                       Sarah Gerould <sgerould@usgs.gov>,
                                       Gary L Patterson
                                       <glpatter@usgs.gov>, Gary D Lecain
                                       <gdlecain@usgs.gov>, Frances W
                                       Pierce <fpierce@usgs.gov>, Shailaja 
                                       R Brady <srbrady@usgs.gov>
                                                                   Subject 
                                       Final comments for the Gateway West 
                                       Transmission Line Project-WY

Mr. Walt George, 

The U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has reviewed the subject Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and offers the following comments. 
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Thanks

Brenda
*********************************************
Brenda Johnson 
Environmental Management Branch (EMB) 
Administrative Assistant 
U.S. Geological Survey Mail Stop 423 
Room 5A326 
12201 Sunrise Valley Dr. 
Reston, VA 20192 
Tele (703) 648-6832 
Fax  (703) 648-5644 
bjjohnso@usgs.gov
*********************************************(See attached file: 2011 
Gateway West Transmission Line Project-WY.doc)
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United States Department of the Interior 
U. S. GEOLOGICAL SURVEY 

Reston, VA 20192 

In Reply Refer To:      September 1, 2011 
Mail Stop 423 
Gateway West Transmission Project 

Mr. Walt George, National Project Manager 
Bureau of Land Management 
PO Box 20879 
Cheyenne, WY 82003 

Subject:  Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Proposed Gateway West Transmission 
Line Project

Dear Mr. George: 

As requested by your correspondence of July 27, 2011, the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS) has 
reviewed the subject draft environmental impact statement (EIS) and offers the following 
comments.

COMMENTS 

Pages 3.10-2, 3.11-2, and 3.11-3 
Regarding the analysis areas for General Wildlife and Fish and Special Status Wildlife and 
Fish Species 

Distance from leks.  Research has shown that most females will nest within 5 km of a lek 
(breeding area) in nonmigratory populations and within 18 km for migratory populations 
(Holloran and Anderson, 2005, Connelly et al 2000).  These distances should be used in the 
analysis for the purposes of determining impacts to sage-grouse; larger distances include more 
habitats that need to be considered in the effect of the transmission line.  If these larger distances 
are not used, the EIS should provide the justification for using the smaller selected distances.

3.10.15-16
Migratory Birds and Raptors 

The section on migratory birds and raptors should describe the effect of the project on species 
that are declining in population in the range of the project.  The project area under consideration 
intersects Breeding Bird Survey Routes, which provide species lists and can be found at 
http://www.pwrc.usgs.gov/BBS/results/routemaps/routeAssignMap.cfm.  Information on the 
status and trends in bird populations can be found at: 
http://www.mbr-pwrc.usgs.gov/bbs/bbs.html and in the publication: Sauer, J. R., J. E. Hines, J. 
E. Fallon, K. L. Pardieck, D. J. Ziolkowski, Jr., and W. A. Link. 2011. The North American
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Breeding Bird Survey, Results and Analysis 1966 - 2009. Version 3.23.2011 USGS Patuxent 
Wildlife Research Center, Laurel, MD.

3.10.2.2 Effects Common to All Action Alternatives and 3.10-20 and following; page 3.10-40 
last paragraph and following. 

More information should be provided on the effects to habitats of particular species from power 
line construction.  Construction of new roads associated with the power line is likely to provide a 
corridor for invasive plant species that enter the surrounding sagebrush and alter the dynamics, 
including increased fire frequencies.  These long-term changes are more damaging than some of 
the immediate effects, and should be discussed.  Resulting fire may change the effective 
fragment size for some species. 

3.10-22 paragraph 2 
“Therefore, the spread of noxious weeds due to construction of the Project is not expected 
to have an appreciable impact on wildlife habitat.” 

Data, modeling results, or published analyses should be provided or referenced to support this 
statement. Resulting effects on fire and native plant composition should be considered. 

3.10.23
“Unfragmented shrublands are a vital habitat characteristic for many wildlife species, but 
this habitat type has been degraded, fragmented, and eliminated by conversion to 
agriculture, livestock grazing, invasion of exotic plants, and tree succession (Rich et al. 
2005). For instance, Hann et al. (1997) estimate that over 30 percent of this habitat type in 
the Interior Columbia Basin has been lost. … Native grasslands in the Interior West have 
also experienced degradation and fragmentation and resultant loss of function as wildlife 
habitat.”  And page 3.10-20 para 2. 

Given that the unfragmented and undegraded habitat has diminished so significantly, the EIS 
should identify fragments that are important habitat for imperiled wildlife such as sage-grouse.
It should describe the specific wildlife issues that are present in these areas.  It should identify 
areas that will be further fragmented, and the imperiled wildlife populations that will be affected 
on those areas.  The EIS presents too general a picture to understand the extent and impacts of 
the action.  In particular, it should analyze the impact on leks.  Leks vary in size, and some leks 
are far more important to the overall population than others.  Size of leks that would be impacted 
should be included in the EIS.  While a small percentage of the leks may be affected, if those are 
the largest leks in the population, it could have a large impact region-wide.  Avoiding core areas 
in Wyoming and key areas in Idaho could mitigate these impacts. 

3.10-36, paragraph 6 
The Proponents’ Avian Protection Plan states that if mortalities due to electrocution are 
documented, changes to the distribution lines would be made in order to avoid future 
mortalities (such as by changing the arrangement of the powerlines or by excluding birds 
from certain areas). 

The EIS should describe a plan for monitoring mortalities that is capable of detecting when they 
occur.
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3.10.39
“The estimated water usage from construction activities on a typical day for transmission 
line construction would be about 2,140 to 3,340 cubic feet for dust control. If this would 
occur over an 8-hour period, it would equal a draw of 0.07 to 0.12 cubic feet per second.” 

The EIS should describe the maximum proportion of water withdrawn in such a way that it is 
possible to determine the impact on flow rate.  Withdrawal of 2,140 to 3,340 cubic feet over an 
8-hour period would have a significantly different effect if the amount withdrawn were a 
significant proportion of the flow, or if the withdrawal were over a shorter than an eight-hour 
period.

3.10.39
“However, according to the Upper Colorado Endangered Fish Recovery Program, any 
water withdrawal over 4,356,000 cubic feet per year, would result in a may affect, likely to 
adversely affect determination for four federally listed fish species. The Proponents have 
estimated total construction water use (concrete batching and dust control) at 314.6 acre-
feet or 13,702,747 cubic feet.” 

The EIS should contain a brief description of the expected time frame for withdrawals and 
procedures that will be followed to make sure that the 4,356,000 cubic feet per year limitation 
will not be exceeded. 

3.10-46 and 3.11-8 to 3.11-10 
Project operation is expected to have only minor impacts to most migratory bird and game 
bird individuals, including Species of Conservation Concern and Game Birds Below 
Desired Condition, because the presence of the transmission line, structures, and access 
roads do not present barriers to movement through fragmentation, create excessive noise, 
or otherwise cause major behavior changes, for the most part. 

USGS, with collaborators from other agencies, has recently published a paper on the effects of 
transmission lines on sage grouse.  The Local Working Groups may not have been aware of this 
work at the time they made their recommendations.  The EIS should include information on the 
effects of the powerline as described in a recently published paper by Wisdom et al (2011), 
which stated,” Best discrimination between extirpated and occupied ranges, using discriminant 
function analysis (DFA), was provided by five of these variables: sagebrush area (Artemisia
spp.); elevation; distance to transmission lines; distance to cellular towers; and land 
ownership…. Mean distance to electric transmission lines was ~2 times farther in occupied range 
than in extirpated range (Fig. 18.4)… 
“Three additional anthropogenic variables—distance to transmission lines, distance to cellular 
towers, and landownership—also differed between occupied and extirpated ranges. 

These variables were the best discriminators among the eight anthropogenic variables considered 
and ranked among the best of all individual variables.  These variables have received little 
attention in landscape research on sage-grouse—only distance to transmission lines has been 
formally evaluated (Connelly et al. 2000a, Aldridge and Boyce 2007, Walker et al. 2007a). 
Transmission lines can cause sage-grouse mortality via bird collisions with lines (Beck et al. 
2006, Aldridge and Boyce 2007) and facilitate raptor predation of sage-grouse (Connelly et al. 
2000a).
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In addition, the electromagnetic radiation emitted from transmission lines has a variety of 
negative effects on other bird species using areas on or near lines (Fernie and Reynolds 2005). 
Moreover, transmission lines convert habitat to nonhabitat and fragment the remaining habitat, 
similar to roads (Naugle et al., this volume, chapter 20). 

3.11_TES_Wildlife and Fish
3.11-3

Core areas should be based on population density of sage-grouse from lek counts.  The spatial 
delineation should be for numbers of sage-grouse counted at leks converted to proportion of the 
population.  The assumption of the core areas is that development should be excluded from these 
zones containing most of the sage-grouse area but should be allowed in areas that have low 
densities.  Discussed in more detail on 3-11-19. 

3.11.11

A source should be provided for the (USGS) Gap Analysis Program (GAP). Suggest using 
http://gapanalysis.usgs.gov/data/.

3.11-12; 3.11-16 5th paragraph and 3.11-18 

Wyoming, Idaho, and Nevada state wildlife agencies are also delineating maps of seasonal 
habitats for sage-grouse.  BLM also is generating maps of sage-grouse distributions through their 
Rapid Ecoregional Assessment projects.  These maps would be better choices of information for 
sage-grouse distribution than the extensive remote-sensing effort or information within the 
LANDFIRE project.

3.11-18

The efforts described appear to duplicate by BLM’s Rapid Ecoregional Assessments. Consider 
using information from BLM. 

3.11-20 Paragraph 2 

The EIS should clarify certain aspects of the method used by the density disturbance calculator, 
specifically whether different disturbances are given different levels of impact.  A 2-track road 
through sagebrush is different than a powerline or a fence.  The EIS should clarify how these are 
evaluated to sum up a total disturbance.   

Table 3.11-4  

The size of the lek is an important feature that should be included and has critical implications 
for the structure of the population.  Changes that influence a small percentage of the leks could 
have a region-wide impact if those are the largest leks in the population.  Avoiding core areas in 
Wyoming and Key Areas in Idaho would mitigate this effect.  
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3.11-29

The EIS should describe the cumulative impact on sage-grouse populations related to the fact 
that more than half (677 mi) of the proposed transmission line (1,103 mi) would go through 
sage-grouse habitat. 

3.11-63 and 3.11-64  
“To limit the potential disturbance to this species, one of the Proponents’ primary goals 
while routing the Project was to avoid all leks by at least 0.25 mile (in accordance the BLM 
RMP requirements for “no surface occupancy,” which was in place at the time of initial 
Project design in 2008).  However, the centerline of the Project would come within 0.25 
mile of a lek with an “undetermined” management status along Segment 10 and within 0.25 
mile of a lek with an “occupied” management status along Segment 5 (see Table 3.11-4).  In 
addition, the Proponents attempted to avoid leks by 0.6 mile to the extent possible, based 
on the assumption made at the time of initial Project design (2008) that the “no surface 
occupancy” requirement would increase from 0.25 mile to 0.6 mile (as of this date, the 
BLM “no surface occupancy” restriction has been increased to 0.6 mile)  

Some of the recent work from oil/gas development suggests that activities much further away 
from the lek (4 km) can have a significant influence on the numbers of birds attending a lek.
USGS analyses on lek persistence show a significant relationship between the human footprint 
out to 5-km of a lek and the probability of extirpation. (all References below). 

3.11-65
PAC-8 There would be no construction activities through Idaho’s Key and Restoration 
greater sage-grouse habitats and Wyoming’s Core habitats within 1 mile of active leks 
from March 1 to May 15 between 6 p.m. and 9 a.m.  

Peak egg laying and incubation goes into mid-June, and renesting can occur into July. Starting 
construction activities on 15 May is still going to impact nesting hens.  The EIS should describe 
the impact to nesting, or consider refraining from construction activities in the lek and nesting 
areas during nesting season.

3.16-7

The first sentence of the paragraph discussing "stream type" on page 3.16-7 discusses The USGS 
National Database for Streams and Waterbodies.  This should be included in the list of references 
and the reader should be supplied with the link to access this database. (suggested reference) 
USGS, 2005, National Atlas of the United States, Streams and Waterbodies of the United States 
http://nationalatlas.gov/atlasftp.html.

Also in this same paragraph, details of the analyses method involving "USGS regression models 
created using data gathered from established stream gages" are given, but no reference is made to 
who conducted these analyses and where they can be found.  If these are the methods used to 
create information that is presented in the National Database for Streams and Waterbodies it 
should be so stated.  As written it implies that these are independent analyses and, if so, there 
should be a reference describing where these analyses can be obtained. 
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3.16-11

The first sentence of the last paragraph on page 3.16-11 refers to the NRCS database.  This 
sentence should be modified to indicate that information on this database and how to access it is 
included in the reference list (suggested sentence) The National Resource Conservation Survey 
STATSGO database (NRCS, 1995) was used to identify shallow groundwater within the 
Analysis Area and disturbance areas.  

3.16-12

Throughout page 3.16-12, databases are discussed as the source of information used in the 
groundwater analyses (IDWR, Wyoming State Engineers Office, USEPA regions 8 and 10).  All 
of these agencies and databases should be referenced in the text and listed on the reference list 
with a link or URL to the appropriate location. 

References

Connelly, John W., Michael A. Schroeder, Alan R. Sands, and Clait E. Braun. 2000. Guidelines 
to manage sage grouse populations and their habitats, Wildlife Society Bulletin 28(4): 967–985 
(see p. 978 for management recommendations). 

Holloran, Matthew J. and Stanley H. Anderson. 2005. Spatial distribution of greater sage-grouse 
nests in relatively contiguous sagebrush habitats. Condor 107:742–752.

Knick, S. T., and S. E. Hanser.  2011.  Connecting pattern and process in greater sage-grouse 
populations and sagebrush landscapes.  Pp. 383-405 in S. T. Knick and J. W. Connelly (editors). 
Greater sage-grouse: ecology and conservation of a landscape species and its habitats. Studies in 
Avian Biology (vol. 38), University of California Press, Berkeley, CA. 

Wisdom, M. J., C. W. Meinke, S. T. Knick, and M. A. Schroeder. 2011. Factors associated with 
extirpation of sage-grouse. Pp. 451–472 in S. T. Knick and J. W. Connelly (editors). Greater 
sage-grouse: ecology and conservation of a landscape species and its habitats. Studies in Avian 
Biology (vol. 38), University of California Press, Berkeley, CA. 

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on the DEIS.  If you have any questions
concerning our comments, please contact Gary LeCain, USGS Coordinator for Environmental 
Document Reviews, at (303) 236-1475 or at gdlecain@usgs.gov

       Sincerely, 

/Robert E Doyle signed for/

       James F. Devine 
       Senior Advisor for Science Applications 
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From: BLM_WY_Gateway_West_Trans_Line [BLM_WY_Gateway_West_Trans_Line@blm.gov]
Sent: Thursday, November 03, 2011 12:31 PM
To: blm@gwcomment.com
Subject: FW: Idaho Comments on Gateway West Transmission Line Project
Attachments: IDAHO COMMENTS DRAFT GATEWAY WEST TRANSMISSION LINE PROJECT EIS.pdf

�
�
From: John Chatburn [mailto:John.Chatburn@oer.idaho.gov]
Sent: Monday, October 31, 2011 4:23 PM 
To: BLM_WY_Gateway_West_Trans_Line 
Subject: Idaho Comments on Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
�
Attached�are�the�comments�from�the�State�of�Idaho.�
�
John�Chatburn�
Administrator�
Idaho�Office�of�Energy�Resources�
304�N.�8th�Street,�Ste.�250,�Boise,�Idaho���
(208)�332�1660�
john.chatburn@oer.idaho.gov�
�
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From: info@gatewayeis.com
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 2:53 PM
To: Gateway BLM
Subject: A comment from gatewayeis.com

�
Name:�
� Melissa�Gibbs�
�
Organization:�
� Idaho�Department�of�Environmental�Quality�
�
Mailing�Address:�
� 444�Hospital�Way�#300�
�
Mailing�Address�2:�
� �
�
City:�
� Pocatello�
�
State:�
� Idaho�
�
Zip:�
� 83204�
�
Daytime�Phone:�
� 208�705�8367(cell)�or�208�236�6160�(office)�
�
E�mail:�
� melissa.gibbs@deq.idaho.gov�
�
Confidential:�
� No�
�
DEIS�Location:�
� chapter�3.20�section�3.20.1.5�page�3.20�8��
�
Comment:�
Air�Quality�(second�paragraph�4th�and�5th�sentences)�states�the�following:��
�"Figure�3.20�1�shows�the�current�locations�of�the�Idaho�and�Wyoming�nonattainment�areas,�and�
other�area�of�air�quality�concern.��Idaho�in�in�attainment�with�the�exception�of�two�PM10�
nonattainment�areas�in�the�southeast�corner�of�the�state�and�the�north�Ada�County�CO�and�PM10�
maintenance�area."�
�
This�information�is�slightly�in�accurate�and�needs�to�be�modified�to�reflect�the�current�
situation/status.��The�Figure�3.20�1�is�also�inaccurate�with�its�shading�and�needs�to�be�
modified.���
�
The�way�it�currently�stands�is�that�there�are�two�NAA's�in�the�Southeast�Idaho�portion�of�the�
state�the�Cache�Valley�PM2.5�NAA�(which�spans�two�States�Utah�and�Idaho)�and�the�Fort�Hall�
PM10�NAA�(Managed�by�the�EPA�and�Shoshone�Bannock�Tribes).��There�is�also�one�area�of�concern�
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in�SE�Idaho�the�Portneuf�Valley�PM10�Maintenance�area�(area�has�been�redesignated�to�
attainment).�
�
The�current�attainment/nonattainment/maintenance�status�in�Southern�Idaho�(area�of�concern�
for�the�EIS)�is�as�follows:�
�
1.��Cache�Valley�PM2.5�nonattainment�area�(NAA)���This�nonattainment�area�spans�two�states�
(Utah�and�Idaho).��In�Idaho�the�NAA�does�not�cover�the�entire�Franklin�County.��It�is�hard�to�
tell�from�your�figure�3.20�1�whether�or�not�this�is�the�case,�but�DEQ�believes�that�the�
portion�of�the�transmission�line�that�cuts�through�Franklin�County,�Idaho�would�not�fall�in�
the�NAA�boundary.��It�would�be�good�if�the�figure�showed�the�Cache�Valley�NAA�spanning�the�
two�states�or�address�the�fact�that�the�NAA�crosses�over�into�the�Utah�side�(especially�since�
graphic�shows�that�portion�of�Utah.��The�shading�of�the�area�also�appears�to�be�wrong�on�the�
3.20�1�figure�showing�up�as�an�area�of�concern�rather�than�a�NAA.��It�might�be�beneficial�to�
get�a�GIS�overlay�from�DEQ�showing�the�correct�NAA�boundaries�for�the�Cache�Valley�NAA.���
�
2.��Portneuf�Valley�PM10�Maintenance�Area���This�area�is�currently�listed�as�a�maintenance�
area�and�has�been�redesignated�to�attainment�with�respect�to�the�PM10�standard.��This�area�is�
shaded�incorrectly�on�the�map�as�a�nonattainment�area�and�should�be�shaded�as�an�area�of�
concern�since�it�is�redesignated�and�listed�as�a�maintenance�area.���
�
3.��The�Fort�Hall�PM10�Nonattainment�Area���This�area�is�managed�by�the�Environmental��
Protection�Agency�and�the�Shoshone�Bannock�Tribes.��This�area�does�not�appear�on�the�figure�
and�is�not�discussed�in�the�text.��This�area�is�still�listed�as�a�PM10�nonattainment�area.���
�
4.��All�of�the�shading�in�the�Boise�area�should�reflect�area�of�concern�only.��There�are�
currently�no�Nonattainment�Areas�in�that�area.��The�Boise�details�are�as�follows:�
�
The�Northern�Ada�County�Area�is�in�maintenance�for�CO�and�PM10,�this�area���has�been�
redesignated�to�attaining�the�standards�and�should�be�shown�as�an�Area�of�concern.�
�
The�Treasure�Valley�Ozone�and�PM2.5�is�currently�just�an�area�of�concern.��This�area�
currently�meets�both�air�quality�standards�and�is�listed�as�an�attainment�area.��This�area�is�
close�to�violated�both�ozone�and�PM2.5�and�should�be�listed�as�an�area�of�concern.����
�
5.��The�Figure�3.20�1�needs�to�be�fixed�with�shading�for�the�areas�of�concern�and�
nonattainment�areas.��The�Fort�Hall�NAA�needs�to�be�added�and�DEQ�suggested�the�correct�legal�
description�of�the�Cache�Valley�NAA�be�added�to�the�map�to�show�that�the�transmission�line�
will�fall�outside�of�the�NAA�boundary�
�
6.��The�correct�way�to�type�PM10�and�PM2.5�is�to�subscript�the�numbers�when�using�the�
chemical�abbreviation.��I�did�not�provide�my�numbers�this�way�through�the�comment�system�
since,�I�could�not�find�a�way�to�subscript�the�numbers.���
�
I�hope�that�my�comments�make�sense�and�are�not�too�confusing.��If�you�need�further�
clarification�or�help�obtaining�a�GIS�overlay�for�the�legal�description�of�the�Cache�Valley�
please�do�not�hesitate�to�contact�at�the�information�provided�above.��
�
Thanks�for�the�opportunity�to�comment�and�provide�clarification�to�the�NAA's�and�areas�of�
concern�in�the�State�of�Idaho�with�respect�to�air�quality.����
�
�
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From: info@gatewayeis.com
Sent: Tuesday, November 08, 2011 2:05 PM
To: Gateway BLM
Subject: 16862: A comment from gatewayeis.com

�
Name:�
� Melissa�Gibbs�
�
Organization:�
� Idaho�Department�of�Environmental�Quality�
�
Mailing�Address:�
� 444�Hospital�Way�#300�
�
Mailing�Address�2:�
� �
�
City:�
� Pocatello�
�
State:�
� Idaho�
�
Zip:�
� 83204�
�
Daytime�Phone:�
� 208�236�6160�
�
E�mail:�
� melissa.gibbs@deq.idaho.gov�
�
Confidential:�
� No�
�
DEIS�Location:�
� chapter�3.20�section�3.20.1.5�page�3.20�8��
�
Comment:�
Air�Quality�(second�paragraph�4th�and�5th�sentences)�states�the�following:��
�"Figure�3.20�1�shows�teh�current�locaiton�so�fhte�Idaho�and�Wyoming�nonattainment�areas,�and�
other�area�of�air�quality�concern.��Idaho�in�in�attainment�with�the�exception�of�two�PM10�
nonattainment�areas�in�the�southeast�corner�of�the�state�and�the�north�Ada�County�CO�and�PM10�
maintenance�area."�
�
This�information�is�slightly�in�accurate�and�needs�to�be�modified�to�reflect�the�current�
situation/status.��The�Figure�3.20�1�is�also�inaccurate�with�its�shading�and�needs�to�be�
modified.���
�
The�current�attainment/nonattainment/maintenance�status�in�Southern�Idaho�(area�of�concern�
for�the�EIS)�is�as�follows:�
�
�
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From: jmclain@blm.gov
Sent: Monday, October 17, 2011 7:31 AM
To: blm@gwcomment.com
Subject: Fw: Gateway West Transmission Line Project DEIS Comments
Attachments: pic18467.jpg; Gateway West DEIS CommentsR.docx

�
�
������Forwarded�by�Joy�Mclain/WYSO/WY/BLM/DOI�on�10/17/2011�08:30�AM�������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������
�������������"Jeff�Cook"����������������������������������������������������
�������������<Jeff.Cook@idpr.i����������������������������������������������
�������������daho.gov>��������������������������������������������������To��
���������������������������������������<Gateway_West_WYMail@blm.gov>��������
�������������10/13/2011�04:08�������������������������������������������cc��
�������������PM������������������������"Nancy�Merrill"����������������������
���������������������������������������<Nancy.Merrill@idpr.idaho.gov>,������
���������������������������������������"Kiefer,Sharon"����������������������
���������������������������������������<sharon.kiefer@idfg.idaho.gov>,������
���������������������������������������"Garth�Taylor"�����������������������
���������������������������������������<Garth.Taylor@idpr.idaho.gov>,�������
���������������������������������������"John�Frank"�������������������������
���������������������������������������<John.Frank@idpr.idaho.gov>����������
�������������������������������������������������������������������Subject��
���������������������������������������Gateway�West�Transmission�Line�������
���������������������������������������Project�DEIS�Comments����������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������
����������������������������������������������������������������������������
�
�
�
�
I�have�attached�the�Idaho�Department�of�Parks�and�Recreation’s�comments�on�the�Gateway�West�
Tranmission�Line�Project�Draft�Environmental�Impact�Statement�(DEIS).�Our�comments�are�in�
Microsoft�Word�(.docx).�If�you�have�any�questions�about�our�comments,�please�let�me�know.�
�
Jeff�Cook,�Outdoor�Recreation�Analyst�
Recreation�Bureau�
Idaho�Department�of�Parks�&�Recreation�
P.O.�Box�83720�
Boise,�ID�83720�0065�
(208)�514�2483�
jeff.cook@idpr.idaho.gov�
(Embedded�image�moved�to�file:�pic18467.jpg)Logoclrtif��(See�attached�file:�Gateway�West�DEIS�
CommentsR.docx)�
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October 13, 2011 

Bureau of Land Management 
Gateway West Project 
P.O. Box 20879 
Cheyenne, WY 82003 

RE: Gateway West Transmission Line Project DEIS 

Dear Planning Team: 

The Idaho Department of Parks and Recreation (IDPR) staff 
reviewed the Gateway West Transmission Line Project Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS). Idaho Power and Pacific 
Corp. are considering constructing a 500 kV transmission line from 
Glenrock, WY to Hemingway Butte, ID. 

Our staff provided comments during the project scoping period on 
June 26, 2008. We were concerned about the effects this project 
would have on Bruneau Dunes State Park. 

The proposed route and alternative routes bypass the park 
boundary; however, both the proposed route and alternative routes 
pass within ½ mile of Bruneau Dunes State Park boundary. Going 
around the park avoids Land and Water Conservation Fund 6 (f) (3) 
property (36 CFR 59.1), but we predict the transmission line will 
impact the visual quality of the park. 

The visual quality analysis for the park is inadequate. A photo point 
and analysis was taken on the park roads (KOP 401 (Figure E.2-
10)).  This point is in part of the park where the towers would be 
less visible rather from the top of the big Bruneau Dune. 

The main dune structure is a very popular hike within the park. The 
top of the dune is much closer (within two miles) and at similar 
elevation where transmission line would be located. The FEIS 
needs to analyze the visual quality from the top of the dune, as well 
as the park roads. 

On Page 2-100, the DEIS makes a reference to “Bruneau Dunes 
County Park”. Bruneau Dunes is a State Park. The correct 
reference is “Bruneau Dunes State Park” 

On Page 2-101, the DEIS states “Consultation between 
representatives of the BLM, U.S. Air Force, Idaho Department of 
Parks and Recreation, and the Proponents has determined that the 
location of the Proposed Route within the restricted Military 

C. L. “Butch” Otter 
governor 

Nancy C. Merrill 
director

       
David M. Ricks 
deputy director 

……………………… 

IDAHO PARK AND 
RECREATION BOARD 

……………………… 
Tom Crimmins 

region one 

Randy Doman 
region two 

Ernest J. Lombard 
region three 

Latham Williams 
region four 

Jean S. McDevitt 
region five 

Bob Hansen 
region six 

…………………………… 
IDAHO DEPARTMENT OF 

PARKS AND RECREATION 
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…… 
p.o. box 83720 

boise, idaho 83720-0065 

(208) 334-4199 

fax (208) 334-3741 

tdd 1-800-377-3529 

street address 
5657 Warm Springs Avenue 

�
www.parksandrecreation.idaho.gov�

�
�
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project DEIS 
October 13, 2011 
Page 2 

�

Operating Area and just to the south of Bruneau Dunes State Park is acceptable.” The IDPR 
was not consulted on this project, nor has our Board had any input on whether the proposed 
route or alternative routes is acceptable. The reference to our department should be removed 
from the DEIS. 

In conclusion, the proposed routes and alternative routes will have a visual impact on Bruneau 
Dunes State Park. Neither IDPR nor its Board has been directly consulted on this project. We 
encourage the proponents to work with our staff in order to mitigate this visual impact. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. If you have any questions about our 
comments, please contact Jeff Cook, Outdoor Recreation Analyst at (208) 514-2483. 

Sincerely,

Nancy C. Merrill, Director 
Idaho Department of Parks & Recreation 
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Suzi Pengilly 
<Suzi.Pengilly@ishs.idaho.go
v> 

10/28/2011 09:34 AM

To "Gateway_West_WYMail@blm.gov" 
<Gateway_West_WYMail@blm.gov>

cc "Bonni_Bruce@blm.gov" <Bonni_Bruce@blm.gov>, "Gaston, 
Jeanette L" <jgaston@blm.gov>

bcc

Subject Gateway West Transmission Line Project

�
�
___________________________________________________________________________________
__
Suzi Pengilly
Deputy SHPO
Idaho State Historical Society
210 Main St. 
Boise, ID 83702
208-334-3847, ext. 107 office
208-334-2775 fax
suzi.pengilly@ishs.idaho.gov

The Idaho State Historical Society is an extraordinary system of cultural and historic resources comprised 
of the Idaho State Historical Museum, State Archives, State Historic Preservation Office, and Historic 
Sites Program.  We seek to inspire, enrich and engage all Idahoans by leading the state in preserving, 
sharing, and using history and cultural resources relevant to today to inform and influence the future. 
Join  us!

�
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Idaho Comment Form  

Idaho SHPO Comments 10/19/2011 

Note Figure, Table, and map reference in comment column 
Page Par Commenter Comment Response 
2-203 4 Idaho SHPO The second sentence in this paragraph seems to contradict our 

understanding of BLM authority on this project. SHPO review is 
conducted under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act.  
For purposes of Section 106, the BLM is reviewing the entire project, 
regardless of land ownership.  Is this different under NEPA?  

3.3-27 5 Idaho SHPO Under Prehistoric Resources by Segment and Alternative, it states that 
the properties listed in Table 3.3-3 are those listed in the National 
Register of Historic Places, considered or assumed eligible for listing, or 
unevaluated. This should be restated in the title or in the footnotes for 
the table.     

3.3-37-
3.3-38

 Idaho SHPO As above, are the sites presented in Table 3.3-4 only those listed, 
eligible, or assumed eligible for the National Register or unevaluated? If 
so, this should be clarified on the table.  

3.3-34 2 Idaho SHPO The geographic feature “Browns Bench” lies largely in Idaho. It should 
be described in the Idaho Prehistoric Resource Overview as well as in 
the Nevada overview.   

3.3-59 3 Idaho SHPO City of Rocks should be described in this Section. Three of the 
alternatives pass close to this National Historic Landmark.  

3.3-68 1 Idaho SHPO The BLM conducted the 15% sample survey to gather data that would 
inform the BLM’s selection of a preferred alternative. Yet the only 
discussion of the 15% survey results in Idaho is presented in two 
sentences. How does this inform decisions? Overall, the DEIS provides 
little analysis of the archaeological information available—either 
previously recorded properties or properties identified during the 15% 
survey. This shortcoming needs to be corrected before preparation of 
the final EIS so archaeological data can be fully considered in selecting 
a preferred  alternative.

3.3-70  Idaho SHPO CUL-8 should also state that the relevant state burial law will be 
followed for human remains discovered on non-federal lands.  

3.3-71 1 Idaho SHPO Under the fourth bullet, the words “within it.” should be deleted.    
General   Idaho SHPO In reviewing the visual effects section for historic trails, we concentrated 

on the proposed routes.  For the most part, it appears that the  
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Idaho Comment Form  

Idaho SHPO Comments 10/19/2011 

Page Par Commenter Comment Response
proposed routes would have less visual effect on emigrant trails than 
many of the alternatives, except near the following trail-related sites: (1) 
Big Hill; (2) Parting of the Ways; and (3) Three Island Crossing. 

3.3-128  Idaho SHPO KOP C105 It is difficult to tell if Segment 4 (in Idaho) in the area of 
Oregon Trail’s Big Hill will have a visual effect on that site. How can we 
evaluate visual effects for this segment if land owner access is denied?  

3.3-167-
3.3-172 Idaho SHPO 

Alternatives 7H, 7I, 7J will adversely affect the setting of the California 
Trail and alternate trail segments (KOPs C22,23, 65-70 and others).  
From a cultural resources and historic preservation perspective, these 
alternatives should be dropped from consideration.  

3.3-173-
3.3-175

 Idaho SHPO The proposed alternative 7 passes very close to the Oregon/California 
Trails site of Parting of the Ways. In that location, proposed alternative 
7 should be dropped from consideration. It is difficult to assess 
alternative 7C as there are no photo simulations from KOP C63 or KOP 
C64 toward alternative 7C.  Its distance from Parting of the Ways 
seems adequate, but a photo simulation, especially from KOP C63,  
would be very helpful.  Is it possible to develop an alternative that would 
swing to the north, closer to the freeway?  

3.3-197-
3.3-199

 Idaho SHPO Photo simulations should be provided for segments in the area south of 
the Oregon Trail site of Three Island Crossing (KOP C61). It is difficult 
to assess the effects of alternatives 8A or the proposed alternative 9.  

3.3-219-
3.3-220

 Idaho SHPO Once again, photo simulations should be provided for segments in the 
area south of the Oregon Trail site of Three Island Crossing (KOP C61). 

3.3-241  Idaho SHPO Can a meaningful table be developed without using such a complex 
formula?

3.3-243-
3.3-247

 Idaho SHPO Table 3.3-7. Why is an “Adjusted Impact Value” not provided for the 
proponent’s proposed alternatives for the entire line? It is very difficult 
to draw conclusions from this table without those figures. This may be 
due to our lack of understanding of the table, but to the cold reader, this 
table is not very valuable.    
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Idaho Comment Form  

Idaho SHPO Comments 10/19/2011 

Page Par Commenter Comment Response
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Idaho Comment Form  

Idaho SHPO Comments 10/19/2011 

Page Par Commenter Comment Response
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Idaho Comment Form  

Idaho SHPO Comments 10/19/2011 

Page Par Commenter Comment Response
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Gateway West Transmission Line Project 
DEIS Idaho Comment Form  

Idaho SHPO Comments 10/19/2011 

Page Par Commenter Comment Response
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	100502	U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 10
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