
 

 

APPENDIX D 
SCANS OF ALL LETTERS RECEIVED  

THROUGH AUGUST 22, 2008 



 

 

This table lists the people and organizations that submitted written comments and the number 
their letter was assigned. The letters follow. The numbers are displayed in the upper right corner 
of the first page of the letter. 
 

Letter First Name Last Name Organization 
10001 Terry Henderson   
10002 John Robison Idaho Conservation League 
10003 Amy Atwood Center For Biological Diversity 
10004 Otto Schnauber FMC Alkali Chemicals 
10005 Sharon Kiefer Idaho Department of Fish and Game 
10006 Jennifer Buddenborg National Trust for Historic Preservation 
10007 Bruce Pendery Wyoming Outdoor Council 
10008 John Emmerich Wyoming Game and Fish Department 
10009 Janet Hartford Green River Chamber of Commerce 
10010 John Etchepare Wyoming Department of Agriculture 
10011 Erick Esterholdt Lincoln Conservation District 
10012 duplicate x  
10013 Larry Kimmel EPA 
10014 Pamela Eaton The Wilderness Society 
10015 Duane Short Biodiversity Conservation Alliance 
10016 Ken Miller Snake River Alliance 
10017 Nate Sandvig Horizon Wind Energy LLC 
10018 Terry Mudder   
10019 Katie Fite Western Watersheds Project 
10020 Aaron Clark Governor's Office 
10021 Stephanie Hester National Parks Conservation Association 
10022 Steven Webber Western Area Power Administration 
10023 Aaron Clark Governor's Office (Wyoming) 
20001 Mark Lessor Idaho Division of Aeronautics 
20002 Donna Bennett OCNRC - OCSGLWG - Chair 
20003 Connie Brandau   
20004 Nick Ihla Owyhee Pioneer Cemetery District 
20005 Doug Jensen OCTA - Idaho Chapter 
20006 Carma J. Small   
20007 Jim Patrick ID State Representative 
20008 Doug Neighbor NPS-Craters of the Moon 
20009 Mark Zornes Wyoming Game and Fish - Green River Region 
20010 Robert Peternal Lincoln Conservation District 
20011 Mavie Henthorn OCTA Oregon-California Trails Assoc. 
20012 Fern Linton OCTA - National Board 
20013 Rich Hodgson Solvay Chemicals, Inc. 
20014 Joyceanne Fick   
20015 Mary Lynn Corbett Wyoming State Historical Society 
20016 Brian Smith BLM 
20017 Anonymous x   
20018 Sharon Block BLM 
20019 Tom McCutcheon BLM 
20020 Norris Tratnik BLM 



 

 

Letter First Name Last Name Organization 
20021 Bill Robinson O.C.T.A. 
20022 David Welch Oregon-California Trails Association 
20023 Mary Lynn Corbitt   
20024 Aaron Clark Governor's Office 
20025 David McGinnis Fossil Butte National Monument 
30001 duplicate    
30002 Lee Kreutzer NPS-National Trails System 
30003 Ashley Roberts Powder River Basin Resource Council 
30004 Amy Pocewicz The Nature Conservancy WY Field Office 
30005 Patricia Ziobron O.C.T.A. 
30006 Dennis Larsen O.C.T.A. 
30007 Fred & Fern Linton   
30008 Edward Allen Sierra Club - Northern Rockies Chapter 
30009 Karen Steenhof   
30010 Doug Jensen OCTA - Idaho Chapter 
30011 Susan Starcevich Western Area Power Administration 
30012 Mark Zornes Wyoming Game and Fish 
30013 Angelo Kallas OCI Chemical 

 





















































































































































































----- Forwarded by Walt George/WYSO/WY/BLM/DOI on 07/07/2008 08:11 AM ----- 
                                                                            
Kimmel.Larry@epamail.epa.gov                                                    
To Gateway_West_WYMail@blm.gov     
07/03/2008 03:05 PM                                                          
cc Mbabaliye.Theogene@epamail.epa.gov   
Subject Gateway West Transmission Line Project, EPA Scoping Comments                                                                         
 
ATTN:       Walter George, Manager 
      Gateway West Project 
 
Dear Mr. George: 
 
Attached is a copy of EPA's scoping comments for the Gateway West Transmission Line Project.  A hard 
copy is being mailed to your office. 
 
Larry Kimmel 
EPA Project Manager 
 
U.S. EPA Region 8 
1595 Wynkoop Street 
Mail Code: 8EPR-F 
Denver, CO 80202-1129 
Phone: (303) 312-6659 
Fax:      (303) 312-7203 
kimmel.larry@epa.gov 
 
 
(See attached file: gateway west project.epa scoping 
comments.reg8&10.sig.doc) 
 
 
 
(See attached file: gateway west project.epa scoping 
comments.reg8&10.sig.doc) 
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July 13, 2008 
  
BLM 
Gateway West Project 
PO Box 20879 
Cheyenne, WY  82003 
  
Gateway_West_WYMail@blm.gov 
  
  
RE: Notice of Intent to Prepare an EIS – Gateway West 230/500 kV transmission line project in ID and 
WY and possible Land Use amendments 
  
Dear BLM,  
  
Here are comments of Western Watersheds Project on the Gateway West transmission line proposal. 
  
We have submitted many of these comments in association with the Westwide Energy Corridors EIS. 
There are striking parallels to the DOE Corridors (and associated rampant wind and other “renewable” 
mega-projects) that would proliferate from it, and the effects this project would have on the sagebrush 
biome, as well as other fragile lands the Gateway Project would slice across and further fragment. 
  
Of particular concern is the devastating impact Gateway and other such Corridor projects would have 
on species like the pygmy rabbit, sage-grouse, and other increasingly rare and imperiled native species 
where habitats are already greatly altered and fragmented, and undergo chronic livestock grazing 
disturbance and damage. 
  
As part of this EIS process, BLM must fully examine the plethora of new corridors/lines/disturbance – 
including natural gas (Ruby, Bronco), DOE corridors, and others in the region  of Idaho, Wyoming and 
Utah. ANY new line here should follow the Freeway to the maximum extent possible, or be bundled 
into existing utility corridor swaths. What are these existing corridors – please provide detailed 
mapping so this all can be understood.  
 
Please fully analyze bundling into existing corridors. Please also fully analyze the impacts of 
“developing” new energy projects (wind, geothermal, fossil fuel, etc.) in the path of this line. This is 
part of understanding the full range of connected, linked, and foreseeable actions. Where are sites 
where development is likely? 
  
Please fully explain WHY this line, along with all the other existing proposed and foreseeable 
corridors are needed. It seems to us that this all is a free-for-all scramble for rights-of-way right now. 
Various large energy companies seem to each be trying to get their own lines  - perhaps even 
speculating on lines to be sold or traded in the future.  Certainly part of what is going on here is large 
corporations/energy giants making sure that energy can be manipulated and centralized, rather then de-
centralized, in the future. 
  
All of these projects will result in a proliferation of roading, and cut-off roads at all points from 
existing roads – all of this must be fully analyzed. A thorough analysis of all existing roading in lands 
in or near the corridor must be provided. How many of these lands are Forest Service roaded, or 
potentially suitable for BLM WSA status? With lines such as this, wild land fire danger is greatly 
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increased – including from increased weeds, increased OHV use (we note BLM has failed abysmally 
in controlling OHV use - and many LUPs are woefully outdated where crosscountry use is allowed). In 
Idaho, there have been several wildfires from raptor electrocutions on lines falling to earth and igniting 
cheatgrass or other vegetation. 
  
Several of these various Corridor processes are inter-linked, and the full picture of energy alternatives 
that site any power generating/transmission facilities much closer to urban areas, that focus on private 
land development of “renewables”, and that focus on de-centralized energy and home or other 
solar/wind generation and conservation must be fully explored. This should be contrasted with the 
current apparent free-for-all Corridor Grab that appears to be unfolding across the Western Landscape. 
  
The sudden current rise in oil, food and other essentials is “shocking” the public. Part of what may be 
occurring is akin to the NeoConservative philosophy of creating economic chaos and then promoting 
complete unregulated free-market profiteering at public expense. That includes letting energy 
companies run roughshod over public lands,  through imposing excessive new corridors and 
speculation on their use and development. Such “shock” has been much-espoused by the current 
administration – and laid out in Naomi Klein’s excellent book The Shock Doctrine. Right now in the 
US, we are undergoing ENERGY shock of a sort – and part of what is occurring seems aimed at 
allowing any and all kinds of energy projects to go forward – no matter what the deleterious impacts to 
the environment. See article (Pasted at end of DOE comments here). It must be considered that part of 
the Energy Shock is aimed not just at fossil fuel profiteering – but also at weakening environmental 
laws and protections of public lands from damage by “renewable” energy as well, and keeping a 
chokehold on centralized large-grid projects like this one. 
  
BLM must fully evaluate whether there REALLY is a NEED for the plethora of projects/corridors 
being proposed, and must explain why Gateway can not just hook into other areas. It can not just take 
Gateway’s word for a “Need”. It must critically examine the adverse effects, including promoting 
devastating habitat loss and fragmentation, visual pollution of wild landscapes, greatly lowered private 
property values, and other factors. BLM must consider saying NO to Gateway and other projects that 
would have such deleterious effects.   
  
Please incorporate the full range of ecological concerns (such as habitat loss and fragmentation for 
powerline-targeted lands native biota such as sage-grouse, cumulative and adverse effects of grazing, 
etc ). Please also consider the tremendous adverse ecological footprint of a host of linked 
developments – ranging from powerlines to road networks that these projects would spawn) to this 
Solar process.  
  
Please fully consider the full range of cumulative effects on lands and habitats affected by this project -
of many other activities such as livestock grazing disturbance and facilities that serve to degrade and 
fragment habitats, and as referenced in the Westwide DOE comments included here. 
  
Please also examine the national security threats pose by large-often foreign-owned or financed 
corporations/consortiums/entities controlling power distribution and production on remote public 
lands. This makes it much easier for process to be manipulated, consumers, gouged, and America’s 
energy supply be much less secure. 
  
What is the full disturbance and fragmentation Footprint for these facilities for sagebrush species? 
Especially in a landscape faced with increasing human development, sprawl, military base expansions, 
threats of brome grasses that thrive on disturbance drastically altering fire cycles, and other ongoing or 



foreseeable threats? Where is it predicted that viable populations of sage-grouse may occur in 10 
years? 20 years? 50 years? How many such areas does this corridor traverse? How will this project 
reduce population viability? What are the geographic delineations of all sage-grouse populations 
affected?  
  
How will this corridor, all associated facilities, and linked wild land or other energy project 
proliferation promote expansion of cheatgrass and other weeds? What lands are currently infested, and 
what lands are “at risk” for new or expanded infestation if this project is built? How many areas where 
these lines and facilities would be placed would be grazed by public lands livestock? What are the 
cumulative adverse effects of livestock grazing?  
  
Will this line be related to nuclear power plants? INEEL? If so, how might nuclear energy here 
endanger human health and the environment?  
  
Please describe the current structure of the industry –and parties involved in transmission and power 
and mega-projects vs. small projects. 
  
What other areas, close to cities and close to existing grids, would provide suitable sites? 
  
As with the USFWS Interim Guidelines for Wind Facility Siting, an appropriate set of guidelines must 
be drawn up and this EIS under all alternatives must establish a careful and systematic process to 
evaluate ecological and other impacts of utility corridor and facility siting. This must establish a 
process for BLM to say NO to Projects where significant adverse impacts would arise. Under all 
alternatives, prohibition of corridors and development in biologically, culturally, or other “sensitive” 
areas and important habitats must be mandatory. 
  
As mitigation here – please require that project proponents set aside significant sums for purchase of 
private lands with important biological values, as well as for purchase of public lands grazing permits 
and permanent permit retirement for the specific region where the corridor or linked new development 
is located. This EIS should amend Land Use Plans to authorize such retirement. 
  
How much power will be lost in the remote lands siting of energy projects that may tie into this line, 
vs. siting closer to metro areas and/or emphasis on local and more self-sufficient generation of wind, 
geothermal, solar and other power? How might local or self-sufficient generation of power alleviate or 
reduce rolling black-outs, and other effects of an overloaded centralized grid? 
  
Again, please apply these comments and the concerns expressed in WWP’s comments on the DOE 
Corridors EIS (See Below) to this process as appropriate. 
  
We have recently received Burley BLM Wind Project (MET tower) scoping documents – that appear 
directly linked to this. It appears this line is being built to facilitate such projects – mapping shows the 
line southern path in this area. We again request that t follow the freeway – and not fragment and 
destroy new areas. 
  
In the vicinity of SE Idaho – please consider instead following the freeway to Salt Lake and then 
heading north along existing routes. If the “Need” is really because there is more demand at certain 
times – then adding more lines in existing corridors should rectify that. 
  
We ask that these comments be applied to all parts of the process. 



  
Sincerely,  
  
Katie Fite   
Biodiversity Director 
Western Watersheds Project 
PO Box 2863 
Boise, ID  83701 
  
  
February 14, 2008 
  
DOE West-wide Corridor PEIS 
Argonne National Laboratory 
9700 S. Cass Ave., Bldg. 900, Mail Stop 4 
Argonne, IL 60439 
  
Dear DOE, 
  
Here are amended comments by Western Watersheds Project and the Idaho Wildlife Federation on the 
West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS. This EIS would authorize 6,055 miles of Energy Corridors that are 
3300 feet (3/4 of a mile wide) ripped across some of the most remote areas of the American West. 61% 
of the project area has existing rights-of-way (either utility and/or transportation –DEIS at 2-43) – but 
large portions do not. Plus, a road right-of-way is nowhere near ¾ mile in width as these corridors are. 
In many areas with existing rights-of-way (Nevada, Oregon critical sagebrush habitats for example), 
roads or powerlines may currently exist, but they are relatively small (two lane) and do not open the 
door to colossal development of public lands as the Westwide corridors will.  
  
WWP has also previously submitted comments as part of this process. We ask that all those comments 
be carried forward, and applied to this EIS. Plus, we are Attaching comments and letters on SWIP, 
Browns Bench/China Mountain, Cotterell wind development, and other energy projects that 
demonstrate the very significant ecological problems with the type and manner of large industrial 
development in wild land or remote areas of public lands and critical sage grouse and pygmy rabbit 
habitats that this EIS is designed to facilitate. 
  
We are dismayed that DOE could not be bothered to provide sufficient Hard Copies of the EIS. 
Sufficient copies were not printed to be provided to the public, and that some parties  - even 
government agencies – are being charged for documents. This appears designed to limit both public 
agency and private landowners and citizens whose interests are affected by this mega land grab that 
lays down a network to facilitate fragmentation and mega energy company exploitation of some of the 
West’s most important wild and currently undeveloped landscapes. 
  
Critical information is absent from many of the maps. The DEIS fails to show all existing powerline, 
utility or other corridors in or near these areas, and across the Interior West. This is necessary to 
understand the full level of cumulative effects of additional development, and to rationally develop a 
range of reasonable alternatives. It also fails to show a plethora of highly foreseeable proposed new 
energy lines that may be punched across critical sage grouse habitats (examples: Ruby, Spectra Energy 
Bronco, etc ). There is no requirement that any energy company or utility use the DOE corridors – in 
fact a company could get a right-of-way right beside this ¾ mile swath. In our discussions of SWIP 



legs with BLM officials, we have been informed that MULTIPLE corridors may need to be designated 
– just in that area alone if all the industrial energy developments of public lands that is anticipated 
happens. Why designate this massive corridor if additional mushrooming corridors, even in the same 
area, can be obtained at any time? Or –if distance separation is needed between various energy 
conduits in the corridor and ¾ mile won’t even suffice – DOE must also fully address this issue. 
  
We are dismayed at either the purposeful gross mistakes and inaccuracies of the DEIS or purposefully 
misleading presentation – all, apparently, designed to underestimate the impacts of corridor 
designation and bias outcomes. For example, DEIS at 3-91, Table 3.5-6 claims that only 15 or so 
“named streams and canals” in Idaho are crossed by Corridors. This is wildly off. What scale of map is 
this based on? A view from the Moon? For example, the Corridor in Owyhee County crosses many 
more named streams. The title of the Table is “Aquifer systems”  - aquifer systems do not in any way 
adequately reflect the number of perennial and intermittent streams these Corridors cut across. When 
this deficient info is carried forward into a summarized effects analysis (EIS-25), it is clearly mis-
represented as the number of perennial and intermittent drainages and canals. As will be discussed 
later, the same applies even to the estimation of foreseeable wind energy development sites, which is 
grossly under-estimated in association with the Corridor.   
  
The DEIS fails to consider an adequate range of alternatives, including those focused on locally 
generated and locally used power – instead of transport (and much associated loss of electrical power) 
across long-distances ripping apart critical big game winter ranges, sage grouse habitats, pygmy rabbit 
habitats, loggerhead shrike habitats, cultural and historical sites, landscapes and ecosystems critical to 
the integrity of National Parks and Monuments, ACEC, WSAs and Wilderness Areas, etc. 
  
There is also no adequate analysis of how these mega corridors that are to serve as the basis for siting 
hideous polluting coal or other plants, as well as dynamiting public lands to carve out mega corporate-
owned wind farms, and how this will also destroy biodiversity on public lands, and also devalue 
private lands and negatively impact the human residents of the region. 
  
Adverse impacts to residents and wildlife and potential health hazards include: Gas explosions and 
release of all kinds of toxic fumes, routine venting or other operations release of toxic chemicals, 
herbicide use along huge disturbed corridors and the disturbance associated with the development that 
will be spawned, pollutants associated with linked/facilitated coal plants and other development, spills 
or leakage of all manner of nasty chemicals ranging from PCBs to chemical solvents, ground and 
surface water contamination from materials transported when lines break or rupture, chemical 
contamination from materials/substances transported or spilled/leaked by the uses of the pipeline, or 
that may contaminate water used or “run-through” or re-injected in association with geothermal or 
other development that will be spawned. There may also be cumulative impacts of herbicides and 
chemicals used with roadways in areas where the Corridor and road r-o-w-s overlap. 
  
There is no analysis of the necessary reduction in livestock AUMs across the entire public lands path 
of the pipeline. Infrastructure placed into this corridor, and all of the roading and facilities including 
those potentially fenced, that would be associated with this uses of this mega swath will remove or 
reduce available livestock “forage” across thousands of miles of the interior West. Necessary AUM 
reductions will have to occur on all associated public lands grazing permits.  
  
Understanding of the current ecological health of all pubic lands grazing allotments in and near this 
mega corridor will also be necessary in order to conduct a necessary NEPA analysis of all the direct, 
indirect, cumulative, and additive/synergistic adverse effects of this pipeline  – on top of chronic 



grazing disturbance. It is necessary to understand the effects of the additional disturbance associated 
with Corridors (if grazing use is in any way facilitated), and which may be much more likely to result 
in new invasive species problems in landscapes already degraded and disturbed by livestock, and thus 
“primed” for invasions. See Fleischner (1994), Belsky and Gelbard (2000), Gelbard and Belnap 2003.  
  
A Supplemental EIS is clearly required to fully address the effects on public lands of this tremendous 
new Corridor disturbance on top of the adverse effects of habitat degradation, loss and fragmentation 
caused by livestock grazing, and often linked wildfire, roading, vegetation “treatments” and other 
disturbances. Please see Fleischner (1994), Belsky et al. 1999, Belsky and Gelbard 2000, USDI BLM 
2001 Belnap et al. Technical Bulletin on microbiotic crusts) to understand just some of the broad array 
of adverse impacts from livestock grazing that chronically occur across many portions of the corridor 
and areas where new development would be promoted. If portions (or all?) of this corridor is not 
fenced off – then how will livestock grazing be dealt with? How will it be possible to rehab disturbed 
Corridor lands (soils, microbiotic crusts, native vegetation communities, fragile habitats) with 
continued chronic grazing disturbance? There is no annual monitoring, Ecological Site Inventory, 
Rangeland Health, allotment evaluation, lentic or lotic PFC monitoring or examination of condition of 
aquatic habitat components or other data essential to understand the current condition of the lands the 
Corridor slices across.  
  
All of this is necessary to understand both indirect and cumulative impacts, as well the feasibility or 
likelihood of any rehab of disturbance being successful, risk of weed invasions with disturbance, 
current chronic grazing disturbance and degradation stressors on sage grouse and other habitats. There 
is no baseline information provided on the existing livestock facilities that serve to degrade or 
fragment essential species habitat components across the Corridor and landscape impacts – this 
includes livestock fences, water developments (spring “development” and de-watering projects, water 
pipelines and troughs, wells) salting sites, etc. – all of which may have spawned an extensive road 
network over time and are also deleteriously affecting sage grouse, pygmy rabbit and other important 
and sensitive species habitats. Fleischner (1994), Frelich (2003), Connelly et al. 2004. This is also 
essential to understand the impacts additional fencing, roading and other development that the Corridor 
projects and linked wild land industrial developments would spawn.  
  
There is not adequate mitigation or other action associated with this EIS to adequately address the 
deleterious effects of pipeline, powerline, transformer station, new or expanded roading, etc. associated 
with placement construction and maintenance disturbance. This will be amplified by livestock 
degradation of the corridor area and its surrounding areas where development will be promoted. This is 
essential to understand, because any disturbance effects of livestock grazing are likely to be 
exacerbated by global warming processes. Global warming is also likely to increase cheatgrass and 
other invasive species problems resulting from Corridor and livestock disturbance. This will lead to 
further altered wildfire cycles (Whisenant 1991, Billings 1994) related to corridor projects and grazing. 
See Pellant 2007 USDI BLM Congressional Testimony. How much will the risk of wild land fires (and 
thus significant losses of habitat) increase with Corridor development? Wildfires that start due to 
construction and operation accidents (raptor collisions with lines, explosions, maintenance or operation 
of vehicles, etc.) may spread well beyond the Corridor and affect a vast area of important and critical 
habitats for ESA-listed species and sensitive species like sage grouse and pygmy rabbit.   
  
Fences (livestock or corridor-related or r-o-w associated) may have serious adverse effects on mule 
deer, elk, bighorn sheep, antelope, sage grouse, and many migratory bird species (Connelly et al. 
2004).  How many miles of fencing will be associated with this project – under a range of development 
scenarios? How will that block or impede big game use and movement – including during periods of 



snow accumulation when any supposed “wildlife friendly” spacing will not be “friendly”, movement to 
seasonal ranges, etc. Where are all critical or seasonal ranges located in the landscape impacted?  
During nesting season for migratory birds, any Corridor or linked facility fences  - as well as Corridor 
power lines, gas lines, compressor stations, etc. – will provide even more elevated perches for brown-
headed cowbird nest parasites on species like sage sparrow, Brewer’s sparrow, sage thrasher, 
loggerhead shrike, etc., or perches for egg predators like ravens, or predators on nesting birds.  
  
Plus, as DEIS Appendices show, the Corridors slice across or impinge on Wildlife Refuges, 
Wilderness areas and other important wild lands. Note: We can find no mention of Forest Inventoried 
Roadless Areas. Placement of high tension lines in or near Wildlife Refuges, sage grouse leks, 
migratory bird flyways, etc. may have serious adverse impacts to migratory birds – and result in 
mortality and population losses, including of birds that breed in Canada, and are internationally 
significant. Where are all known migration corridors or pathways? Please conduct necessary baseline 
studies to determine migratory bird routes, especially in the Great Basin and other areas where such 
routes may be less known. What percentage of the population of each species may use each route? 
How might this Corridor, and also the development that may be spawned such as industrial wind farms 
on remote ranges affect population viability? 
  
All of this must be determined NOW in a comprehensive EIS analysis– as many of the Land Use Plans 
to be amended contain specific protections for big game and sensitive species, as well as some wildlife 
species “forage” allocations and population goals. The consequences of any Amendment can not be 
understood unless current and comprehensive wildlife information is provided. 
  
Please provide a full and detailed analysis of how any rehab of disturbed areas would occur, how any 
rehabbed areas would be protected from grazing – will entire pastures be closed? – or more fencing 
built? Will native species only be used in any site rehab? How will global warming impede rehab of 
Corridor disturbance zones? This is no small question – because invasive species like cheatgrass 
(promotes wildfires – see Billings 1994) and tumbleweeds thrive in disturbed areas. Windblown 
tumbleweeds and tumblemustards at times endanger motorists on roads, clog fences, heighten fire 
danger, etc. 
  
There is no detailed analysis of the adverse effects on health and safety of motorists on federal, state, 
and local highways in the area of these corridors. What dangers does the infrastructure foreseeable here 
pose?  How will disturbance result in windblown weeds that may be a hazard? What effects might 
fencing have in concentrating livestock or big game use on roadways? What exposure will passing 
motorists have to herbicides used to control weeds thriving in corridor disturbance zones? Please note 
that the BLM Weed EIS (Vegetation Treatment EIS) is considered by many to be greatly inadequate in 
addressing ecological and human and wildlife health concerns related to the use of a great number of 
herbicides across public lands. Will corridors be blocked off from motorists – or will all of the roading 
necessary to construct and maintain the corridor infrastructure      
  
How will this (especially transmission lines) affect the safety of small plane operation, and landing at 
smaller airstrips across this vast area? This can have ramifications for emergency medical service on 
remote areas, state or federal agency monitoring of land conditions or wildlife populations, wildland 
fire fighting, and many other increasing uses of small plane airstrips.  
  
There is no discussion or analysis of the current ecological health or importance of all the lands that 
will be affected by this swath, or the lands where new development is likely to occur as a result of this 
corridor. This is important not only to understand the difficulty of any rehabbing and the likelihood of 



invasive species dominance, altered fire cycles, etc. with Corridor development, but also to understand 
the relative scarcity/tremendous ecological importance – of tearing apart the remaining less developed 
landscapes and habitat areas especially in shrubsteppe, salt desert shrub and other arid habitats. 
Landscapes will be fragmented and torn apart once the Corridor infrastructure is in place. Example: 
Figure 2.2.4 shows areas of potential wind development in remote areas.  We stress that this map 
seems to be greatly understating possibilities – vs. western Wind Potential maps that we have often 
seen! Such wind development  - as by mega often foreign-owned corporations like RES UK to export 
power to Las Vegas or some other big city (as discussed below, see Attached Times-News 2008 article 
on Browns Bench (China Mountain). However, the real point here is that the lands in the Owyhee 
region of Oregon and Idaho shown for Potential Wind Energy contain some of the largest remaining 
relatively intact blocks of shrubsteppe habitat. This was shown in ICBEMP and other analyses 
(Wisdom et al. 2002, Connelly et al. 2004). Siting this mega Corridor that will promote huge corporate 
and potentially foreign-owned wind facilities in remote areas of the Owyhee Canyonlands would doom 
sage grouse, pygmy rabbit and other imperiled wildlife species populations in one of the few remaining 
“core” population areas. Please conduct a full-scale analysis of the effects of this development on short 
term, mid term, and long-term viability of all BLM sensitive species populations, and the significance 
of these core habitat areas and populations to the species as a whole (see Wisdom et al. 2002, Connelly 
et al. 2004 as a starting point for this analysis).    
  
We again note that the mapping in Figure 2.2.4 (page 2-17) greatly underplays areas of potential wind 
development – including large areas of Nevada BLM lands where MET towers may already be placed, 
and where wind facilities have been discussed. Perhaps this is being done to minimize public 
understanding the tremendous damage that would occur with the long north-south leg of the Corridor 
associated with the greatly inadequate SWIP segmented EAs being conducted in bits and pieces to also 
minimize public understanding of the full effects of energy corridor development in the West?  
  
There has been a large amount of discussion and promotion of wind energy development on remote 
public lands in areas in and near the SWIP swaths. Ely and Elko BLM know this – why have you not 
included that here? The windy ridges and plateaus (both in the area colored purple on your map as well 
as across of the Nevada landscape that you have omitted) lands are critical to maintaining viable 
populations of sage grouse and pygmy rabbit. They are also critical migration corridors for migratory 
birds, and placement of hazardous powerlines, wind facilities, likely lighting that may lure some 
species during migration, etc. would have international significance – as these serve as migration 
corridors for raptor, migratory songbird and perhaps bat movement north to Canada and south to 
Mexico. The bottom line is that the EIS appears to have purposefully downplayed the linked and 
foreseeable industrial wind farm development areas to cover up the tremendous ecological footprint 
that these corridors would have.   
  
Figure 2.2.4 does, however, show areas of  “Potential Geothermal Energy Development”. This 
includes the entire range of sage grouse and pygmy rabbit in Nevada including the Nevada Owyhee 
Canyonlands, the SWIP zone of development north-south through Nevada, significant wild and 
undeveloped areas of Oregon including the Trout Creek, Alvord Desert and Steens region and portions 
of the Owyhee. It also includes large swaths of the Jarbidge BLM lands, Bruneau BLM lands, and 
much the northern Snake River Plain and portions of the Idaho batholith. Anything that facilitates 
industrialization of this landscape will have a tremendous adverse impacts to sage grouse, pygmy 
rabbit and other important and sensitive species in this region, as well as rare aquatic biota.    
  
Development of geothermal energy facilitated by this Corridor would have a broad array of adverse 
effects to wildlife, recreational uses of public lands, and potentially even agriculture. For example, the 



Bruneau snail is an ESA-listed species that is tied to hot water springs in the lower Bruneau River 
watershed. It is already on a trajectory headed towards extinction due to Simplot and other large 
irrigators depleting ground water. Further tapping into or altering geothermal waters would accelerate 
aquifer depletion and snail extinction. Geothermal development would also deplete, alter and 
potentially destroy important recreational hot springs, or areas with important cultural importance to 
Native Americans.  
  
Large geothermal facilities themselves have a significant Footprint on the environment, and lead to 
further habitat loss, alterations and fragmentation. The Footprint includes new and/or expanded road 
networks to facilities, new spur powerline corridors – and all the adverse effects associated with these   
- from elevated perches for sage grouse nest predators or pygmy rabbit predators in livestock-degraded 
landscapes that have suffered extensive alteration of shrub structure and denser sagebrush - to weed 
invasions from disturbed areas choking pygmy rabbit habitats. There is also greatly increased human 
activity (including during sensitive wildlife wintering, birthing or nesting periods) associated with 
siting energy facilities in remote areas, as well as increased wildlife mortality on roads, or from 
collisions with infrastructure. 
  
As this EIS will result in new roading, new development, transport or use of hazardous substances and 
environmental pollutants/contaminants, a broad array of effects on ground and surface waters may 
occur. These effects range from increased sedimentation (for new or expand road networks) that 
pollute and clog endangered or sensitive salmonid, springsnail or other habitats, to 
pollution/contamination from PCBs, petroleum products, herbicides, etc. contaminating ground and 
surface waters – with impacts to aquatic species, wildlife, human populations especially rural well 
water users, and even wild horses.  
  
Construction of new roads or facilities with this mega-Corridor will alter hydrological processes, and 
may affect both ground and surface waters – and a broad range of native wildlife species, and human 
uses and enjoyment of wild land waters – including fishing opportunities. For example, sage grouse 
brood rearing, especially in desertified livestock-depleted landscapes is tied to green vegetation on wet 
meadow and other areas. Roading that alters hydrological flows, or energy development linked to this 
EIS that depletes ground or surface waters, may have significant adverse impacts to sage grouse.    
  
On top of this, geothermal or other development linked to or spawned by this mega-Corridor will 
further later or deplete surface and ground waters. Of great importance are the effects of potential 
depletion on exceedingly scarce spring sources in high desert regions of Nevada, Idaho, Oregon, 
California. Springs are critical to a broad array of wildlife, and many have already suffered large-scale 
degradation, depletion and in some cases been killed entirely by the effects of livestock grazing and 
BLM and forest service “development” for livestock. See Sada et al. 2001, BLM Technical Bulletin, 
describing the sad and sorry state of many of the region’s springs. A Supplemental EIS must fully 
examine the current condition (including both water quantity and quality and any documented changes 
over time up to this point) of springs, seeps and riparian areas across the affected landscape. It must 
then determine the effects of Corridor and associated, linked or foreseeable development on these 
critical riparian/watershed areas. 
  
Riparian areas across the arid West will be under even greater stress, and facing further flow 
reductions due to diminished snow pack, increased temperatures, and other factors linked to global 
warming. How will this Corridor and the linked and foreseeable development amplify global warming 
effects and losses to riparian areas?  
  



How will development of this corridor affect municipal watersheds?      
  
There is no analysis of the enhanced national security protection for energy (not to mention the energy 
conservation that could occur) with locally generated and used power vs. this mega swath where many 
energy structures/facilities would be concentrated.  
  
The effort appears aimed at promoting and continuing large corporate control of the nation’s energy 
supply. Now the Bush administration has run this country into trillions of dollars of debt, at the same 
time as large energy companies have profited. It is now many of the same giant energy corporations 
that would most benefit from opening up vast swaths of public land to large-scale corporate energy 
facility development with this West-wide Energy Corridor DEIS. Many of the corporate entities are 
foreign-owned or have significant foreign ownership. How can it be considered energy independence, 
or in the interests of  “national security” to push in these mega-corridors – when the energy that is 
developed will often be controlled by foreign money interests, and thus to an unknown and unassessed 
degree – subject to foreign control? This seems sort of like the energy equivalent of the Dubai Ports 
deal. With wind, geothermal or other energy development across pubic lands, even remote areas in the 
heart of the country will come under control of energy giants. Reliance on this system only facilitates 
the Enron-type crises engineered for financial speculation and other purposes – and that could run 
counter to national security.  
  
Plus, this EIS also encourages remote siting of coal or natural gas plants – again something that could 
only be done with a tremendous investment and under control of a few powerful corporations. It also 
thus promotes the large-scale environmental ravages of public lands to obtain coal, natural gas, oil 
shale, tar sands, or other fossil energy. 
  
The bottom line is that part of the purpose behind this appears to be to facilitate and ensure continued 
large corporation dominance of energy by encouraging remote public wild land “development” that is 
only likely to occur with massive investments of capital. Under this EIS, both “renewable” – even 
though it is hard to consider dynamiting an industrial wind facility into a mountain on top of sage 
grouse leks “renewable”– and non-renewable energy on an industrial scale, and exporting energy 
across long distances - is the focus. A Supplemental EIS must be prepared to examine the full 
economic and energy ”security” effects of the energy structure of the U. S. that this promotes.  
  
We are also very concerned that sufficient independent analysis of chokepoints and solutions for 
chokepoints has not occurred. It is in the interests of large energy producers and power companies the 
may be in league with to claim problems exist where there are none. Look at Enron! We ask that court 
records and proceedings related Enron be analyzed as part of this EIS to determine any real need, and 
the way energy companies may currently be gaming the system to claim chokepoints. 
  
A much broader range of alternatives must be developed to focus on smaller, less destructive energy 
production  - and that includes using existing corridors wherever possible. There has been no 
systematic and fact-based examination of any “need” for the particular swaths of the single EIS 
alternative.    
  
Promoting and relying on huge energy projects detracts funding, interest and incentives (both federal 
and private) from efforts to develop local conservation, and home-produced energy such as solar or 
wind-powered houses with power generated on-site. By promoting giant developments, this DEIS and 
its very limited ONE alternative also cuts against small, local producers such as wind farms on the 



depleted, marginal irrigated private ag lands of the Snake River Plain where there is sufficient wind for 
energy and no public land would be destroyed. 
  
The single DEIS alternative that promotes remote siting and large-scale exploitation, development and 
destruction of public lands also promotes large corporate interests at the expense of smaller, diversified 
local energy producers. It frees industrial wind farm developers of paying for use of private lands – and 
instead the pay much cheaper fees for rights-of-way and land use on the pubic lands that they destroy. 
Mitigation for any “renewable” resource that will be spawned by this is likely to be minimal – example 
– the Burley BLM Cotterell wind farm EIS (which we incorporate by reference) shows how little the 
public receives in mitigation for these industrial sites that wipe out sage grouse and other native 
wildlife populations.   
  
How are these energy corridors related to NAFTA? This was a highly controversial trade agreement 
that has resulted in the loss of American jobs. How might development of this mega-Corridor promote 
out-of-basin piping of water – such as the Southern Nevada Water Authority water exploitation and 
aquifer mining of Spring valley and other areas of central Nevada and Utah underlain by a deep 
carbonate aquifer. Could this corridor be used for moving water across the West – as well as “energy” 
related materials and power? If so, where is it foreseeable that water would be removed from, and 
exported to?  In the late 1950s and early 1960s, there was a proposal for a large water transport system 
to take Canadian, Idaho and other water south and to California. Please review that proposal, and 
examine how this energy corridor  - if foreseeably used for water pipelines as well, may affect local, 
regional and national water supplies and established uses as well as critical ESA-listed and other 
important species habitats?     
  
This EIS and its single alternative promotes global-warming gas producing coal-fired plants in areas 
with currently cleaner air, and it also promotes mega industrial wind farm and other complexes in 
remote areas of public lands where their Footprint and harm to the environment will be maximized. 
This is the dead opposite path that the U. S. should be taking in the 21st century. 
  
The full carbon and other green house gas footprint of all materials involved in any of the facilities, 
lines, etc here – from steel to transformers – such as involved in monstrous powerlines that might be 
built must be estimated. 
  
You must also examine the costs of transport of materials (likely from China) for materials for mega-
power or pipelines here, and the oil and other energy costs and emissions produced for construction 
and support operations for this. Please factor into this the LOSS of energy in transport over long 
distances. Please consider this under an array of development scenarios as part of an impacts analysis, 
including analysis of cumulative impacts. How does this compare to the Carbon and other global 
warming gas and energy footprint of small, localized technology for America’s energy independence. 
  
DOE must provide a detailed analysis of the scale and degree of coal plant emissions that would occur 
from plant development linked to this mega new corridor. How will such coal plant development – like 
the proposed Ely coal plants or Toquop affect cleaner air, visibility over national parks and 
monuments, wilderness areas and WSAs, etc.  contribute to global warming gases, etc. How many 
Toquops or Ely –lie plants are foreseeable under the DEIS proposed action? The layout of the 
Corridors looks like a Mega Energy company wishlist to exploit areas with currently relatively cleaner 
air and pollute it. Such pollution becomes an environmental justice issue, as communities most likely 
to be close to remote coal plants are often minority or Native American. It also would destroy air 



quality and generate haze over national parks, like Great Basin National Park, southern Utah, and 
downwind areas like the Jarbidge Wilderness.  
  
DOE must also provide detailed analysis and information on the current power line and other utility 
corridors across the Project Area, so the full cumulative effects of these can be understood. These are 
simply not adequately shown or examined in this EIS.  
  
The DEIS provides some species lists. However, DOE or land management agencies have conducted 
no current, site-specific surveys for rare or imperiled species over the project areas – and that includes 
surveys for rare plants – which are likely to be greatly affected by invasive species promoted by 
disturbance from construction, operation, and linked developments associated with the Corridors. 
  
We are appalled at how little consideration is given to nationally significant biological resources that 
are affected and will be further imperiled or driven extinct under the profligate development of public 
wild lands that this EIS promotes. Two prime examples are sage grouse and pygmy rabbit. 
  
The recently constructed Nevada Falcon-Gonder powerline newly fragmented critical sagebrush and 
pinyon-juniper communities and important sage grouse, pygmy rabbit, loggerhead shrike, pinyon jay 
and other BLM sensitive and rare and declining species habitats. Now powerline sage grouse 
“mitigation” studies are showing that sage grouse nesting success is plummeting – as raven 
populations that thrive with elevated perches and increased disturbance rise.  
  
At the time it was built, I commented on that process too. It was claimed then that purpose of the line 
was not really known. Well, it turns out that the purpose was known all along –it’s just that the energy 
companies were doing things in a sly way – first get a leg of the powerline corridor in – then propose 
building mega coal-fired powerplants in the heart of the Great Basin  - plants that if built will now 
spew polluting air into some of the cleanest air in the nation. WWP stresses that NOW a leg of this 
DOE EIS ties right into the area of the proposed Ely coal plants. 
  
The likely decline of sage grouse, of course, had all been anticipated and a science-based analysis 
beforehand would have shown this (Connelly et al. 2000, Connelly et al. 2004). Note: Copy of Sage 
Grouse Conservation Assessment on cd included with WWP comments on this DOE EIS. Powerlines 
provide ample sage grouse avian predator and egg-predator perches – where ravens can scan for nests. 
Powerlines are always accompanied by new roading. Additional roading and other disturbance also 
increases sage grouse nest predator travel corridors.  
  
It is alarming to us that “mitigation” for mega powerlines and energy corridors is minimal and consists 
largely of minor measures and a bit of “research” dollars to Game Departments or BLM to once again 
prove that already known to be highly predictable wildlife declines and species loss will occur. Such 
highly damaging powerlines, carved into core habitats for sensitive species are virtually always given 
the greenlight  – despite the long-lasting tremendous impact these developments have on wildlife, 
watersheds, native plant communities and much-increased risk of weed development, cultural sites, 
wild land recreational uses, etc. DOE must fully examine the large-scale deleterious effects of 
development of these Corridors, as well as other foreseeable linkage or development powerlines that 
will result, and provide some sizable mitigation funding and significant mitigation actions – not just 
giving the Game Department some funds to study grouse and kill some junipers, and fragment more 
habitats.  
  



As part of the DEIS process  - and certainly a supplemental DEIS must be prepared to adequately do 
this as well as evaluate a full range of science-based alternatives – we ask that DOE use the 
methodology and science in the Sage Grouse Conservation Assessment (Connelly et al. 2004) to 
conduct a science based analysis of the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the designation and/or 
development of the Energy Corridors as shown in the DEIS and under a full range of new alternatives 
for a broad range of species.  
  
For example, conduct current and updated habitat impact and fragmentation analyses for all sage 
grouse populations as described in the Connelly et al. 2004 assessment. Then, take this one step 
further, and examine the effects on “Population Management Units”, as described and defined in, for 
example, the Nevada Sage Grouse Plan. Since both the sage grouse Range-wide CA and the state-
specific planning documents like the Nevada Bi-state plan are now a few years old, please collect and 
apply current data. In Nevada, for example, the claimed population increases of sage grouse from 
much more intensive sampling in the early 2000s are now dropping. In all of these efforts – the broader 
populations of the CA and the smaller PMUS, please examine the current effects of fragmentation and 
loss of habitats – including fire, livestock fences and other infrastructure, roads, existing and 
foreseeable energy development, powerlines, etc. Please project effects to populations over time with 
and without development of this mega utility corridor in the area. Please do this under all of a greatly 
expanded range of alternatives. 
  
Please use analyses as found in ICBEMP and other current science-based assessments such as the 
ICBEMP Wisdom et al.  2002 species examination and other ICBEMP documents, also Nevada 
Wisdom et al. 2003 assessment, and the Wyoming Basin Environmental Analysis (WBEA) to examine 
the full range of ecological threats and habitat fragmentation that currently exists for other sensitive 
species, as well especially the pygmy rabbit.  
  
Note that the WBEA Assessment did not take into account the effects of livestock grazing and 
livestock-related infrastructure – this a cause for serious concern, and must be included in the analyses 
conducted to examine the effects of the West-wide EIS Corridor legs under all alternatives, including 
baseline/No Action.      
  
As mitigation for every leg of this DOE corridor, WWP requests that the DOE/federal government set 
up a substantial fund to purchase and retire public lands grazing permits across regions where sage 
grouse and other native wildlife habitats and populations will be adversely affected by this project. 
  
This DOE EIS should work with BLM and the USFS to contain language that amends Land Use Plans 
and allows for permanent retirement of grazing permits so purchased. Funding should come from the 
federal government, as well as coal or foreign-owned mega wind farm proponents like RES UK or 
other companies that may benefit from these West-wide corridors.    
  
This DOE EIS must disclose all the reasonably foreseeable new powerlines, gas [pipelines, water 
pipelines (like the SNWA aquifer-mining pipelines to Las Vegas, or the Harvey Whittemore Geyser 
Ranch to Coyote Springs developments) and other energy developments that are being discussed, or 
are likely. Then, an analysis of the environmental footprint, if built, must be provided. 
  
This EIS seems aimed at turning large tracts of public lands, and little-developed areas into Energy 
provinces of larger population centers – where all the environmental damage and adverse Footprint – 
ranging from coal plant pollution to herbicide use to control the proliferation of weeds in the corridor 



and linked development areas – will affect large areas of the interior West  - and its human 
populations, wildlife, and other important attributes.  
  
In Idaho, WWP’s members would be “downwinders” of the toxic rain of mercury and other pollutants 
that would result from development of the lands associated with the Nevada Corridors. We received 
the nuclear fallout from this region. Wind roses for this area are not adequate in the cursory EIS 
analaysis.  
  
The full Footprint of the project on ALL important resources and values of public lands must be 
assessed. This includes the scale and degree of wind, geothermal, solar or other mega often foreign  
  
While the Energy Policy Act may direct corridors be established, it does not direct that be established 
in the species habitats here - which maximize impacts on many critical and nationally significant and 
important environmental resources.  
  
DOE has considered a much too meager range of alternatives. DOE should consider a full range of 
alternative actions, including siting any corridors paralleling interstate Highway systems and existing 
large powerline routes (i. e bundling), not establishing huge new powerlines across remote or little-
developed areas, and a broad range of alternatives.  
  
******************************************************** 
  
The RES UK foreign energy company proposal to construct a mega wind farm on Browns Bench 
(called the China Mountain project) in a critical sage grouse and pygmy rabbit habitat in the Jarbidge 
BLM lands south of Twin Falls illustrates of much that is wrong with the energy development that the 
EIS promotes with its single Alternative. See 2008 Times-News article. See WWP and IWF Appeal of 
MET tower placement (Attached). 
  
In the case of Browns Bench/China Mountain, the lands lie in the Jarbidge Field Office, while the 
West-wide corridor is located in lands of an even older LUP area by a different Field Office  (Burley). 
However, plans are already underway to develop a large new bridge across Salmon Falls Creek that 
would span the 2 areas to facilitate movement of mega wind turbines to develop the Browns Bench 
site. This demonstrates the complexity and scale of the many development projects and adverse 
environmental effects that would occur from this project.  
  
The impacts that this development will have on public wild lands and America’s wildlife heritage 
would be devastating. The foreign energy company has already violated terms of a right-of-way for 
MET tower placement. Please see Attached WWP Appeal and Comments on MET tower placement 
for the RES UK (a FOREIGN-owned energy mega) and Sierra Pacific that plans to export the power to 
Las Vegas. This is a perfect example of the destruction of critical wildlife habitats to benefit urban 
energy waste and excess, and the role of foreign-owned energy companies in proposals that would 
devastate America’s public lands and wildlife populations like sage grouse. See Attached 2008 Times-
News article by Matt Christensen. 
  
Please see the Attached Jarbidge AMS to understand the large-scale depletion of sagebrush habitats in 
this large 1.3 million acres landscape. Since the AMS was finalized in early July 2007, over half a 
million acres of the Jarbidge lands burned in later summer 2008 fires. Now, pretty much the only intact 
block of habitat left is the Browns Bench/China Mountain area where this massive and destructive 
project and environmental destruction would be facilitated by the Westwide EIS. Linked to this project 



would be large-scale road cuts, dynamiting, a plethora of new powerlines, and large-scale human 
disturbance of the only area in 1.3 million acres JFO that may contain anything resembling a viable 
population in the short-term. In the mid and long-term, especially with ANY disturbance development 
on top of the huge Footprint of livestock grazing and fire fragmentation across the Jarbidge, sage 
grouse would very foreseeably be extirpated here. This EIS will promote rapid ESA listing of sage 
grouse, pygmy rabbit and other sagebrush-dependent species.  
  
In addition, an area like Browns Bench is a migratory bird migration corridor, as well as several areas 
that would be flung open to development by SWIP and the various legs of SWIP greatly expanded on 
in the Westwide EIS. 
  
Even a highly conservative Bush BLM RAC (Lower Snake River District) opposed development of a 
mega wind farm here, in discussion of MET tower placement. Yet, this EIS is predicated on 
maximizing development like Browns Bench that is opposed by local entities. 
  
SWIP is a prime example of how the DOE EIS and BLM appear to be coasting on long-outdated and 
deficient environmental analysis. It is unclear if the Westwide EIS is trying to rely on long-outdated 
analyses in old LUPs or the musty Idaho Power SWIP EIS as somehow being adequate for any 
consideration of effects of the DOE EIS across several hundred miles of Nevada. WWP believes SWIP 
analyses certainly are not. 
  
Large areas of Nevada, Idaho, and other important wild lands traverse by the various SWIP legs, and 
the surrounding sage grouse and other habitats that would be destroyed, have only old or outdated 
Land Use Plans. Ee Attached WWP comments on SWIP. 
  
Plus, in many instances, the imposition of this large SWIP lines on top of the increasingly fragmented 
sage grouse, pygmy rabbit and other important habitats in Elko and Ely and southern Idaho BLM lands 
would likely be in violation of existing land use plans. That certainly is the case for the sensitive 
species and wildlife provisions of the Wells and Elko RMP and many other Land Use Plans in lands 
impacted by this behemoth. Is this DOE EIS planning to amend LUPS to authorize SWIP? Or will 
current approval for SWIP be a wholy separate process?  This Westwide EIS can not just waltz in, 
impose this much-opposed huge project, and amend LUPs without undertaking a very detailed site-
specific analysis of effects, including how this type of development may be in direct contradiction to 
Land Use Plan policies for Threatened or Endangered or candidate species, important and sensitive 
species, cultural resources, recreational resources, watersheds, etc. 
  
Some Additional Comments 
  
The DEIS is supposed to: Designate corridors for oils, gas, hydrogen pipelines and electricity 
transmission and distribution corridors. Will these also be used for water, or other liquid transport? For 
example the SNWA aquifer mining pipelines are highly controversial. Please provide a full and 
detailed analysis of any foreseeable additional uses, including for water or wastes. 
  
The DEIS does not appear to amend LUPS to require that any utility companies (gas, electricity, etc.) 
actually bundle new projects into these corridors. Instead it leaves the door wide open for a plethora of 
OTHER lines, corridors and developments paralleling the path or area of the Corridor. There is no 
requirement for “bundling”. 
  



There is little discussion of hydropower in the West and the grid that supports movement of this 
energy, or any additional developments associated with even more dams being proposed – as in 
Washington state There is no discussion that we can find that sufficiently addresses various 
conservation actions and other efforts that might provide alternative ways to relieve congestion.  
  
The DEIS mentions “congestion”, and 49,430 existing miles of transmission lines, 27,000 miles of 
natural gas lines, two million miles [is this really correct – or is the EIS treating oil differently than 
electrical lines) of oil pipelines (how many in the West???). The DEIS fails to identify all of these 
existing powerlines, oil and gas lines, etc. on maps. The DEIS fails to adequately examine the areas of 
congestion, and alternative ways to relieve congestion. 
  
This claims to be enhancing capability of the grid, but not provide necessary analysis to allow 
understanding of why only the Proposed Action in that and only that location, would magically  
achieve this compared to a broad range of other alternative locations, conservation actions, and more 
localized energy development.   
  
Will this corridor facilitate remote siting of nuclear plants? If so, this is a major human health issue 
that needs to be thoroughly examined. This will also generate hazardous waste that somehow must be 
dealt with. Plus, nuclear energy requires a large volume of water for cooling, and any nuclear 
development in the water-scarce West may greatly strain and deplete waters – plus has a potential for 
contamination and pollution. 
  
How is this Corridor potentially or foreseeably or known to be linked to military uses? We can not help 
but notice that it comes close to many military areas. Is the military advocating that this be built for 
training or development of new or expanded weapons? What about the INEL path? Is this associated 
with more nuclear development at INEL? If so, what are the potential health risks to human 
populations? How is this related to current or proposed rail corridors? 
  
Will there be disposals of public land to promote compressor station or other facility siting linked to 
this Corridor? If so, where and how much? How much additional public land will be lost as a result of 
this?  
  
Issuance of rights-of-way by federal agencies is often just the start of a long process of violations. 
Companies/r-o-w holders extend uses beyond rights-of-way, do things first before getting agency 
authorization, etc. A full analysis of the risk associated with any rights of way and potential lack of 
compliance with provisions must be thoroughly examined.  
  
Will this facilitate additional cyanide heap leach gold mining, and linked mercury poisoning of 
regional airsheds and waters from energy-intensive gold-roasting operations by foreign-owned gold 
mines like Newmont and Barrick Goldstrike in Nevada? The path of the Corridors through Nevada 
certainly look like they will. What adverse effects will this have on human health, and on aquatic biota 
exposed to mercury and other poisons – on top of the adverse effects of the mercury and other poisons 
released by the coal or other energy plants associated with this Corridor? 
  
How will this corridor promote weeds, wild land fire, and accelerated loss of sage grouse and other 
arid lands species through more frequent and unnatural fires? 
  
For example, weeds like cheatgrass invade disturbance zones associated with this corridor and the 
Pandora’s box of other development that it opens. Raptor electrocutions on powerlines are an 



increasing cause of wildland fires in the arid West, as are OHV and vehicle catalytic converter fires on 
unpaved roads and berms. Given that a large series of roads, and intensive motorized access to tend 
various facilities, compressors, etc may be required, this is all likely to very significantly increase fire 
starts, and further expand and accelerate loss of wild land habitats from fire in salt desert shrub, 
sagebrush, and pinyon-juniper habitats.  
  
It is very likely that the corridors and the developments that they spawn will result in a very large area 
of new “wildland urban interfaces”, where agencies will seek to do large-scale vegetation manipulation 
projects. This will increase disturbance – and likelihood of weeds and habitat and species losses. This, 
of curse, will spawn additional loss and fragmentation of sage grouse, pygmy rabbits and other 
important species habitats. 
  
The corridors traverse or are located right next to Historic trails like the Oregon Trail, and will greatly 
mar scenic viewsheds, natural ambiance, etc.  The EIS must fully examine the adverse effects to public 
enjoyment of historic sites, and potential adverse effects on them (such as promoting alien weed spread 
onto historic sites). 
  
Please provide mapping and analysis that overlays Dark Night Sky areas with the path of this Corridor. 
Locating the Nevada, Oregon and other legs of this corridor will result in serious adverse effects to 
some of the only remaining areas in the West with dark night skies, including near Wilderness Areas, 
National Monuments, National Parks and other important wild places. There is no mitigation or 
limitation placed on lighting used in the corridor.  
  
The EIS has not addressed the likely amount of lighting that would be associated with various facilities 
in the corridor, or with the developments that would be spawned.  
  
The EIS must do a much better job of describing the type of existing rights-of-way in or near all 
segments of the Corridor. 
  
How much land leveling might be required for pipelines? What is the potential for spills of pipelines 
crossing springs, rivers, streams? DEIS at 2-46 states the project crosses 285 steams, 26 lakes and 
reservoirs, and 4 wild and scenic rivers.  
  
Why in the world couldn’t alternatives such as just paralleling existing large rows to relieve congestion 
be done- instead of new paths. The DEIS does not in these analyses distinguish between existing r-o-
w-s with roads vs. utility lines.  
  
An electric line crossing a stream may not have nearly as serious a likelihood of water contamination 
and spills as a petroleum or other hazardous substance line.   
  
As part of the socioeconomic impacts the EIS must fully examine the de-valuation of residential 
property as a result if the industrialization of the landscape stemming from this Corridor EIS. Also, 
how much will the federal government have to pay for any property condemned? How many billions 
of dollars would this be? 
  
It is impossible to understand what is being discussed about impacts of multiple projects – EIS at 2-43. 
  
The visual, aesthetic and recreational impacts (including negative impacts on recreation-based 
economies) are tremendous. DEIS at 2-50 reveals that there are 31 national parks, national monuments 



and recreation areas within five miles of this Monster energy corridor. How many Wilderness areas or 
WSAs are similarly situated? How many Citizen-inventoried Wilderness areas in Utah or Oregon or 
other important places? Many of these areas were established through legislation, executive order and 
other important avenues?  
  
Why should this single piece of Energy legislation – and DOE’s single-minded interpretation of what it 
means – be allowed to trump all of these other designations? Here, as well as in its running roughshod 
across public lands, the DOE EIS violates FLPMA, and agency policies developed under FLPMA – 
such as sensitive species policies for sage grouse and pygmy rabbit. 
  
DOE Abjectly Shirks ESA Duties 
  
The DOE tries to shirk its duty to consult over corridor designation in this PEIS –even though it will 
amend a plethora of land use plans that are based on widespread public outreach over the past several 
decades.  
  
DOE claims that DOI, USDA and DOD are “action” agencies for ESA purposes, but that it has 
determined that it is not. It claims those action agencies have “examined the effects of designating 
federal land and amending land use plans in relation to listed species and critical habitat”. 
  
This is absurd. Many of the affected Land Use Plans are very old, and/or pre-dated Listings, and 
critical habitat designations, and/or do not rely on best available science for examining effects of 
habitat loss or fragmentation on rare species.  
  
DOE claims that the designation would not have any “direct” impact on the environment, and that 
“designation of an energy corridor is an administrative task that occurs when an agency amends its 
LUPs, and the action has no impacts.  
  
It claims the action does not impact the environment. It claims that an application for a ROW is subject 
to full policy review at some future time, and that any ground-disturbing effects would undergo EA 
consultation. The full range of direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of this mega-corridor will never 
be examined in smaller individual project level EIS. This DOE EIS is the programmatic document that 
must do so. 
  
These excuses are, of course, hogwash. There MUST be programmatic consultation over the DOE EIS 
by somebody -either DOE or each of the agencies whose LUPS are amended - potentially for each 
separate LUP, because all provisions and consultations are different. Yet if each individual Field office 
conducted consultation, the full array of adverse direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the action 
and its massive Footprint and development spawned would never be adequately examined.  
  
DEIS at ES-6 acknowledges many Listed species are present, including critical habitat– yet then blows 
shirks analysis. We also stress that just last week, a federal judge ruled that FWS must designate 
critical habitat for the spotted owl in the Southwest. This is new information. 
  
A series of industry-biased Bush admin officials have long thwarted and interfered with ESA listings 
and critical habitat designations (such as the disgraced Julie MacDonald in FWS) – so many more 
species are very likely to soon become listed in the Footprint and Impact Zone of the West-wide 
Corridors. 
  



The DEIS at 7 states that the “action agencies” also decided not to conduct consultation – thus shirking 
their duties as well. DOE claims the agencies said that they could not consult because consultation 
would be “speculative”. This whole thing is an absurd shell game designed to purposefully ignore  the 
large-scale environmental destruction this Corridor would cause across much of the American west for 
the benefit of large energy corporations – while ignoring the effects on the public, public lands and 
private lands and land owners as well. 
  
The DEIS claims "no effect" on listed fish, but NMFS did not agree. So how can DOE arrogantly 
ignore this? DOE found "no causal connection, whether direct or indirect, between the mere 
designation of energy corridors (by land use plan amendment) and any effect on a listed species or 
critical habitat”. 
  
This EIS seeks to amend all LUPs in its path to designate these mega multi-purpose corridors. The 
corridors contain oil and gas pipelines, electricity transmission lines, compressor stations, hydrogen 
pipelines, and other energy infrastructure. This all seems like an accident waiting to happen.  
  
According to the TWS Website: “DOE told members of Congress it would avoid Wilderness Areas, 
wildlife refuges, and other “sensitive environmental or cultural areas”.  WWP believes that DOE did 
not adequately respond to many of the congressional concerns, and sited this corridor in areas that will 
aversely affect an array of important biological, scenic, recreational, cultural and other values. For 
example, this goes right by Craters of the Moon and Minidoka, and core sage grouse and pygmy rabbit 
habitats. 
  
TWS also described Congressional concern and actions as:  “In addition to the Section 368 West-wide 
Energy Corridor effort, Section 1221 of the Energy Policy Act required the Department of Energy 
(DOE) to identify areas of electricity congestion and permitted the DOE to designate National Interest 
Electricity Transmission Corridors (NIETCs).  Authority for approval of projects within the NIETCs 
can be issued by the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), bypassing and even overriding 
state and local authorities, and companies can be permitted to use the government's eminent domain 
authority to condemn private land to ensure new transmission lines are built or existing lines are 
expanded.  Two members of Congress (Representative Frank Wolf R-VA and Representative Maurice 
Hinchey D-NY) have introduced separate pieces of legislation which would either remove Section 
1221 from the Energy Policy Act, limit the federal government’s ability to condemn private land, 
require public comment, and/or require consideration of ecological values.  This shows the DEIS 
single action alternative blinders are highly controversial, and must be examined in much greater detail 
in the EIS- including in developing a range of alternatives that would be in keeping with Congressional 
concerns – and that would minimize the Footprint of the project in many areas. 
  
Below is also a summary of some other info from TWS Website that further supports our concerns 
about the effects of Corridors that would promote massive industrialization and exploitation of western 
landscapes – including potential oil tar sands or other deposits in Canada as well as the US.  
  
Geothermal Energy 
  
BLM and the US Forest Service have begun the process of developing a Programmatic Environmental 
Impact Statement for the leasing and development of federal geothermal energy resources in Alaska, 
Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington and 
Wyoming. 
  



Geothermal energy production runs naturally occurring super-heated steam found in the earth’s crust 
through generators, thereby producing electricity.  Although geothermal energy is a type of renewable 
energy, the ways that the resource is accessed and the development of this resource can harm other 
natural resources in a similar manner to oil and gas development.  Similar to the way oil and gas is 
accessed, the steam needed to produce electricity is accessed through drilling. 
  
Federally administered geothermal resources are leased to companies, who then drill to access the 
steam, collect the steam in pipelines, and move the steam to a generating plant where it is used to 
produce electricity. Pipelines, drilling pads, and access roads are all needed to develop it.  The result of 
this development, if not done properly, can be habitat fragmentation, loss of open space, and damage to 
natural and cultural resources.  The scope of this PEIS specifically excludes National Parks, U.S. Fish 
and Wildlife Refuges, Wilderness Areas, and BLM National Monuments, geothermal energy 
development has the potential to negatively impact wildlife habitat, cultural resources, and proposed 
wilderness, and aquifers that underlie these areas.  
  
Oil Shale and Tar Sands Leasing and Development 
  
Section 369(d)(1) of the 2005 Energy Policy Act required the BLM to prepare a Programmatic 
Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for research and development leases to facilitate the 
development of oil shale and tar sands in Colorado, Utah and Wyoming.  Energy development from oil 
shale and tar sands is really scraping the bottom of the barrel. Molecules of petroleum are trapped in 
shale and sand.  They cannot be recovered by traditional drilling techniques.  Thus far, tar sands have 
proven more economically viable than oil shale; however, development of tar sand takes a grave toll 
on the environment. Oil shale development has the potential to be equally as destructive as tar sands 
development. Many of the processes being actively studied as part of the research and development 
leases will require inordinate amounts of electricity and water.  Retorts are used to "cook" oil shale, 
and thus release oil. Retorts will pollute air. Reports abound outlining the potential of oil shale to meet 
our nation's energy needs. Oil shale has yet to be proven economically viable and the impact to our air, 
water, wildlife and Wild Western Lands from large scale oil shale development could prove 
catastrophic. Coupled with furthering our reliance on greenhouse gas causing fossil fuels, investment 
in oil shale technology seems ill-advised at best. There is no reason to needlessly sacrifice our Western 
Wildlands on an energy source that at best will continue our reliance on fossil fuels and at worst 
destroy our Western landscape.  
  
*********************************************************************** 
  
Fundamentally, to understand the Need for this project, it is essential to examine adequate current 
baseline information, and develop a wide ranging of alternative visions for America’s energy future. 
The EIS has not done this. DOE must start over, and develop a range of alternatives that provide much 
better environmental protection, minimize new habitat loss and harms, and provide real energy 
security.   
  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Katie Fite 
Biodiversity Director  
Western Watersheds Project  
PO Box 2863 



Boise, ID  83701 
208-429-1679 
  
Russ Heughins 
 
Idaho Wildlife Federation 
 
 
PO Box 6412 
 
Boise, ID  83707 
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Disaster Capitalism: State of Extortion 
  
lookout 
  
by NAOMI KLEIN 
  
This article appeared in the July 21, 2008 edition of The Nation. 
July 1, 2008 
  
Once oil passed $140 a barrel, even the most rabidly right-wing media hosts 
had to prove their populist cred by devoting a portion of every show to 
bashing Big Oil. Some have gone so far as to invite me on for a friendly 
chat about an insidious new phenomenon: "disaster capitalism." It usually 
goes well--until it doesn't. 
  
For instance, "independent conservative" radio host Jerry Doyle and I were 
having a perfectly amiable conversation about sleazy insurance companies and 
inept politicians when this happened: "I think I have a quick way to bring 
the prices down," Doyle announced. "We've invested $650 billion to liberate 



a nation of 25 million people. Shouldn't we just demand that they give us 
oil? There should be tankers after tankers backed up like a traffic jam 
getting into the Lincoln Tunnel, the Stinkin' Lincoln, at rush hour with 
thank-you notes from the Iraqi government.... Why don't we just take the 
oil? We've invested it liberating a country. I can have the problem solved 
of gas prices coming down in ten days, not ten years." 
There were a couple of problems with Doyle's plan, of course. The first was 
that he was describing the biggest stickup in world history. The second, 
that he was too late: "We" are already heisting Iraq's oil, or at least are 
on the cusp of doing so. 
  
It's been ten months since the publication of my book The Shock Doctrine: 
The Rise of Disaster Capitalism, in which I argue that today's preferred 
method of reshaping the world in the interest of multinational corporations 
is to systematically exploit the state of fear and disorientation that 
accompanies moments of great shock and crisis. With the globe being rocked 
by multiple shocks, this seems like a good time to see how and where the 
strategy is being applied. 
  
And the disaster capitalists have been busy--from private firefighters 
already on the scene in Northern California's wildfires, to land grabs in 
cyclone-hit Burma, to the housing bill making its way through Congress. The 
bill contains little in the way of affordable housing, shifts the burden of 
mortgage default to taxpayers and makes sure that the banks that made bad 
loans get some payouts. No wonder it is known in the hallways of Congress as 
"The Credit Suisse Plan," after one of the banks that generously proposed 
it. 
  
Iraq Disaster: We Broke It, We (Just) Bought It 
  
But these cases of disaster capitalism are amateurish compared with what is 
unfolding at Iraq's oil ministry. It started with no-bid service contracts 
announced for ExxonMobil, Chevron, Shell, BP and Total (they have yet to be 
signed but are still on course). Paying multinationals for their technical 
expertise is not unusual. What is odd is that such contracts almost 
invariably go to oil service companies--not to the oil majors, whose work is 
exploring, producing and owning carbon wealth. As London-based oil expert 
Greg Muttitt points out, the contracts make sense only in the context of 
reports that the oil majors have insisted on the right of first refusal on 
subsequent contracts handed out to manage and produce Iraq's oil fields. In 
other words, other companies will be free to bid on those future contracts, 
but these companies will win. 
  
One week after the no-bid service deals were announced, the world caught its 
first glimpse of the real prize. After years of back-room arm-twisting, Iraq 
is officially flinging open six of its major oil fields, accounting for 
around half of its known reserves, to foreign investors. According to Iraq's 
oil minister, the long-term contracts will be signed within a year. While 
ostensibly under control of the Iraq National Oil Company, foreign firms 



will keep 75 percent of the value of the contracts, leaving just 25 percent 
for their Iraqi partners. 
  
That kind of ratio is unheard of in oil-rich Arab and Persian states, where 
achieving majority national control over oil was the defining victory of 
anticolonial struggles. According to Muttitt, the assumption until now was 
that foreign multinationals would be brought in to develop brand-new fields 
in Iraq--not to take over ones that are already in production and therefore 
require minimal technical support. "The policy was always to allocate these 
fields to the Iraq National Oil Company," he told me. This is a total 
reversal of that policy, giving INOC a mere 25 percent instead of the 
planned 100 percent. 
  
So what makes such lousy deals possible in Iraq, which has already suffered 
so much? Ironically, it is Iraq's suffering--its never-ending crisis--that 
is the rationale for an arrangement that threatens to drain its treasury of 
its main source of revenue. The logic goes like this: Iraq's oil industry 
needs foreign expertise because years of punishing sanctions starved it of 
new technology and the invasion and continuing violence degraded it further. 
And Iraq urgently needs to start producing more oil. Why? Again because of 
the war. The country is shattered, and the billions handed out in no-bid 
contracts to Western firms have failed to rebuild the country. And that's 
where the new no-bid contracts come in: they will raise more money, but Iraq 
has become such a treacherous place that the oil majors must be induced to 
take the risk of investing. Thus the invasion of Iraq neatly creates the 
argument for its subsequent pillage. 
  
Several of the architects of the Iraq War no longer even bother to deny that 
oil was a major motivator. On National Public Radio's To the Point, Fadhil 
Chalabi, one of the primary Iraqi advisers to the Bush Administration in the 
lead-up to the invasion, recently described the war as "a strategic move on 
the part of the United States of America and the UK to have a military 
presence in the Gulf in order to secure [oil] supplies in the future." 
Chalabi, who served as Iraq's oil under secretary and met with the oil 
majors before the invasion, described this as "a primary objective." 
  
Invading countries to seize their natural resources is illegal under the 
Geneva Conventions. That means that the huge task of rebuilding Iraq's 
infrastructure--including its oil infrastructure--is the financial 
responsibility of Iraq's invaders. They should be forced to pay reparations. 
(Recall that Saddam Hussein's regime paid $9 billion to Kuwait in 
reparations for its 1990 invasion.) Instead, Iraq is being forced to sell 75 
percent of its national patrimony to pay the bills for its own illegal 
invasion and occupation. 
  
Oil Price Shock: Give Us the Arctic or Never Drive Again 
  
Iraq isn't the only country in the midst of an oil-related stickup. The Bush 
Administration is busily using a related crisis--the soaring price of 



fuel--to revive its dream of drilling in the Arctic National Wildlife Refuge 
(ANWR). And of drilling offshore. And in the rock-solid shale of the Green 
River Basin. "Congress must face a hard reality," said George W. Bush on 
June 18. "Unless members are willing to accept gas prices at today's painful 
levels--or even higher--our nation must produce more oil." 
  
This is the President as Extortionist in Chief, with gas nozzle pointed to 
the head of his hostage--which happens to be the entire country. Give me 
ANWR, or everyone has to spend their summer vacations in the backyard. A 
final stickup from the cowboy President. 
  
Despite the Drill Here. Drill Now. Pay Less bumper stickers, drilling in 
ANWR would have little discernible impact on actual global oil supplies, as 
its advocates well know. The argument that it could nonetheless bring down 
oil prices is based not on hard economics but on market psychoanalysis: 
drilling would "send a message" to the oil traders that more oil is on the 
way, which would cause them to start betting down the price. 
  
Two points follow from this approach. First, trying to psych out hyperactive 
commodity traders is what passes for governing in the Bush era, even in the 
midst of a national emergency. Second, it will never work. If there is one 
thing we can predict from the oil market's recent behavior, it is that the 
price is going to keep going up regardless of what new supplies are 
announced. 
  
Take the massive oil boom under way in Alberta's notorious tar sands. The 
tar sands (sometimes called the oil sands) have the same things going for 
them as Bush's proposed drill sites: they are nearby and perfectly secure, 
since the North American Free Trade Agreement contains a provision barring 
Canada from cutting off supply to the United States. And with little 
fanfare, oil from this largely untapped source has been pouring into the 
market, so much so that Canada is now the largest supplier of oil to the 
United States, surpassing Saudi Arabia. Between 2005 and 2007, Canada 
increased its exports to the States by almost 100 million barrels. Yet 
despite this significant increase in secure supplies, oil prices have been 
going up the entire time. 
  
What is driving the ANWR push is not facts but pure shock doctrine 
strategy--the oil crisis has created the conditions in which it is possible 
to sell a previously unsellable (but highly profitable) policy. 
  
Food Price Shock: Genetic Modification or Starvation 
  
Intimately connected to the price of oil is the global food crisis. Not only 
do high gas prices drive up food costs but the boom in agrofuels has blurred 
the line between food and fuel, pushing food growers off their land and 
encouraging rampant speculation. Several Latin American countries have been 
pushing to re-examine the push for agrofuels and to have food recognized as 
a human right, not a mere commodity. United States Deputy Secretary of State 



John Negroponte has other ideas. In the same speech touting the US 
commitment to emergency food aid, he called on countries to lower their 
"export restrictions and high tariffs" and eliminate "barriers to use of 
innovative plant and animal production technologies, including 
biotechnology." This was an admittedly more subtle stickup, but the message 
was clear: impoverished countries had better crack open their agricultural 
markets to American products and genetically modified seeds, or they could 
risk having their aid cut off. 
  
Genetically modified crops have emerged as the cureall for the food crisis, 
at least according to the World Bank, the European Commission president 
(time to "bite the bullet") and Prime Minister of Britain Gordon Brown. And, 
of course, the agribusiness companies. "You cannot today feed the world 
without genetically modified organisms," Peter Brabeck, chairman of Nestlé, 
told the Financial Times recently. The problem with this argument, at least 
for now, is that there is no evidence that GMOs increase crop yields, and 
they often decrease them. 
  
But even if there was a simple key to solving the global food crisis, would 
we really want it in the hands of the Nestlés and Monsantos? What would it 
cost us to use it? In recent months Monsanto, Syngenta and BASF have been 
frenetically buying up patents on so-called "climate ready" seeds--plants 
that can grow in earth parched from drought and salinated from flooding. 
  
In other words, plants built to survive a future of climate chaos. We 
already know the lengths Monsanto will go to protect its intellectual 
property, spying on and suing farmers who dare to save their seeds from one 
year to the next. We have seen patented AIDS medications fail to treat 
millions in sub-Saharan Africa. Why would patented "climate ready" crops be 
any different? 
  
Meanwhile, amid all the talk of exciting new genetic and drilling 
technologies, the Bush Administration announced a moratorium of up to two 
years on new solar energy projects on federal lands--due, apparently, to 
environmental concerns. This is the final frontier for disaster capitalism. 
Our leaders are failing to invest in technology that will actually prevent a 
future of climate chaos, choosing instead to work hand in hand with those 
plotting innovative schemes to profit from the mayhem. 
  
Privatizing Iraq's oil, ensuring global dominance for genetically modified 
crops, lowering the last of the trade barriers and opening the last of the 
wildlife refuges... Not so long ago, those goals were pursued through polite 
trade agreements, under the benign pseudonym "globalization." Now this 
discredited agenda is forced to ride on the backs of serial crises, selling 
itself as lifesaving medicine for a world in pain. 
  
About Naomi Klein 
Naomi Klein is an award-winning journalist and syndicated columnist and the 
author of the international and New York Times bestseller The Shock 



Doctrine: The Rise of Disaster Capitalism (September 2007); an earlier 
international best-seller, No Logo: Taking Aim at the Brand Bullies; and the 
collection Fences and Windows: Dispatches from the Front Lines of the 
Globalization Debate (2002). more... 
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Northern Rockies Regional 
Office 
PO Box 824 
Helena, MT 59624 
406.495.1560 
406.495.1559 (fax) 
 

 July 15, 2008 
 
 
 
Bureau of Land Management 
Gateway West Project 
P.O. Box 20879 
Cheyenne, WY 82003 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
On behalf of The Northern Rockies Regional Office of the National Parks 
Conservation Association (NPCA) and our more than 335,000 members, please accept 
the following comments regarding the Gateway West Transmission Line Project. 
 
We are specifically concerned about the effects that the project would have on the 
National Park units that lie in its path including Fossil Butte National Monument, 
Hagerman Fossil Beds National Monument, Minidoka Internment National Monument, 
and Craters of the Moon National Monument. The Organic Act prescribes a 
management standard that each national park site is to be “left unimpaired for future 
generations.” Some of the recommended corridors for the transmission lines will most 
certainly compromise this standard. 
 
Our interest in this project is in fully protecting and preserving the resources of these 
monuments including: viewshed values, natural resources, cultural resources, and 
wildlife habitat.  
 

1. Viewshed Values. Transmission lines sited too close to these monuments may 
have adverse visual impacts. Viewsheds are important and integral to park 
values.  We suggest that viewshed analysis be conducted in each area that may 
be affected and that placement alternatives be utilized in all areas where visual 
resources have the potential to be compromised. 

  
2. Natural Resources. Natural resources such as palentological and geological 

resources associated with the various affected parks must be considered. We 
suggest a full inventory of these resources be conducted and seriously 
considered in the process. These resources are irreplaceable and have 
significant historical, scientific, and economic value.  

 
3. Cultural Resources. In addition to natural resources, many of the parks within 

our National Park System include respected and acclaimed cultural resources. 
Impacts to cultural resources must also be inventoried and avoided. 
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4. Wildlife Habitat. Any decision regarding transmission lines must take into 

consideration wildlife habitat and migration routes. A full inventory of species 
and their migration routes should be considered, and sufficient tracts of 
contiguous habitat for the species that reside in and adjacent to these 
monuments should be provided for. Loss of habitat and habitat fragmentation 
should be a primary factor when designating routes, as transmission corridors 
can result in habitat degradation and fragmentation. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. We appreciate the BLM’s 
efforts to protect park values. We would kindly request that you keep NPCA involved 
and informed in this process. Please feel free to contact me with any questions or if you 
need any further clarification on the above. Thanks in advance for your consideration. 

 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Stephanie Hester, Senior Program Coordinator 
NPCA, Northern Rockies Regional Office 
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DAVE FREUDENTHAL
GOVERNOR

THE STATE \N{i%d/ OFWYOMING

Office of the Governor

, August 18,2008

Mr. Walt George
Bureau of Land Management
5353 Yellowstone Road
P.O. Box 1828
Cheyenne Wy 82003-1828

Re: Alternative Alignments Through Kemmerer Field Office - Gateway
West Transm ission Project

Dear Walt:

ln response to your August 14,2008 request, the State of Wyoming has
reviewed current alternative alignments for the Gateway West Transmission
Project through the Kemmerer Field Office. The points and line colors
referenced in this letter coincide with the map attached to your August 14th email.
For purposes of the Draft ElS, the following alternatives need to be analyzed in
detai l .

. North Kemmerer Alternative. The red line that begins at Point C and
extends to Point F. This alignment is north of the existing transmission
corridor and it is our understanding that this is currently the proponent's
preferred alternative.

. Existing Corridor Alternative. The purple line that begins at Point C and
passes through Points D, E and F. Essentially, this alignment is defined by a
1,500-foot offset from the northern most transmission line in the existing
corridor. West of the cross-over between Points A and C, this alternative
would be located north of and adjacent to the existing corridor to the ldaho
border.

The purple line alternative from Point A through Point B and terminating at
Alternative C should be eliminated. lt is our understanding that this alternative is
no longer the proponent's preferred alternative. There does not appear to be any
distinct environmental advantages associated with this alternative alignment.

STATE CAPITOL
CHEYENNE, WY 82002

ITY:777-7860 PHONE: (307\777-7434 FAX: (307) 632-3909
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While we concur that the Draft EIS should include and analyze an alternative
south of Kemmerer (the green line originating at Point M and passing through
points N, R and rejoining the existing corridor at Point E), state agencies have
raised serious concerns about the environmental consequences of such an
alignment. Your third-party consultant wil l need to work closely with the
Wyoming Game and Fish Department to understand and properly disclose
impacts to wildlife resources associated with the South Kemmerer Alternative.
Similarly, a thorough consideration of paleontological resource conflicts
associated with a southern alternative is warranted.

lf you have any questions, please feel free to give me a call.

C** U--/
Aaron Clark
Special Advisor to Wyoming Governor Dave Freudenthal

cc: Mark Zornes - WGFD
Mary Hopkins -  SHPO
Rob Hurless - Gov.Office
Pam Anderson - Rocky Mountain Energy
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McLain, Joy

From: Walt_George@blm.gov
Sent: Monday, July 14, 2008 9:28 AM
To: Eckert, Penny; McLain, Joy; Porter, Elaine; cmorse@enviroissues.com; Flood, Cameo
Subject: Gateway West - - Additional Scoping Comments/Project In-box Issue

In addition to the Western Watersheds scoping comment, we received this one from WESTERN.

I think the inability of some senders to access the in-box is because they are not typing 
in the correct address (maybe omitting the underlines).
I'll check into it with the responsible BLM folks in the Wyoming State Office.
----- Forwarded by Walt George/WYSO/WY/BLM/DOI on 07/14/2008 09:22 AM -----
                                                                           
             "Susan                                                        
             Starcevich"                                                   
             <Starcevi@wapa.go                                          To 
             v>                        <Gateway_West_WYMail@blm.gov>       
                                                                        cc 
             07/11/2008 09:19                                              
             AM                                                    Subject 
                                       Gateway Western Transmission Line   
                                       Project                             
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           
                                                                           

To the Project Coordinator:  Good morning!  Western Area Power Administration (Western), a
power marketing agency within the Department of Energy, may be impacted by the proposed 
transmission line project.  Because the length of the proposed project is so long and the 
corridor map reviewed for the project is at such a gross scale, Western is unable to 
determine whether the proposed transmission line(s) will be crossing Western owned and 
operated facilities located near Sinclair, Carbon County, WY.  There are possibly two 
Western transmission lines that may be in the path of one or more segments of the proposed
line.  Western's facilities lie in Townships 21 and 22 North, Ranges 80-86 West, 6th 
Principal Meridian.
Please confirm whether these facilities are impacted by the proposal.  If not, Western 
will offer no further comments.  If so, we will provide specific comments related to 
crossing agreements/licenses and possible use of our access roads.  We may also have 
vegetation management concerns as well, but will have to confirm whether trees and/or if 
noxious weeds are a problem in this area.

Susan Starcevich, Realty/Land Management Western Area Power Administration Corporate 
Services Office
12155 W. Alameda Parkway
Lakewood, CO 80228
(720) 962-7275
starcevi@wapa.gov
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Flood, Cameo

From: Vering, Walt
Sent: Wednesday, July 23, 2008 7:28 AM
To: Flood, Cameo
Cc: McLain, Joy; Eckert, Penny; walt_george@blm.gov
Subject: FW: Emailing: Ruffie hunt 10-07 001.jpg

NEPA Team,

The two paragraphs below provide additional scoping comments from WY Game and Fish 
personnel.

Thanks

Walt 

-----Original Message-----
From: Mark Zornes [mailto:Mark.Zornes@wgf.state.wy.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 2:54 PM
To: Vering, Walt
Subject: RE: Emailing: Ruffie hunt 10-07 001.jpg

Walt:

These appear to be the same lines we were working with last week.

If they are the same, the three options I presented at the meeting are better for 
wildlife.  If they have been modified, the red line (prelim proposed) is better than the 
green line (although we would still prefer following the existing powerline all the way). 
Lara Oles has digitized versions of the "WGF/BLM wildlife alternatives" (the map we had at
the meeting last week).  The route we proposed that deviates from the red line corridor 
and follows Demsey Ridge up to Sublette Canyon then NW to Quealy Reservoir would have 
fewer impacts to wildlife than any of the green lines south of 30.  Deviations along the 
northern route that meet VR and constructions needs are certainly acceptable in our view.

If we are forced to accept the green line, which we will do with extreme reluctance, the 
branch that enters Utah and then follows the Idaho state line will likely have the fewest 
wildlife impacts.  We continue to have significant sage-grouse, migratory gamebird, and 
wintering mule deer concerns with the green line (or any line south of US 30).  I 
understand no one is going to be totally happy with this routing.

Hope this is sufficient.  If not, let me know and I will send more info.  Thanks

Mark

>>> "Vering, Walt" <Walt.Vering@tetratech.com> 7/16/2008 1:51 PM >>>
Mark,
 
Here is the map, please draw some lines on it as they would best represent the 
Department's position.  Please fax or email it back to me at your earliest convenience.  
To follow-up, we will make sure we get you a map that results from the meeting next week. 
 
Other important business--
 
I hunted Gambels in Wikieup two years ago.  Likely the best bird hunt I ever did, tequila 
might have been a factor as well.  We set up a couple of wall tents in the desert for a 
week.  I grew up on a very large farm in Iowa and have literally 1000s of acres of hunting
access.  All my friends and colleagues always have a standing offer to go, as I really 
enjoy chasing the roosters too.  Too many upland game birds, not enough time (or money).
 
Thanks
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2

Walt
 
 

________________________________

From: Mark Zornes [mailto:Mark.Zornes@wgf.state.wy.us]
Sent: Wednesday, July 16, 2008 11:51 AM
To: Vering, Walt
Subject: Emailing: Ruffie hunt 10-07 001.jpg

I'd gladly do the bird hunt swap.  I missed out on a chukar hunt a couple of years ago 
with the Idaho upland bio.  I'd really like to go after spruce grouse at some point (I'm 
kind of a grouse fanatic).  Have pointing dog, will travel.  
 
A couple of us are heading to Mearn's quail country in Dec.  I was the AZ Quail bio for 
three years, so I have some great spots and some really good spies.  If you're interested,
let me know....three species (Gambel's/Scaled/Mearn's).  Horses and bird dogs, it doesn't 
get any better than that.  
 
Awaiting the map.
 
Thanks.
 
The message is ready to be sent with the following file or link
attachments:

Ruffie hunt 10-07 001.jpg

Note: To protect against computer viruses, e-mail programs may prevent sending or 
receiving certain types of file attachments.  Check your e-mail security settings to 
determine how attachments are handled.



From: Walt_George@blm.gov 
Sent: Friday, August 15, 2008 12:19 PM 
To: penny.eckert%ttecimcom@blm.gov; Flood, Cameo 
Subject: Fw: OCI Comment Regarding Gateway West Transmission Project 

 

  From: "Kallas, Angelo" [akallas@OCIChemical.com] 
  Sent: 08/15/2008 10:52 AM CST 
  To: Walt George 
  Cc: "Johnson, Terrell" <TJohnson@OCIChemical.com>; "Rudoff, Mike" <MRudoff@OCIChemical.com>; 
"Leigh, Terry" <TLeigh@OCIChemical.com>; "Hohn, Mike" <mhohn@OCIChemical.com> 
  Subject: OCI Comment Regarding Gateway West Transmission Project 

 
Dear Mr. George, 

Realizing that these comments are past the official comment period, OCI Wyoming would like to still provide the 
following information for consideration in this project design. 

OCI Wyoming recommends to avoid OCI leases because of potential conflicts with future trona extraction and 
possible subsidence concerns.  Any routes that avoid these leases would be the best long-term option for this 
transmission project. 

Please contact me if you have any questions. 

Sincerely, 

Angelo Kallas 

307-872-7110 
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