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Record of Decision 

RECORD OF DECISION 

INTRODUCTION 

The Draft and Final Environmental Impact Statements (EIS) for the Gateway West 
230/345/500-kilovolt (kV) Transmission Line Project in Idaho and Wyoming and 
Proposed Land Use Plan Amendments were prepared pursuant to the requirements of the 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA; 40 Code ofFederal Regulations [CFR] 1500-
1508). The U.S. Department ofthe Interior Bureau of Land Management (BLM) is the 
lead agency for the EISs. The U.S. Department of Agriculture Forest Service (Forest 
Service), as a cooperating agency, participated in all aspects ofthe environmental 
analysis. 

As the deciding official for the Forest Service for the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, I 
am using the Final EIS and comments on the Final EIS submitted to the BLM as the basis 
for my decision regarding authorizing uses associated with the Gateway West 
Transmission Line Project (Project) on the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, what terms 
and conditions to include in the special use authorization, and whether or not to amend the 
Caribou National Forest Revised Forest Plan (Forest Plan) so that the authorization will be 
consistent with the Forest Plan as amended. 

BACKGROUND 

Idaho Power Company and PacifiCorp (doing business as Rocky Mountain Power), 
collectively referred to in this decision as the Applicants (referred to as "Proponents" in 
the EIS), applied to the BLM and Forest Service for a right-of-way (ROW) grant and 
Special Use Authorization, respectively, to use the National System of Public Lands for 
portions of the Project on May 7, 2007. The original application was revised in October 
2007, August 2008, May 2009, and January 2010 to reflect changes and refinements in 
their proposed Project. This application was identified as CMT69 for the Caribou
Targhee National Forest. 

As described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS, the Applicants need the transmission line to 
supplement existing transmission lines for their purpose of relieving operating limitations, 
increase capacity, and improve reliability in the existing electric transmission grid, 
allowing for the delivery of up to 1,500 megawatts (MW) of additional energy for the 
Applicants' larger service areas, principally in Utah and Idaho, and to other 
interconnected systems. The Project is principally necessary to serve the Applicants' 
customers, though other markets may also be served. 

The Applicants proposed to construct and operate approximately 990 miles of new 230-
kV and 500-kV electric transmission system consisting of 10 segments between the 
Windstar Substation at Glenrock, Wyoming, and the Hemingway Substation 
approximately 30 miles southwest of Boise, Idaho. Ofthe 10 segments, the proposed 
location for Segment 4 potentially affected National Forest System (NFS) lands 
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administered by the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. The overall Project includes 
associated facilities and activities, described in the Final EIS, Chapter 2.1 to 2. 7. 

FOREST SERVICE PURPOSE AND NEED 

The Applicants applied for authorization from the Forest Service to construct, operate, and 
maintain the Project across NFS lands. The purpose and need for my decision is to 
respond to the Applicants' request for authorization to construct, operate, and maintain the 
Project across NFS lands administered by the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. 

SEGMENT OF PROJECT PREFERRED ROUTES 
SUBJECT TO THIS DECISION 

My decision is applicable only to the portion of the Applicants' Project that will be on the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest. As originally proposed, the Proposed Project was to 
construct and operate approximately 1,100 miles of new 230-kV and 500-kV electric 
transmission system consisting of 10 transmission line segments between the Windstar 
Substation at Glenrock, Wyoming, to the Hemingway Substation approximately 30 miles 
southwest of Boise, Idaho. Section 2.4 of the Final EIS identifies the locations or "routes" 
for the 10 segments of the overall Project, alternative routes for some of the segments, and 
preferred routes by each agency or government with jurisdiction for the route. The 
preferred routes form what this record of decision refers to as the "Project Preferred 
Routes." 

Of the 10 transmission line segments, my decision authority is for the portion of Segment 
4, that crosses the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, specifically Segment 4 of the 
Proposed Action or Segment 4 incorporating alternative Segment 40 of the Project 
Preferred Routes. The Project will cross the Caribou-Targhee National Forest as one 
single-circuit 500-kV line. Section 2 of the Final EIS describes in detail the overall 
Project uses and activities by segment. 

Details of construction and operations as submitted by the Applicants as part of their Plan 
of Development (POD) are included in Appendix B to the Final EIS. Environmental 
protection plans are included as appendices to the POD. These plans are considered part 
ofthe Project. 

Segment 4 will cross the Caribou-Targhee National Forest in areas with Management 
Prescription 5.2-Forest Vegetation Management, Prescription 2.7.2-Elk and Deer 
Winter Range, Prescription 3.2-Semi-primitive Recreation, and Prescription 2.8.3-
Aquatic Influence Zone. 

DECISION TO BE MADE 

The decision to be made is whether to approve the proposed use, approve the proposed 
use with modification, or deny the proposed use. If the decision is to approve or approve 
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with modification, the issuance of the special use authorization will be the means of 
implementing that decision. 

DECISION 

Based on my review of the analysis as documented in the Final EIS and the project record, 
including public comments received on the Final EIS, I have decided to authorize the 
Applicants to build a new 9.4-mile transmission line in a new utility corridor on the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest along the route referred to in Section 2.4.1.2 ofthe Final 
EIS as Segment 4 of the Proposed Route "incorporating Alternative 4G." 

This decision authorizes the following: 

• Building approximately 9.4 miles of a new single-circuit 500 kV electric 
transmission line as described in the Final EIS (Map in Appendix A) in the 
transmission line 250-foot ROW per the legal descriptions in Appendix B. The 
route will generally be on the following path: 

- The eastern end is at the eastern boundary of the Forest in section 12, 
Township 12 South, Range 42 East 

- Beginning in section 6, Township 12 South, Range 42 East, the route will 
follow a north/northwest and then a west/southwest alignment along a ridge for 
approximately 2.6 miles. 

- In section 3, Township 12 South, Range 41 East, the route will run 
approximately 0.75 mile to the Forest's western boundary in section 3, 
Township 12 South, Range 41 East. 

This decision includes approval of the activities and facilities on the Caribou-Targhee 
National Forest associated with the approved routes. Described in detail in Section 2.1 of 
the Final EIS and the Proposed POD in Appendix B of the Final EIS, the associated 
activities include the following: 

• Building and maintaining a new a single-circuit 500-kV transmission line; 

• Construction and reconstruction of temporary access roads; 

• Construction, reconstruction, and maintenance of permanent access roads; and 

• Construction and use of multipurpose and helicopter fly yards. 

Implementation of my decision will be through issuance of a Special Use Permit for a 
period of 30 years with the option to renew in accordance with 36 CFR 251.64. My 
decision requires the terms and conditions of the special use authorization to be consistent 
with the POD (Appendix B ofthe Final EIS), including all Environmental Protection 
Measures (EPMs; Appendix Z of the POD), and mitigation plans (Appendix C of the 
Final EIS), which outline construction techniques and details measures specifically 
developed to reduce impacts on identified natural resources during construction, 
operation, and maintenance of the Project as a result of this decision. 
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As required by the standard terms of the special use authorization, initiation of 
construction is conditioned upon final Forest Service approval of the POD, including the 
final Environmental Protection Plans, which may include additional EPMs. 

My decision also approves amendment of the Caribou Forest Plan as described in 
Appendix C. 

My decision is for uses and activities only on NFS lands administered by the Caribou
Targhee National Forest. My decision neither ensures nor restricts implementation of the 
Project outside of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. 

CONSTRAINT TO IMPLEMENTING THE DECISION 

As described below, the rationale for this decision is based not only on effects to the lands 
and resources of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest but also effects of the overall 
Project Preferred Routes and overall uses and activities; therefore, implementation of this 
decision will occur only if the BLM and the Medicine Bow-Routt National Forests 
approve the segments of the Project Preferred Routes under their authority and 
implementation, as described for the Final EIS Preferred Alternative. 

RATIONALE FOR THE DECISION 

My decision affects the management of only NFS lands administered by the Caribou
Targhee National Forest. I have considered the effects of my decision, as well as the 
overall Project, as disclosed in the Final EIS. In addition, my decision was informed by 
these key elements: 1) the design, mitigation and monitoring that will be required for the 
Project, 2) meeting the objectives of the Project, and 3) consideration of environmental 
issues. My consideration included potential effects of amending the Caribou Forest Plan 
to allow the Project. 

Project Designed to Reduce or Avoid Environmental 
Impacts 
The approved activities for the overall Project analyzed in the Final EIS, including those 
approved by this decision, were designed and include implementation measures to reduce 
or avoid environmental impacts. 

Project Location and Design. The route across the Caribou-Targhee National Forest that I 
am approving by this decision is part of the Final EIS Preferred Alternative and the route 
that I feel best attains the purpose and need for the Project while being sensitive to other 
resource concerns within the Project area and the missions and management objectives of 
the land management agencies responsible for the public lands that it crosses. 

Line officers and resource specialists from three National Forests, as well as eleven BLM 
Field Offices, in Wyoming and Idaho worked with the Applicants' managers, engineers, 
and environmental managers to refine implementation measures and construction 
techniques to reduce impacts, based on resource issues identified, at specific locations or 
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areas. This collaboration resulted in engineering changes such as modifying tower design 
in visually sensitive areas and shifting tower placement to avoid sensitive habitat areas for 
special status wildlife. Also, additional detailed mitigation was developed and 
incorporated into the POD, which outlines construction techniques and details measures 
specifically developed to reduce impacts on identified natural and cultural resources 
during construction, operation, and maintenance of the Project as a result of this decision. 

Environmental Protection Measures. The Applicants identified EPMs to cover the 
following topics: 

• Construction, operations, and maintenance; 

• Visual resources; 

• Cultural and paleontological resources; 

• Plant and wildlife resources, including threatened, endangered, and sensitive 
species; 

• Geologic hazards and soil resources; 

• Water resources; 

• Safety measures; 

• Reclamation of construction activities; 

• Land use and agriculture; 

• Traffic and transportation management; 

• Air quality; 

• Electrical environment; 

• Public safety; and 

• Noise. 

The agencies identified additional avoidance, minimization, and mitigation measures in 
the Draft EIS when a proposed EPM was determined to be insufficient to protect affected 
resources or inconsistent with agency requirements. Refinement of the EPMs occurred 
between the Draft EIS and Final EIS. The revised EPMs are included in the POD and 
presented in Table 2.7-1 in the Final EIS. The effects analysis, found in Chapter 3 ofthe 
Final EIS, was based on the Project including the revised EPMs. 

Protection, Monitoring, and Mitigation Plans. The POD includes a series of protection 
and monitoring plans that will be implemented as part of the Project. Plans include the 
Environmental Compliance Management Plan, as well as issue-specific plans, such as the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, Fire Prevention Plan, and Agricultural Protection 
Plan. Although only the frameworks for these plans are included as 16 appendices to the 
POD, the EPMs that will be incorporated into the plans are included as Appendix Z of the 
POD, and the Forest Service must approve the final plans. Appendix C of the Final EIS 
includes plans to mitigate anticipated effects to historic properties, waters of the United 
States, and greater sage-grouse. The Historic Properties Treatment Plan also provides 
monitoring and mitigation for unanticipated discoveries. 

Compliance Inspection. As required by this decision to be included in the terms of the 
Special Use Permit, per the POD the Applicants will provide for an environmental 
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compliance inspection contractor (CIC), to be approved by the BLM, as lead federal 
agency, and the Forest Service, to represent the BLM and Forest Service during the 
construction and reclamation phases of the Project. The CIC will report directly to the 
BLM, in coordination with the Forest Service. The primary role and responsibility of the 
CIC is to ensure compliance with all terms, conditions, and stipulations of the BLM ROW 
grant and Forest Service Special Use Permit, the POD, and other permits, approvals, and 
regulatory requirements, as described in Section 1.4 of the Final EIS. The CIC shall 
follow the Environmental Compliance Management Plan, included as Appendix C of the 
POD. The Applicants will also be responsible for monitoring the reclamation of the 
transmission line, temporary access roads, and ancillary facilities, as described in the 
Reclamation Plan and Noxious Weed Plan, included as Appendices D and E of the POD. 

Meeting the Energy Policy Act of 2005 and Objectives of 
the Applicants' Proposed Project 
The Energy Policy Act of2005, which recognized the need to improve domestic energy 
production, develop renewable energy resources, and enhance the infrastructure (e.g., 
transmission lines) for collection and distribution of energy resources across the Nation, 
encourages the use of public land for energy-related facilities. This decision meets the 
intent of the Energy Policy Act through authorizing activities that allow the Applicants to 
meet their purpose of providing their customers with safe, reliable, and adequate 
transmission capacity to meet short- and long-term projected load growth via connection 
to generation resources and through access to energy markets. The Project enables the 
Applicants to meet these obligations by adding new capacity and connectivity to its 
transmission system that would improve reliability and increase the capacity required to 
serve forecasted loads in Idaho and Utah. The Project also allows for access to renewable 
energy resources and other generation resources in the future. 

Consideration of Environmental Issues 
I considered all ofthe issues and other aspects ofthe human environment analyzed in the 
Final EIS; however, of particular influence on my decision were the following 
environmental issues relating to steep slopes and unstable soils and to Forest Service 
Region 4 sensitive species on the Forest, identified in Section 3.11 of the Final EIS. 

Steep Slopes and Unstable Soils 

The Selected Alternative includes the Forest Service Preferred Route Alternative 4G. As 
described in Section 3.15 ofthe Final EIS, Alternative 4G is 2.6 miles long compared to 
2.3 miles for the comparison portion of the Proposed Route. Although Alternative 4G 
will disturb more acres than the Proposed Route, it will impact 5 fewer acres of soil (3 
total) with a high erosion hazard level, while impacting only 4 more acres (24 total) with a 
moderately high erosion level. The Applicants will be required to implement all EPMs, 
including those providing protection of soils during construction and control of soil 
erosiOn. 

The key issue for the development of and my decision to approve Alternative 4G on the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest was the need to avoid the steep slopes and unstable soils 
that would have been crossed by the Proposed Route. The Forest Service soils 
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assessment, completed in 2012, identified steep slopes and potentially unstable soils along 
a portion of the Proposed Route that crosses the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. The 
field notes for the soil assessments indicated that almost all of the soil in the area is stony
rocky; soil loss tolerance is low; and sandy loam soils are considered droughty and would 
have required special mitigation for reclamation. 

Aquatic Influence Zones 

I considered the effects to the 26 acres of aquatic influence zones (AIZs) resulting from 
the plan amendment reallocating the ROW corridor from Category 2 (Prescription 2.8.3 
Aquatic Influence Zone) to Category 8 (Prescription 8.1 (b) Concentrated Development 
Area). I also considered the effects of the plan amendment to exclude the Project from 
Prescription 2.8.3, Wildlife Standard 1 on woodpeckers. Under the plan amendment, 
there will be almost no change to the applicability of the management direction for AIZs 
to the uses and activities I am authorizing with this decision. There will be no change at 
all to the applicability of the management direction for AIZs on other uses and activities 
umelated to the Project that occur within the ROW. 

Under the description of Category 2, Prescription 2.8.3, the Caribou Forest Plan clearly 
states that AIZ management direction overrides direction from other overlapping 
management areas (Caribou Forest Plan, page RFP 4-45); therefore, my approval of the 
plan amendment to reallocate the ROW corridor to Prescription 8.1 (b) will not change the 
applicability of the management direction for Prescription 2.8.3 for any other management 
activity. 

With the plan amendment, there will be no change in the applicability of the management 
direction for Prescription 2.8.3 to the uses I am authorizing with the exception of Wildlife 
Standard 1 of Prescription 2.8.3, "Snags shall be maintained at= 80 percent of biological 
potential for woodpeckers." The change to Wildlife Standard 1 of Prescription 2.8.3 will 
apply only to the Project and only to allow the control of tall-growing vegetation in the 
AIZs that occur in the ROW for the Project. Other management direction for AIZs will be 
met. For example, shrubs and other low growing vegetation will be maintained and 
encouraged to provide AIZ cover. No facilities (towers) will be constructed in an 
AIZ. Crossings will be kept to a minimum, be installed at 90 degrees when feasible, and 
sized to match watershed inputs. 

Because the focus of Wildlife Standard 1 of Prescription 2.8.3 is to maintain snags in 
AIZs for woodpeckers, I considered the overall Project results on three-toed woodpeckers, 
as described in the Biological Evaluation. Although the plan amendment will allow the 
cutting of all snags in the AIZs of the ROW, analysis in the Biological Evaluation 
indicates that suitable levels of snags exist outside of the ROW, and adjacent areas would 
provide suitable nesting and foraging habitats. The Project may impact individuals or 
habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards federal listing or cause a loss of 
viability to the population or species. 

Forest Service Sensitive Species 

The detailed analysis for Forest Service sensitive species is in the Biological Evaluation 
for Forest Service Region 4 Sensitive and MIS Species (Biological Evaluation) and 
Section 3.11 of the Final EIS. The Forest Service Region 4 Sensitive Species list was 
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reviewed, and every species identified for the Caribou-Targhee National Forest was 
considered. 

No impact is expected for the following Region 4 sensitive species, because they have no 
known occurrence and no suitable habitat in the project area on the Caribou-Targhee 
National Forest: pygmy rabbit, trumpeter swan, harlequin duck, peregrine falcon, 
starveling milkvetch, Cache beardtongue, and Payson's bladderpod. For the following 
sensitive species, for which occurrence is known, expected, probable, or possible in the 
project area on the Forest, as determined by the amount, distribution, and quality of the 
suitable habitat occurring in the project area, no impact is expected: spotted bat, Columbia 
spotted frog, boreal toad, Bonneville cutthroat trout, and northern leatherside chub. 

Gray wolf and bald eagle are Region 4 sensitive species with suitable habitat and known, 
expected, probable, or possible in the project area on the Forest but for which no impact is 
expected. For gray wolf, no known breeding pairs occur in the project area, and all 
construction activities would be conducted in accordance with agency required seasonal 
and spatial restriction within and near big game ranges (thereby minimizing impacts to big 
game populations), resulting in no appreciable impacts expected to occur to the gray 
wolves' prey base. This Project will also not impact bald eagles on the Forest, because 
the Project is neither near known nests nor in or adjacent to suitable nesting habitat; not 
within wintering or migrating habitat on the Forest; and not within the 2.5 mile home 
range. 

No Region 4 sensitive plant species are known to occur within the portion of the project 
area located on the Forest; however, the Applicants will be required to adhere to EPM 
TESPL-3. As described in Section 3.7 ofthe Final EIS, this EPM ensures that any 
unidentified occurrences are located via pre-construction surveys. 

The Project may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend 
towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species for the 
following: Townsend's big-eared bat, North American wolverine, northern goshawk, 
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse, greater sage-grouse, great gray owl, flammulated owl, 
boreal owl, three-toed woodpecker, and Bonneville cutthroat trout. 

The Final EIS identifies the burrowing owl, mountain plover, northern leopard frog, and 
white-tailed prairie dog as Forest Service sensitive species in Segments4 or Alternative 
4G; however, none are listed as a sensitive species for the Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest. The Final EIS also identifies pygmy rabbit as a Forest Service sensitive species in 
Segment 4 or Alternative 4G; however, the pygmy rabbit does not have suitable habitat in 
the project area on the Forest and was not analyzed in detail in the Biological Evaluation. 

Of the impacts described in detail in the Biological Evaluation and disclosed in the Final 
EIS, of particular note are the effects on nmthern goshawk, because my decision to amend 
the Caribou Forest Plan will allow my authorization of the Project even if the management 
direction for the species may not be met. Also of particular note is the analysis of effects 
to greater sage-grouse because of the interagency efforts, as described in Section 3 .11.1.5 
of the Final EIS, to conserve the species and the scheduled 2015 USFWS final 
determination for listing the species under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). These 
impacts are summarized below: 
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Northern goshawk. Although the route I am approving will cross fewer acres of soils with 
a high erosion hazard level, the result is additional impacts to goshawk territories on the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest. The project area provides suitable goshawk foraging 
habitat, which would be impacted during construction and operation. Because goshawks 
are known to take prey from openings in forested habitats and will typically hunt in these 
areas from perches located along the edge of the clearing, the Project would not likely 
have an adverse impact to the availability of prey or utility of foraging habitat on the 
Caribou-Targhee National Forest. 

Disturbances to the nesting area of nest 309 (which has an unknown nesting activity level) 
are possible; however, it is unlikely to have population level effects to goshawks. Birds 
would be able to find adjacent available nesting habitat. Although there would be an 
initial loss of vegetation during construction clearing, as well as a long term loss of 
habitats within the ROW during operation, much ofthis disturbance would result in the 
conversion of one habitat type to another (e.g., forested areas within the ROW converted 
to shrub habitats) instead of a complete loss ofhabitat from the Caribou-Targhee National 
Forest. 

To limit the potential for collisions with transmission lines or structures, implementation 
of EPM WILD-7, which requires the use of flight diverters in certain locations where 
avian collisions would be most likely to occur due to site-specific conditions such as 
terrain or habitat, will be required. 

This Project is unlikely to have population-level effects to goshawks. The amendment 
relating to northern goshawk is specific to the Project; therefore, the effects of the 
amendment are the same as the effects of the Project. Clearing in foraging areas is not 
expected to adversely affect this species. If nesting territories were disturbed, this 
disturbance is still unlikely to have population-level effects to goshawks, because nesting 
habitat would be available in adjacent areas, and birds would be able to find adjacent 
nesting habitat. Furthermore, goshawks do not typically utilize the same nest every year, 
indicating that they do not have high fidelity to a single nesting location. Therefore, the 
Project may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend towards 
federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species on the area managed 
under the Caribou Forest Plan. 

Greater sage-grouse. There are no occupied leks located within 0.25 mile of the Project's 
centerline in the selected Segment 4 with Alternative 4G. The required EPMs are intended 
to reduce potential impacts should an occupied lek be discovered subsequent to this decision. 
The EPMs control location and timing of disturbance, such as TESWL-9, which requires 
avoidance of surface disturbance within 4 miles of occupied or undetermined greater sage
grouse leks from March 1 to July 15. 

No direct disturbances to nesting birds are expected, due to the implementation of 
required timing restrictions imposed on construction activities; however, some indirect 
impacts related to predation rates may occur. Most direct impacts to sage-brush habitat 
resulting from construction would be temporary; however, these temporary impacts would 
still be considered long-term impacts due to the length of time necessary to restore to 
preconstruction conditions. 
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Based on the potential impact to greater sage-grouse, as well as the required measures and 
restrictions to protect this species, greater sage-grouse occupancy and production within 
or near the project area would likely continue if this transmission line was constructed. 
The Project may impact individuals or habitat, but will not likely contribute to a trend 
towards federal listing or cause a loss of viability to the population or species on the area 
managed under the Caribou Forest Plan. 

Forest Service Management Indicator Species 

I considered the effects of my decision on the viability of the three management indicator 
species identified in the Caribou Forest Plan that may be affected by the Project. My 
decision will not result in effects to that would cause a loss of species or population 
viability for the northern goshawk, greater sage-grouse, or Columbia sharp-tailed grouse. 
The analysis is detailed in Section 3.11 of the Final EIS and Biological Evaluation. 

Effects of the Project on greater sage-grouse and northern goshawk are described above. 

Columbia sharp-tailed grouse. The Project is not located within 2 miles of Columbia 
sharp-tailed grouse leks. Winter habitat would be impacted; however, adjacent winter 
foraging habitat would be available and temporary disturbances would be restored 
following construction of the Project. Timing restrictions would be implemented in order 
tq minimize potential impacts. Forest Service Standard and Guidelines would be met. 
Sharp-tailed occupancy and production within or near the project area would likely 
continue if this transmission line was constructed. 

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT 

The public involvement process is described in detail in the Sections 1.8 through 1.9 of 
the Final EIS. 

Seeping Process 
The scoping period for the Project began on May 16, 2008, with the publication in the 
Federal Register of the joint Forest Service and BLM Notice oflntent (73 [96] Federal 
Register 28425-28426). Additional public notification of the project was through sending 
over 4500 notification mailers to interested parties and others on the BLM, Forest Service, 
and Project Applicant mailing list contacts; two press releases; legal notices published in 
the newspapers of record, including the newspapers of record for the areas managed under 
the Caribou Forest Plan and Sawtooth Forest Plan (The Idaho State Journal, Pocatello, 
Idaho, and The Times News, Twin Falls, Idaho, respectively); community calendar 
notifications; the BLM Gateway West Project website; nine public meetings held in June 
2008; and a BLM-hosted focused scoping meeting on July 10, 2008, in Kemmerer, 
Wyoming, with an integrated group of federal, state, and local agencies and elected 
officials to discuss specific issues regarding routing Gateway West Project corridors in 
southwest Wyoming and southeast Idaho. The agencies requested scoping comments to 
be submitted by July 3, 2008; however, after that time, non-federal cooperating agencies 
requested an extended period of time to develop additional alternatives. 
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Sixty-two individual letters that included 89 individual comments were submitted during 
the scoping period. During the extended scoping period, the Agencies received 1,533 
individual letters that included 1,613 individual comments. The agencies incorporated all 
comments received by September 4, 2009, into a revised scoping report. The major issues 
raised in scoping concerned avoiding private lands; general effects on scenery, greater 
sage-grouse, historic trails; and impacts to public lands. Some comments questioned the 
need for the project. 

Few scoping comments directly related to NFS lands. Roadless areas, scenery, and old
growth forest on NFS lands were identified as issues. These were addressed as follows: 

• All routes on NFS lands avoid crossing Inventoried Roadless Areas. 

• Effects on scenery are analyzed in the EIS and mitigated to the extent practical 
(refer to Table 2.7-1, section 3.3, and Appendix G-2 in the Final EIS). 

• No old-growth forest would be impacted by any route on NFS lands. 

• Effects on interior species habitat, including goshawk habitat, are disclosed in 
sections 3.1 0 and 11 of the EIS and mitigation measures, including timing 
restriction, are included (refer to Table 2.7-1 and Appendix I to the Final EIS). 

The formal record of the scoping period can be found in the Gateway West Transmission 
Line Project Scoping Summary Report, available online at 
http://www .wy. bhn.gov/nepa/cfodocs/gateway west/documents. htm.l. 

The range of issues summarized and analyzed in the Final EIS was derived from the 
scoping process and public involvement (described in detail in Chapter 5 of the Final 
EIS). These issues were used to identify, refine, and evaluate alternative routes and to 
direct the level of detail needed for each of the environmental resource studies completed 
for the Final EIS. A complete list of the issues identified and where they are addressed in 
the Final EIS is presented in Section 1.10 of the Final EIS. 

Draft EIS Review Process 
The joint agency Notice of Availability of the Draft EIS in the Federal Register on July 
29, 2011, began the formal90-day comment period on the Draft EIS. Additional 
notification of the availability of the Draft EIS and comment period were provided 
through approximately 8,600 mailers sent to a combination ofBLM, Forest Service, and 
Project Applicant mailing list contacts; 3 press releases; legal notices published, including 
those in the newspapers of record specified above; update to the BLM Gateway West 
Project website (including an interactive map and downloadable version of the Draft EIS); 
and 17 public meetings held in September and October 2011. 

A total of 598 members of the public attended the various public meetings. During the 
comment period, 368 individual letters were submitted that included 2,453 individual 
comments. The individual letters were made publicly available through the BLM project 
website. Responses to comments on the Draft EIS are in Appendix L of the Final EIS. 

Comments on NFS lands generally concerned the portions of Alternative 7H, 71, and 7J 
that crossed the Sawtooth National Forest. These alternatives were dropped from 
consideration in the Final EIS and replaced with a new alternative, Alternative 7K, which 

Gateway West Transmission Line Project Record of Decision • 11 



Record of Decision 

reduced effects on scenery and an avoided crossing an important recreation area in the 
Albion Division of the Forest. 

Addendum to Draft EIS Review Process 
The agencies released the Addendum to the Draft EIS- Effects of Proposed Project on 
Greater Sage-Grouse on June 29, 2012, for a 30-day public comment period. The report 
includes the greater sage-grouse Habitat Equivalency Analysis (HEA) for the Project, 
which was not available at the time the Draft EIS was released. Two public meetings 
were held to discuss the greater sage-grouse analysis prior to completing the HEA, one in 
Cheyenne, Wyoming (February 15, 2012) and one in Boise, Idaho (February 17, 2012). 
An additional 19 letters containing 30 comments were received on the greater sage-grouse 
analysis from agencies, groups, and individuals. 

Final EIS Review Process 
Review of the Final EIS prior to issuing a decision is not required under Forest Service 
procedures, but it is required under BLM procedures. The Forest Service used the BLM's 
required Final EIS comment period as an opportunity to identify any additional 
considerations for this decision. The 60-day comment period on the Final EIS started with 
the publication ofthe Notice of Availability ofthe Final EIS in the Federal Register on 
April26, 2013 (Federal Register 78 (81): 24771-24774). Nearly 1,600 comments on the 
Final EIS were submitted to the BLM, approximately 30 of which were comments on the 
portion of the of the Project on NFS lands. Responses to comments on the Forest Service 
portion of the Project are included in Appendix E. 

ALTERNATIVES CONSIDERED IN DETAIL 

No Action Alternative 
The No Action Alternative would be the denial of the applications. Under the No Action 
Alternative, no authorization of uses associated with the Project would be approved for 
NFS lands (no construction of the new substations, substation expansion, or the 
transmission line). No Forest Plans would be amended. 

Action Alternatives 
Action alternatives for which Forest Service approval would be required are described 
below. This decision applies only to those segments with locations that would have 
crossed the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. Changes from the centerline identified in 
the Draft EIS resulted from improved information and are not considered new alternatives. 

Mitigation measures listed in Table 2.7-1 ofthe Final EIS would have applied to all 
alternatives unless otherwise noted. 

Preferred Alternative. The Preferred Alternative is described above under the decision. 

Proposed Action. The Proposed Action is the same as the Preferred Alternative except it 
would have completely followed Segment 4 instead of following Alternative 4G for a 
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portion of the segment. The route would have been approximately 9.1 miles and required 
a new ROW approximately 1 mile north of an existing utility corridor. Constraints in this 
subsection include steep slopes, unstable soils, and Retention and Partial Retention Visual 
Quality Objectives (VQOs). 

Route Alternatives Considered but Eliminated From 
Detailed Study 
Avoiding Caribou-Targhee National Forest. The Draft EIS considered an alternative 
route that avoided the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. It was identified as the 
"Southern WWE Corridor" (page 2-64 of the Draft EIS) and would have required crossing 
the Uinta-Wasatch-Cache National Forest in Utah. It was considered but eliminated from 
detailed study because it would not have met the Project Objectives by not connecting to 
the Populus or Borah Substations, would be located in densely populated areas of the 
northern Salt Lake metropolitan area, and was significantly longer than the Proposed 
Route. 

Offset from Proposed Route. An alternative route was also considered that followed the 
existing transmission line for 3 miles but offset by 1,500 feet before turning north towards 
the Proposed Route (page 2-68 of the Draft EIS). It generally followed the Proposed 
Route but somewhat south of it across the Forest. This alternative was not selected for 
detailed analysis because the route recommended by Forest staff was more feasible in 
regard to constructability and environmental impacts. 

Parallel 345-kV Powerline in North Canyon. An alternative route was considered that 
exactly paralleled the existing 345-kV powerline in North Canyon but offset by 1,500 feet 
to the north. This alignment was not considered in detail because the Forest staff 
determined that it unnecessarily impacted a substantial length ofNorth Canyon Creek and 
its associated AIZ. 

Alternative Circuit 
A second 500-kV circuit was originally proposed in Segment 4, including the portion on 
the Caribou-Targhee National Forest, but was dropped from consideration. A single 500-
kV circuit was instead proposed to reduce the ROW width from 300 feet to 250 feet; 
reduce the amount of land that would be disturbed for construction; reduce the amount 
needed for access roads; and replace the double-circuit structures with smaller single
circuit structures, which also allows for the option of helicopter installation of the 
transmission structures. 

Alternatives to a Transmission Line 
Existing Transmission Systems. The Project is needed to supplement existing 
transmission lines in order to relieve operation limitations, increase capacity, and improve 
reliability in the existing electric transmission grid in the Applicants' service areas and for 
other interconnected systems. Therefore, the use of existing transmission systems was 
eliminated from further consideration for this Project. 
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Underground Transmission Technologies (Alternating Current [AC] and High-Voltage 
Direct Current [HVDC]). Underground cable system installation has historically been 
justifiable in terms of cost and reliability only in urban or metropolitan areas, and for 
limited distances. Because of the high cost of an underground line compared to overhead 
230-kV and 500-kV lines, unproven technology over long distances for 500-kV, reliability 
and reactive compensation issues for long installations, and increased land disturbance, 
the alternative of placing the 230-kV or 500-kV Gateway West lines underground as 
either AC or DC was not considered feasible for the Project. 

Electrical Load and Demand-Side Management/Energy Conservation. Reducing energy 
use through customer energy conservation or application of more efficient technologies 
was not considered in detail in the EIS, as these options would not meet the purpose and 
need of the Project as described in Chapter 1 of the Final EIS. Under the regulations of 
the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC), the Applicants are obligated to 
expand their transmission system to provide the requested firm transmission service, and 
to construct and place in service sufficient capacity to reliably deliver resources to 
network and native load customers as provided in their Open Access Transmission Tariff 
(OATT) under Sections 15.4, 28.2, and 28.3.1 Additional details about federal oversight 
of transmission planning are provided in Section 1.3.2 of the Final EIS. 

Distributed Generation Options. The most common distributed generation resources 
technologies include solar photovoltaics, energy storage devices (e.g., batteries), micro 
turbines, mini wind turbines, and fuel cells. Such resources did not meet the agencies' 
purpose and need, which is to analyze the Applicants' application for a utility-scale 
transmission system across federal lands, and therefore were eliminated from further 
consideration for this Project. 

ENVIRONMENTALLY PREFERABLE ALTERNATIVE 

The environmentally preferable alternative is the alternative that "will best promote the 
national environmental policy as expressed in NEPA's section 101 (42 U.S.C. 4321). 
Ordinarily, the environmentally preferable alternative is that which causes the least harm 
to the biological and physical environment; it also is the alternative which best protects 
and preserves historic, cultural, and natural resources" (36 CFR 220.3). For this Project, 
the environmentally preferable alternative is the No Action Alternative. As described 
earlier, the No Action Alternative analyzed in the EIS is the predicted result ofthe denial 
ofthe Applicants' request for authorization. Under the No Action Alternative, the Project 
would not be constructed on federal lands. No Project-related impacts to vegetation, soils 
and wildlife species and other resources would occur. 

For the reasons detailed above for this decision, I did not select the environmentally 
preferable alternative; however, the Selected Alternative has been designed to avoid and 
minimize environmental impacts wherever possible, including through required mitigation 

1 FERC. 2008. Order-890, Pro Forma Open Access Transmission Tariff. Appendix C. 
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and monitoring, while still allowing the Project to be constructed and operated to meet the 
Applicants' purpose and need. 

FINDINGS REQUIRED WITH OTHER LAWS 

National Forest Management Act 
Consistency with the Forest Plan 

The Forest Service meets the requirements of the National Forest Management Act 
(NFMA) by ensuring decisions are consistent with the applicable Forest Plan, developed 
and approved consistent with the NFMA implementing regulations at 3 6 CFR part 219. 
The Caribou portion of the Caribou-Targhee National Forest is managed according to the 
Caribou Forest Plan. 

Analysis indicated that the uses approved by this decision would not be consistent with 
the existing Caribou Forest Plan; therefore, this decision also includes amendments to the 
Caribou Forest Plan. Appendix D provides explanation of how the amendment approved 
by this decision makes the approval of the Project consistent with the Forest Plan. 

Significance of the Forest Plan Amendments 

As provided by the NFMA implementing regulations at 36 CFR 219.17(b)(2), the plan 
amendments approved by this decision were completed in conformance with the 
provisions of the prior planning regulation, including its transition provisions (36 CFR 
part 219, published at 36 CFR parts 200 to 299, revised as of July 1, 2010). The prior 
planning regulation allows the responsible official to conduct amendments under the 1982 
planning regulations in effect prior to November 9, 2000 (36 CFR parts 200 to 299, 
revised as of July 1, 2000). The responsible officials elected to conduct the amendments 
relating to this Project under the 1982 planning regulations. Under those procedures, the 
Forest Supervisor of the plan to be amended must make a determination whether the 
amendment would result in a significant change in the plan. 

To make the determination of significance of the amendments, I considered the two 
circumstances that may cause a significant change to a land management plan provided in 
Forest Service Manual 1926.52 (Changes to the Land Management Plan that are 
Significant). The following is the result of my consideration: 

1. Changes that would significantly alter the long-term relationship between 
levels of multiple-use goods and services originally projected 

The Caribou Forest Plan establishes direction for the following desired future 
conditions: ecological processes and patterns, physical elements, biological 
elements, forest use and occupation. They reflect the relationship of multiple-use 
goods and services provided by the Caribou Forest Plan. Goals, as defined in the 
Caribou Forest Plan, reflect long-term outcomes of management activities; 
therefore, in determining the effects of the amendment on the long-term 
relationship between levels of multiple-use goods and services originally project, I 
considered effects of the amendment on the ability to achieve the goals associated 
with each of these desired conditions. Because the changes in multiple-use goods 
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and services would be the result of the implementation ofthe Project, I considered 
effects for the Project in making my determinations of effects to the multiple-use 
goods and services provided by the Forest Plan. 

Ecological Processes and Patterns 

The goals for ecological processes and patterns address properly functioning 
condition (vegetation appropriate for physical and biological processes), insects 
and diseases as natural disturbance agents, and the natural role of fire. 

The ability of the Forest to continue to provide for ecological processes and 
patterns is affected by the continued provision of the physical and biological 
elements necessary for those processes. As discussed below, I do not consider any 
potential changes in physical and biological elements resulting from the 
amendment to be significant. 

This amendment makes no change to management for insects and diseases as 
natural disturbance agents. 

Because of the nature of the Project, the natural role of fire will be affected by the 
management of the ROW. EPMs and the Fire Prevention and Suppression Plan 
(Appendix 0 of the POD) will reduce potential effects of fire that are not natural 
and due to management ofthe transmission line; however, the management of fire 
and reduction of potential for fire in the ROW will occur due to Western 
Electricity Coordinating Council's minimum reliability criteria for transmission 
lines. Because the requirement to manage conditions to reduce the potential for 
fire is limited to the small area affected by the ROW, and my decision does not 
affect fire management elsewhere on the Forest, I do not consider changes due to 
the amendment in the natural role of fire to be significant. 

Physical Elements 

The goals for physical elements address features of caves, soil productivity and 
soil erosion, air quality and emissions, land ownership, access, and uses, and 
minerals and geology. 

Caves were not identified as a resource affected by the Project on the Caribou
Targhee National Forest. 

The effects to soils are described above under the rationale for my decision. 
Because of the small area affected and EPMs and environmental protections, I do 
not consider the effect to have a significant effect on the Caribou Forest Plan's 
provision of soil productivity and soil erosion. 

As discussed below under the Air Quality Act, the Project will not affect the Forest 
Plan provisions on air quality. 

My decision makes no change to land ownership, public access, or uses currently 
provided by the Caribou Forest Plan. 

Goals for minerals and geology address mineral resources, paleontological 
resources, and reclamation of drastically disturbed sites. Per Section 3.12 of the 
Final EIS, no mineral resources are affected by the Project on the Caribou-Targhee 

16 • Record of Decision Gateway West Transmission Line Project 



Record of Decision 

National Fore st. Implementation of EPMs and the Paleontological Resources 
Protection Plan (Appendix J of the POD) will reduce impacts to paleontological 
resources. Drastically disturbed areas will be addressed per the Reclamation Plan 
(Appendix D ofthe POD). Because of the required EPMs and environmental 
protection plans, no significant change in the ability of the Forest to progress 
toward the goals for minerals and geology is expected by my decision. 

Biological Elements 

The goals for biological elements address watershed and riparian resources, 
vegetation resources, noxious weeds and invasive species, plant species diversity, 
special forest products, and wildlife. 

Approximately 26.4 acres of AIZs will be impacted. With the application of the 
Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan and the Reclamation, Revegetation, and 
Weed Management Plan, and site-specific crossing plans, the Project is not 
expected to result in a reduction or loss of function for the AIZ streams within the 
Project area. 

The Project will impact approximately 307 acres that include conifer forest, mixed 
conifer/deciduous forest, deciduous forest, shrubland, and other vegetation types 
(Section 3.6 of the Final EIS). All of these vegetation types, and thus the products 
they may provide, continue to be available elsewhere on the Forest. 

The Applicants will be required to adhere to all Forest Service requirements 
regarding weeds and invasive plant species for activities and uses on the Forest. 
The POD also includes EPMs and plans to reduce the potential for impacts from 
fire and noxious weeds. 

As described in Section 3. 7, there are no known occurrences of special status plant 
species along portion of the Project located on the Forest, and as required by 
TESPL-3, pre-construction surveys would be conducted in this area in order to aid 
in micrositing the Project outside of any areas where newly discovered or 
previously unknown populations may exist. 

Based on the analysis in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Final EIS, the Biological 
Evaluation, and the Biological Assessment, this decision will not result in changes 
to ecological conditions that would result in the inability to sustain viable 
populations of any species in the area managed under the Caribou Forest Plan. 

Forest Use and Occupation 

The goals for forest use and occupation address tribal coordination, facilities 
(buildings, water systems, and sewer systems), transportation (roads, trails, and 
access), recreation, scenic resources, and heritage resources. 

My decision does not affect tribal coordination. Tribal concerns will continue to 
be addressed per Executive Order 131 7 5, as described below. 

My decision does not affect occupation or existing facilities. It also makes no 
change to the provisions for transportation, except to authorize road construction, 
reconstruction, and access for the Applicants to construct and maintain the Project. 
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Areas within 375 feet of the edge of the ROW and within 500 feet of new 
permanent roads will now be managed as Roaded Natural. Because the Forest will 
continue to support the spectrum of recreational opportunities provided for by the 
Caribou Forest Plan, I do not consider this change significant. 

The Project will impact scenic resources where it crosses the Caribou-Targhee 
National Forest. Because the impact is limited to the area of the Project, I do not 
consider this a significant alteration to the ability of the Forest to provide for 
scenic resources per the Caribou Forest Plan goals . 

Cultural and historic resources will be protected through implementation of the 
environmental protection plan, Cultural Resources Protection and Management 
Measures, which will include measures based on the Programmatic Agreement 
regarding compliance with the National Historic Preservation Act (Appendix N of 
the Final EIS); the Programmatic Agreement itself; and the mitigation plan, 
Historic Properties Treatment Plan (Appendix C-1 ofthe Final EIS). 

Production of Commodity Resources 

The goals for production of commodity resources address grazing management 
and timber management. 

My decision does not affect authorization of livestock grazing on the Forest. 
Although rangeland pasture will be affected during construction, the acreage is 
small and will not make a significant change to the Forest's ability to continue to 
provide for livestock grazing. 

Although areas that may provide for timber production will be affected by the 
vegetation management required for the ROW, because the acreage is small and 
timber production will continue elsewhere on the Forest, I do not consider the 
change to be significant. 

2. Changes that may have an important effect on the entire land management 
plan or affect land and resources throughout a large portion of the planning 
area during the planning period. 

The Forest Plan amendment does not have an important effect on the entire land 
management plan. The changes to the Forest Plan are limited to those few 
standards and guidelines relating to the Project. No other changes to the Forest 
Plan are affected by this decision. This amendment will not have an important 
effect on the entire land management plan. 

The Forest Plan amendment does not have an effect on large portion of the 
planning area. The plan amendment approved by this decision applies primarily to 
the area of the corridor for the transmission line and associated areas of access for 
construction and maintenance. Approximately 356 acres will be affected by the 
amendment (the 9.4-mile-long by 250-foot-wide ROW, adjacent vegetation cut to 
reduce the straight edge, and access roads outside the corridor). Most of the uses, 
activities, and disturbances for which the amendments are needed will be within 
the corridor. The total acres affected by the amendment for the Caribou Forest 
Plan will be less than 0.00012 percent ofthe more than 3 million acres managed 
under the Caribou Forest Plan. This is not a large portion of the planning area. 
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The amendment to the Caribou Forest Plan will not significantly alter the long-term 
relationship between levels of multiple-use goods and services originally projected. 
Neither will the amendment have a significant effect on the entire land management plan 
or affect land and resources throughout a large portion of the planning area during the 
planning period. Based on the above, I have determined that the Forest Plan amendment 
approved by this decision is not significant. 

Endangered Species Act 
Under provisions of Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA, a federal agency that carries out, permits, 
licenses, funds, or otherwise authorizes an activity must consult with the U.S. Fish and 
Wildlife Service (USFWS) as appropriate to ensure the action is not likely to jeopardize 
the continued existence of any species listed as threatened or endangered. 

As lead federal agency, the BLM led the consultation with the USFWS; the Forest Service 
participated as applicable for issues on NFS lands. The biological assessment (BA) was 
completed for the Applicants' entire proposal and thus includes the Forest Service uses 
approved by this decision. Effects on threatened or endangered species are disclosed in 
Section 3.11 of the Final EIS and more specifically in the BA. 

Canada lynx is the only species analyzed in the BA that occurs in the project area on the 
Forest. The determination of"may affect, not likely to adversely affect" was made due 
primarily to the fact that the transmission line crosses two linkage routes, one of which is 
on the Fore st. 

The BA was submitted to the USFWS on April25, 2013. The Biological Opinion was 
issued by the USFWS on September 12, 2013. 

Clean Air Act 
Analysis for effects to air quality is in Section 3.20 of the Final EIS. 

There is no known phase or activity to be conducted during the Project that is not 
consistent with current air quality plans in Idaho or Wyoming. 

Neither the construction nor operations phase of the Project is expected to do the 
following: 1) exceed state or federal general conformity thresholds; 2) cause any adverse 
impacts to air quality related values; 3) cause any adverse impact to air quality-related 
values in a federal Class I area or state wilderness area, because emissions impacts will be 
primarily confined to within 1,000 feet ofthe centerline ofthe corridor for the Project 
Preferred Routes, and no Class I areas are within this distance; or 4) exceed the Prevention 
of Significant Deterioration emissions thresholds of250 tons per year of any attainment 
pollutant. 

Neither the construction nor operations phase of the Project is expected to do the 
following: 1) contribute to any new violation of any state or federal ambient air quality 
standard in the Project area, 2) interfere with the maintenance or attainment of any state or 
federal ambient air quality standard in the Project area, 3) increase the frequency or 
severity of any existing violations of any state or federal ambient air quality standard in 
the Project area, or 4) delay the timely attainment of any standard, interim emission 
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reduction, or other air quality milestone promulgated by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency or state air quality agency. 

Considering the Project Preferred Routes location, and the fact that the impacts from 
construction and/or operations would occur overwhelmingly within the corridor, no 
impacts are expected to sensitive receptors. 

The activities are exempt from or have no applicable requirements for the other major 
regulatory programs relating to the Clean Air Act: National Emission Standards for 
Hazardous Air Pollutants, Title IV (Acid Rain), Title V (Operating Permits), and 
comprehensive conformity analysis for nonattainment areas. 

Violations of the National Ambient Air Quality Standards resulting from Project 
construction and operations are not anticipated. 

The construction activities will comply with the applicable state fugitive dust control 
requirements through implementation ofEPMs for dust control, included in the POD. 

Safe Drinking Water Act 
Potential impacts of the Project Preferred Routes on drinking water sources (i.e., wells, 
springs, and shallow groundwater) were determined to be low (Section 3.16 ofthe Final 
EIS). The greatest risk to water wells of any use would be from damage that could occur 
during blasting of shallow bedrock. Described in detail in Section 3.16 of the Final EIS, 
potable wells are in the analysis areas for Segments 4 and 4G. Shallow groundwater 
underlies over half of the potable wells in Segment 4, but only 8 are within 200 feet of 
shallow bedrock where blasting may be necessary. The Applicants' Blasting Plan (as 
required by EPM BLA-1) requires that damage to nearby wells would be repaired or 
replaced. 

Clean Water Act 
Clean Water Act (CWA; 33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq., formerly the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act of 1972) was enacted with the intent of restoring and maintaining 
the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the waters ofthe United States. The 
CW A requires states to set standards to protect, maintain, and restore water quality 
through the regulation of point source and certain non-point source discharges to surface 
water. The CWA also requires the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to administer permits 
for dredge or fill in waters ofthe United States. Pursuant to Section 401 ofthe federal 
CW A, any permit or license issued by a federal agency for an activity that may result in a 
discharge into waters ofthe United States requires certification from the state in which the 
discharge originates. 

The Forest Service Preferred Routes on the Caribou-Targhee National Forest will include 
4 perennial stream crossings and 5 intermittent channel crossings. As described in Section 
3.16 of the Final EIS, the Project will meet Idaho water quality standards through the 
application of the Spill Prevention, Containment, and Countermeasures Plan and the 
Reclamation, Revegetation, and Maintenance Plan. Construction is not expected to result 
in a reduction or loss of function for the streams within the Project area, due to the 
revegetation efforts and the measures to restrict sedimentation input to waterbodies. 
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There are no Total Maximum Daily Load or 303(d) listed streams located on the Caribou
Targhee National Forest that will be crossed by access roads. 

The Applicants will be required to obtain and comply with all federal and state permits 
required under the CW A. 

Executive Order 11988 (Floodplains) and Executive 
Order 11990 (Wetlands) 
The Project has been designed to comply with the requirements of EO 11988 (Floodplain 
Management), EO 11990 (Wetland Protection), and Sections 401 and 404 of the Clean 
Water Act (see Sections 3.9 and 3.16 ofthe Final EIS). 

EO 11988 requires federal agencies to avoid to the extent possible the long- and short
term adverse impacts associated with the occupancy and modification of floodplains and 
to avoid direct and indirect support of floodplain development wherever there is a 
practicable alternative. EO 11990 requires the agencies take action to minimize 
destruction, loss, or degradation of wetlands and to preserve and enhance the natural and 
beneficial values of wetlands. 

Described in Section 3.9 of the Final EIS, approximately 4.4 mapped acres ofwetlands 
and riparian areas are on the Caribou-Targhee National Forest in the analysis area with 
several crossings ofthe Project. Construction will impact approximately 26.4 acres of 
AIZs on the Caribou-Targhee National Forest. EO 11990 will be met by the 
implementation of the POD, which includes EPMs that will minimize impacts that could 
occur to wetlands and the Framework Reclamation Plan to reclaim and revegetate 
disturbed areas that are not occupied by permanent Project facilities. 

National Historic Preservation Act 
Section 106 (16 U.S.C. 470f) ofthe National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) requires 
federal agencies to take into account the effect of their undertakings on any district, site, 
building, structure, or object that is included in, or is eligible for, inclusion in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP). As lead federal agency, BLM initiated Section 106 
consultation with the Idaho and Wyoming State Historic Preservation Offices (SHPOs) in 
March 2008. To achieve compliance with Section 106, a Programmatic Agreement 
(Appendix N of the Final EIS) has been developed that outlines the stipulations that will 
be followed concerning the identification, assessment, and treatment of cultural resources 
for the Project in accordance with the federal regulations for the implementation of 
Section 106 (36 CFR 800.15(b)). Signatories ofthe Programmatic Agreement include the 
authorized representatives for the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation, Forest 
Service, SHPOs, and Applicants. The Programmatic Agreement was executed on 
September 12, 2013. 

Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Executive Order 13186 
Agency responsibility for the protection of migratory birds is found in the Migratory Bird 
Treaty Act (MBT A) and EO 13186. The analysis conducted in the Final EIS and required 
mitigation measures support Project compliance with the MBTA and EO 13186. Potential 

Gateway West Transmission Line Project Record of Decision • 21 



Record of Decision 

impacts to migratory birds from construction and operations of the Project, as well as the 
EPMs that will be implemented to comply with the MBTA and EO 13186, are discussed 
in detail in Section 3.10 ofthe Final EIS. 

Executive Order 12898 - Environmental Justice 
The analysis in Section 3.5 ofthe Final EIS suggests the potential presence of minority, 
low income, or tribal populations or communities in the vicinity of the Project Preferred 
Routes; however, construction of the proposed Project is not expected to have high and 
adverse human health or environmental effects on nearby communities. The visual 
resources analysis found that there would be some areas of high impact where residential 
areas are located in the vicinity. 

While these potential impacts exist, the Project overall does not appear to exhibit 
systematic bias toward placing the Project in minority, low-income, or tribal communities. 
The major factors influencing siting are described in Chapter 2 of this Final EIS. Potential 
environmental justice populations are not expected to be disproportionately affected by 
the impacts associated with the Project. 

Executive Order 13175 
The United States has a unique legal relationship with American Indian tribal 
governments as set forth in the Constitution of the United States, treaties, executive 
orders, federal statutes, federal policy, and tribal requirements, which establish the 
interaction that must take place between federal and tribal governments. An important 
basis for this relationship is the trust responsibility of the United States to protect tribal 
sovereignty, self-determination, tribal lands, tribal assets and resources, and treaty and 
other federally recognized and reserved rights. Government-to-government consultation 
is the process of seeking, discussing, and considering views on policy, and/or, in the case 
of this Project, environmental and cultural resource management issues. 

In compliance with Section 106 ofthe NHPA (as amended) and the ACHP's revised 
regulations (36 CFR part 800), the BLM initiated government-to-government consultation 
with seven Native American Tribes in the Project area in April 2008. The consultation 
was conducted to inform the various Tribes of the proposed undertaking and solicit their 
concerns and/or comments regarding the possible presence of TCPs or places of cultural, 
traditional, or religious importance to the Tribes in the proposed Project area. 

Table 5.2-2 in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS lists the Native American Tribes that have been 
contacted and summarizes the concerns they have raised to date and the status of 
consultation. Discussion with all of the Tribes has been ongoing. 

ADMINISTRATIVE REVIEW 

Administrative review of decision to authorize Applicants' uses of NFS lands. This 
decision to authorize the Applicants' uses on NFS lands is subject to administrative 
review pursuant to 36 CFR part 215 (appeal process). Individuals or organizations who 
submitted comments during the Draft EIS comment period specified at 215.6 may appeal 
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this decision to authorize the Applicants' uses on NFS lands. Interest expressed or 
comments provided on this project prior to or after the close of the comment period do not 
have standing for appeal purposes. The notice of appeal of the decision to authorize the 
Applicants' uses on NFS lands must meet the appeal content requirements at 36 CFR 
215.14. 

(1) Appellant's name and address(§ 215.2), with a telephone number, if available; 

(2) Signature or other verification of authorship upon request (a scanned signature 
for electronic mail may be filed with the appeal); 

(3) When multiple names are listed on an appeal, identification of the lead 
appellant(§ 215.2) and verification of the identity of the lead appellant upon 
request; 

(4) The name ofthe project or activity for which the decision was made, the name 
and title of the Responsible Official, and the date of the decision; 

(5) The regulation under which the appeal is being filed, when there is an option to 
appeal under either this part or part 251, subpart C (§ 215.11 (d)); 

(6) Any specific change(s) in the decision that the appellant seeks and rationale for 
those changes; 

(7) Any portion(s) of the decision with which the appellant disagrees, and 
explanation for the disagreement; 

(8) Why the appellant believes the Responsible Official's decision failed to 
consider the substantive comments; and 

(9) How the appellant believes the decision specifically violates law, regulation, or 
policy. 

Administrative review of decision to amend the Caribou Forest Plan. This decision to 
amend the Caribou Forest Plan is subject to administrative review pursuant to 36 CFR part 
219.17 (b )(3 ), which provides use of the "optional appeal procedures" provided for in the 
prior planning regulation (36 CFR part 219, published at 36 CFR parts 200 to 299, revised 
as of July 1, 2010) and published at 54 FR 3357 (January 23, 1989), as amended at 54 FR 
13807 (AprilS, 1989); 54 FR 34509 (August 21, 1989); 55 FR 7895 (March 6, 1990); 56 
FR 4918 (February 6, 1991); 56 FR 46550 (September 13, 1991); and 58 FR 58915 
(November 4, 1993). Other than Forest Service employees, any person or any non
Federal organization or entity may appeal this decision to amend the Caribou Forest Plan. 
The notice of appeal of the decision to amend the Caribou Forest Plan must meet the 
appeal content requirements in 54 FR 3357, as amended: 

(1) State that the document is a Notice of Appeal filed pursuant to 36 CFR part 
219; 

(2) List the name, address, and telephone number of the appellant; 

(3) Identify the decision about which the requester objects; 
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( 4) Identify the document in which the decision is contained by title and subject, 
date ofthe decision, and name and title ofthe Responsible Official (referred to as 
the Deciding Officer in 54 FR 3357); 

(5) Identify specifically that portion of the decision or decision document to which 
the requester objects; 

(6) State the reasons for objecting, including issues of fact, law, regulation, or 
policy, and, if applicable, specifically how the decision violates law, regulation, or 
policy; and 

(7) Identify the specific change(s) in the decision that the appellant seeks. 

Submission of appeals. An appeal of the decision to amend the Caribou Forest Plan, 
including attachments, must be filed within 45 days, beginning the date after the 
publication date of the notice of this decision in The Idaho State Journal, Pocatello, Idaho .. 
An appeal of the decision to authorize the Applicants' uses ofNFS lands, including 
attachments, must be filed within 45 days, beginning on the publication date of the notice 
of this decision in The Idaho State Journal, Pocatello, Idaho. The publication date in The 
Idaho State Journal, Pocatello, Idaho, newspaper of record, is the exclusive means for 
calculating the time to file an appeal. Those wishing to appeal this decision should not 
rely upon dates or timeframe information provided by any other source. 

The appeal must be filed (regular mail, fax, email, hand-delivery, or express delivery) 
with the Appeal Deciding Officer/ Appeal Reviewing Officer. Written appeals must be 
submitted to: Regional Forester, Appeal Deciding Officer/Appeal Reviewing Officer, 
Intermountain Regional Office, 324 25111 Street, Ogden, UT 84401. Appeals may also be 
hand delivered to the above address between the hours of 8:00AM and 4:30PM 
Mountain Time, Monday through Friday, excluding holidays. Appeals may also be 
submitted via fax at (801) 625-5277. Electronic appeals must be submitted in a format 
such as an email message, pdf, plain text (.txt), rich text format (.rtf), and Word (.doc or 
.docx) to appeals-intermtn-regional-office@fs.fed.us. The appeal must have an 
identifiable name attached or verification of identity will be required. A scanned 
signature may serve as verification on electronic appeals. 

Appeals, including attachments, must be filed within 45 days from the publication date of 
the notice of this decision in The Idaho State Journal, Pocatello, Idaho. The publication 
date in The Idaho State Journal, Pocatello, Idaho, newspaper of record, is the exclusive 
means for calculating the time to file an appeal. Those wishing to appeal this decision 
should not rely upon dates or timeframe information provided by any other source. 

Names and addresses of appellants will become part of the public record. 

IMPLEMENTATION DATE 

If no appeal is filed within the 45-day time period, implementation ofthe decision may 
occur on, but not before, 5 business days from the close of the appeal filing period. When 
appeals are filed, implementation may occur on, but not before, 15 days following the date 
of the last appeal disposition. 
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CONTACT PERSON 

For further information, contact Dennis Duehren, District Ranger, Montpelier Ranger 
District, Caribou-Targhee National Forest, 322 N. 4th, Montpelier, Idaho 83254. 

Brent Larson Date 

Forest Supervisor, Caribou-Targhee National Forest 
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APPENDIX A 
MAP OF THE PROJECT ON THE CARIBOU-TARGHEE NATIONAL 

FOREST 
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APPENDIX 8 
CARIBOU-TARGHEE NATIONAL FOREST IDAHO LEGAL 

DESCRIPTIONS 
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Boise Meridian 

USDA Forest Service- Caribou Targhee National Forest 
Boise Meridian - Idaho 

Transmission line ROW Segment 

4 T. 11 S., R. 41 E., sec. 36, SW1/4SE1/4; 
T. 12 S., R. 41 E., sec. 1, PB37; 

sec. 2, PB38; 
sec. 3, PB39; 

4 

4 

4 

T. 12 S., R. 42 E., sec. 3,S1/2SW1/4; 
sec. 4, NW1/4SW1/4, S1/2SW1/4, S1/2SE1/4; 
sec. 5, N1/2SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4; SE1/4SE1/4 
sec. 6, SE1/4NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4; 
sec. 6, Lots 5, 6; 
sec. 10, N1/2NE1/4, N1/2NW1/4; 
sec. 11, NW1/4NE1/4, S1/2NE1/4, N1/2NW1/4, 
SE1/4NW1/4; 
sec. 12, S1/2NE1/4, S1/2NW1/4, N1/2SE1/4; 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 

4 
4 

4 

Off-ROW Access Roads Segment 

4 T. 11 S., R. 41 E., sec. 25, S1/2SW1/4; 

T. 11 S., R. 42 E., 
T. 12 S., R. 41 E., 

T. 12 S., R. 42 E., 

sec. 27, E1/2NW1/4,E1/2SW1/4, SW1/4SE1/4; 
sec. 34, N1/2NE1/4; 
sec. 35, N1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4, W1/2NW1/4, 
SE1/4NW1/4, SE1/4SE1/4; 
sec. 36, W1/2NE1/4,W1/2SE1/4, E1/2NW1/4,E1/2SW1/4, 
NW1/4NW1/4, SW1/4SW1/4, SE1/4SE1/4 

4 
4 
4 

4 

sec. 31, Unsurveyed Protracted Block 48 4 
sec. 1, Unsurveyed Protracted Block 37 4 
sec. 2, Unsurveyed Protracted Block 38 4 
sec. 3, Unsurveyed Protracted Block 39 4 

sec. 3, S1/2NE1/4, S1/2SW1/4, SE1/4; 4 
sec.4, NW1/4SW1/4,S1/2SW1/4,S1/2SE1/4; 4 
sec.5,S1/2NW1/4,S1/2; 4 
sec. 6, S1/2NE1/4, SE1/4NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4, 4 
SW1/4SE1/4; 
sec. 6, Lots 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6; 4 

sec. 8, W1/2NE1/4, SE1/4NE1/4, E1/2NW1/4; 4 
sec. 9, NE1/4NW1/4, S1/2NE1/4,S1/2NW1/4; 4 
sec. 10, N1/2NE1/4, SW1/4NE1/4, NE1/4NW1/4, 4 
S1/2NW1/4, NE1/4SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4; 
sec. 11, NE1/4, NW1/4NW1/4, N1/2SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4; 4 
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sec. 12, SE1/4NE1/4, NW1/4NW1/4, S1/2NW1/4, 
N1/2SW1/4, N1/2SE1/4, SE1/4SW1/4; 

Temporary Construction Sites 

T. 11 S., R. 41 E., 
T. 12 S., R. 41 E., 
T. 12 S., R. 42 E., 

sec. 36,SE1/4SW1/4,SW1/4SE1/4; 
sec. 1, Unsurveyed Protracted Block 37 
sec. 2, SW1/4NW1/4; 
sec. 3, SE1/4NE1/4, NE1/4SE1/4; 
sec. 6, NE1/4SW1/4; 
sec. 6, Lots 5, 6; 

Permanent Off-ROW Facilities 

There are no Aliquots in this Field Office for this grant. 

4 

Segment 

4 
4 

4 
4 

4 
4 

B-2 • Record of Decision Gateway West Transmission Line Project 



Record of Decision 

APPENDIX C 
AMENDMENT TO THE CARIBOU NATIONAL FOREST REVISED 

LAND AND RESOURCE MANAGEMENT PLAN 
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Forest 
Plan 
Page Section Amendment (Changes in bold) 

N/A The ROW for the Gateway West Transmission Line Project as approved by 
this decision will be changed from Management Prescription Category 5 
(Prescription 5.2 Forest Vegetation Management), and Category 3 
(Prescription 3.2 Semi-Primitive Recreation), to Category 8 (Prescription 
8.l(b) Concentrated Development Area). 

3-20 General Vegetation, Guideline 5. Use methods of vegetation treatment that emulate natural 
Management disturbance and successional processes. This guideline does not apply to the 
Direction Gateway West Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 

3-26 General Wildlife- Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat. Standard 2: Snags with existing cavities 
Management or nests shall be the priority for retention. This standard does not apply to the 
Direction Gateway West Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 

3-26 General Wildlife- Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat. Guideline 2: Hard-snag densities for 
Management various biological potentials should be approximately as follows by forest type. 
Direction Biological potentials for woodpeckers were determined through analysis during 

the Targhee RFP (1 997) and are incorporated in Table 3.3 below. The analysis 
area for calculating biological potential for woodpeckers should usually be the 
specific management prescription area polygon . Smaller areas can be used when 
identified for site-specific projects. This guideline does not apply to the 
Gateway West Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 

3-27 General Wildlife- Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat. Guideline 3: Retain live trees for future 
Management snag recruitment using guidelines in Table 3.4. This guideline does not apply to 
Direction the Gateway West Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 

3-30 General Goshawk Nesting Territories. Standard and Guideline I: The management 
Management standards and guidelines in Table 3.5 below apply to all forest types within 
Direction active and historic goshawk nesting territories. This standard and guideline does 

not apply to the ROW or approved access roads for the Gateway West 
Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 

3-38 General Access, Guideline 1: The construction of new or maintenance of existing, 
Management motorized and non-motorized access routes should be consistent with the ROS 
Direction class in which they are located. This guideline does not apply to the Gateway 

West Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 
3-40 General Recreation, Guideline 4. Projects should be planned and implemented to meet the 

Management Recreation Opportunity Spectrum (ROS) as depicted on the Forest ROS map. The 
Direction area within 375 feet of the edge of the ROW and within 500 feet of new 

permanent roads for the Gateway West Transmission Line project as 
approved by this decision will be managed for an ROS class of Roaded 
Natural. 

3-40 General Scenic Resources, Standard I: Objectives for scenery (either VQOs or SlOs) shall 
Management be met along Scenic or Historic Byways, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and other 
Direction sensitive travel routes and special emphasis areas. This standard does not apply 

to the Gateway West Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 
3-40 General Scenic Resources, Guideline 2: Until the Scenery Management System is fully 

Management implemented, projects should be planned and implemented to meet the Visual 
Direction Quality Objectives (VQOs) as displayed on the Forest VQO map. This guideline 

does not apply to the Gateway West Transmission Line project approved by 
this decision. 

4-50 Management Wildlife, Standard I: Snags shall be maintained at ~ 80 percent of biological 
Prescription potential for woodpeckers (See Tables 3.4 and 3.5). This standard does not 
Category 2, apply to the control of tall-growing vegetation in the ROW corridor for the 
Prescription Gateway West Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 
2.8.3 
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APPENDIX D 
FOREST PLAN CONSISTENCY PROVIDED BY THE AMENDMENT 
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Forest Plan Amended Management Direction Effects of Amendment on Project Consistency_ 
The ROW for the Gateway West Transmission Line The management prescription for the ROW will be 
Project as approved by this decision will be changed changed to Prescription 8.1 - Concentrated 
from Management Prescription Category 5 Development Area to allow the Gateway West 
(Prescription 5.2 Forest Vegetation Management), Transmission Line Project. This meets Transportation 
Category 3 (Prescription 3.2 Semi-Primitive and Utility Corridors, Standard I . "Existing and 
Recreation), and Category 2 (Prescription 2.8.2 proposed rights-of-way of the following types shall be 
Aquatic Influence Zone) to Category 8 (Prescription designated as corridors (Rx 8.1 ) ... Electric 
8.1(b) Concentrated Development Area). transmission lines of 66K V and greater, including 

fiberoptics." 
Vegetation, Guideline 5. Use methods of vegetation The management prescription for the ROW will be 
treatment that emulate natural disturbance and changed to Prescription 8.1 -Concentrated 
successional processes. This guideline does not apply Development Area. Lands in this prescription "are 
to the Gateway West Transmission Line project likely to be permanently altered by human activities 
approved by this decision. beyond the level needed to maintain natural appearing 

landscapes and ecological processes" 
Wildlife- Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat. Standard 2: The management prescription for the ROW will be 
Snags with existing cavities or nests shall be the priority changed to Prescription 8.1 -Concentrated 
for retention. This standard does not apply to the Development Area. Maintaining biological potential for 
Gateway West Transmission Line project approved woodpeckers is not a consideration in Prescription 8.1. 
by this decision. 

Wildlife- Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat. Guideline 2: 
Hard-snag densities for various biological potentials 
should be approximately as follows by forest type. 
Biological potentials for woodpeckers were determined 
through analysis during the Targhee RFP (1997) and are 
incorporated in Table 3.3 below. The analysis area for 
calculating biological potential for woodpeckers should 
usually be the specific management prescription area 
polygon. Smaller areas can be used when identified for 
site-specific projects. This guideline does not apply to 
the Gateway West Transmission Line project 
approved by this decision. 

Wildlife- Snag/Cavity Nesting Habitat. Guideline 3: 
Retain live trees for future snag recruitment using 
guidelines in Table 3.4. This guideline does not apply 
to the Gateway West Transmission Line project 
approved by this decision. 
Goshawk Nesting Territories. Standard and Guideline 1: Permit the Gateway West Transmission Line with 
The management standards and guidelines in Table 3.5 required mitigation. Standards and Guidelines for 
below apply to all forest types within active and historic goshawk habitat will not apply within the ROW 
goshawk nesting territories. This standard and corridor or to approved access roads provided 
guideline does not apply to the ROW or approved mitigation measures are implemented. 
access roads for the Gateway West Transmission Line 
project as approved by this decision. 
Access, Guideline I: The construction of new or The area within the ROW will be converted 
maintenance of existing, motorized and non-motorized automatically to Roaded Natural when the ROW is 
access routes should be consistent with the ROS class in designated as Prescription 8.1 . The area within 375 feet 
which they are located. This guideline does not apply of the edge of the ROW and within 500 feet of new 
to the Gateway West Transmission Line project permanent roads will be changed to Roaded Natural. 
approved by this decision. 
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Forest Plan Amended Management Direction Effects of Amendment on Project Consistency 
Recreation, Guideline 4. Projects should be planned and The area within the ROW would be converted 
implemented to meet the Recreation Oppmiunity automatically to Roaded Natural when the ROW is 
Spectrum (ROS) as depicted on the Forest ROS map. designated as Prescription 8.1. The area within 375 feet 
The area within 375 feet of the edge of the ROW and of the edge of the ROW and within 500 feet of new 
within 500 feet of new permanent roads for the permanent roads will be changed to Roaded Natural. 
Gateway West Transmission Line project as approved 
by this decision will be managed for an ROS class of 
Roaded Natural. 
Scenic Resources, Standard 1: Objectives for scenery The management prescription for the ROW will be 
(either VQOs or SIOs) shall be met along Scenic or changed to Prescription 8.1 -Concentrated 
Historic Byways, Wild and Scenic Rivers, and other Development Area to allow the Gateway West 
sensitive travel routes and special emphasis areas. This Transmission Line Project. Prescription 8.1 does not 
standard does not apply to the Gateway West contain retention or partial retention. 
Transmission Line project approved by this decision. 

Scenic Resources, Guideline 2: Until the Scenery 
Management System is fully implemented, projects 
should be planned and implemented to meet the Visual 
Quality Objectives (VQOs) as displayed on the Forest 
VQO map. This guideline does not apply to the 
Gateway West Transmission Line project approved 
by this decision. 
Prescription 2.8.3, Wildlife, Standard 2: Snags shall be Permit the control of tall-growing vegetation in the 
maintained at::>: 80 percent of biological potential for ROW corridor to result in snags not meeting the 
woodpeckers (See Tables 3.4 and 3.5). This standard requirement of 80 percent of biological potential for 
does not apply to the control of tall-growing woodpeckers. 
vegetation in the ROW corridor for the Gateway West 
Transmission Line pro.ject approved by this decision. 
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APPENDIX E 
RESPONSE TO COMMENTS ON THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL 

IMPACT STATEMENT 
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Letter# Owner Organization Comment Response 
100674 Julie Randell National As acknowledged in the DEIS Addendum, the proposed alternative routes will The analysis discloses that grazing is one of the many 

Audubon Society have a direct impact while adding to the devastating cumulative effects of activities contributing to cumulative effects on sage-
-Prairie Falcon overgrazing in almost all of the areas of the alternative routes in southern grouse. Habitat loss, particularly from fire, is the major 
Society Idaho.PF A believes livestock grazing (overgrazing) is the number one issue facing factor in sage-grouse habitat loss. Refer to Appendix J of 

Greater Sage-grouse conservation in Idaho. Overgrazing contributes to huge losses the FEIS for the full impact discussion. Also see the 
of Sage-grouse and other sagebrush obligate species, due to loss and degradation revised mitigation package attached to this ROD. 
of native habitat and important watersheds. Below is an excerpt from PF A's 
scoping comments to BLM's Sage-grouse Planning Strategy. When PF A refers to 
the word "overgrazing", we are talking about the impacts of grazing on public land 
over a long period of time, one hundred years or more in most cases. During most 
of that time period of that time, there was not adequate monitoring and oversight 
by BLM, USFS, and State Lands Commission, agencies that were set up 
specifically to protect public land.Below is a list of impacts PF A members have 
observed and documented over the last twenty or more years (in the Burley BLM 
Field Office and the Sawtooth National Forest, Minidoka Ranger District and now, 
Jarbidge BLM Field Office). These are concerns we have for sage steppe habitat 
overgrazed by livestock on public land. We are not all scientists or biologists, but 
we have worked to learn as much as we can about issues and impacts by livestock 
as well as properly functioning ecosystems. Grazing in sage-steppe habitat causes:-
Soil erosion and compaction (we believe in most cases, the degree of severity is 
limited only by topography);-Loss of mesic and riparian areas;-Loss of riparian 
vegetation and bank integrity;-Gulley and wash formation;-Lowering of the water 
table;-Dysfunctional watersheds;-Invasive weeds and grasses;-Loss of mosses and 
biotic soils;-Loss of native vegetation such as forbs, shrubs, trees, and grasses;-
Loss of ground cover, including little or no litter in many areas;-Trampling of 
nesting and brooding areas of ground nesting birds including Sage-grouse-Little or 
no understory in many areas;-Over-utilized crested-wheat seedings;-Plant 
pedestalling, surrounding bare ground, and exposed roots;-Large areas of open and 
connecting bare ground;-Large "sacrifice" areas near streams, springs, seeps, and 
water developments (improvements?);-Stagnant water in impoundments, troughs, 
etc. that may harbor mosquitos and thus WestNile Virus;-Loss of water quality, silt 
and pollution (introduction oflivestock feces and urine);-Fencing unfriendly to 
wildlife, netting and many strand fencing still found on BLM and USForest lands;-
Loss of native habitat to wildfire and encouraging repeated fire cycle;-Loss of 
reseeded areas, bums and vegetation treatment projects by allowing livestock back 
before plants have sufficient growth to survive (two full years or less);-Grazing in 
early spring, late winter, prolonged wet seasons, and year round;-lnsufficient cover 
for wildlife;-Frequent aerial gunning (observed and documented by PF A members 
in Burley F.O.);-Failure to rehabilitate pipelines and bums (invasive weeds, 
grasses and bare ground). We have also observed and documented many of the 
adverse impacts from infrastructure and roads through Sage-grouse habitat sited in 
this DEIS Addendum, e.g. the introduction of invasive weeds and grasses in 
disturbed areas with continued grazing even with reseeding and restoration.As 
stated above, our concerns about vegetation treatments and burns are valid. as we 
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have observed and documented what happens after treatments when grazing is 
allowed back at two years or sooner. We believe BLM and the USFS must not 
allow grazing until after a much longer period of time, five to ten years. This 
allows for a more permanent restoration to counter invasive grasses, weeds and 
wildfire and saves taxpayers' dollars. 

100674 Julie Randell National In Conclusion, the DEIS Addendum acknowledges direct, indirect, and cumulative You comment that the project is unacceptable despite 
Audubon Society impacts to Greater Sage-grouse, but at the same time draws the conclusion that proposed off-site mitigation is noted. Additional 
-Prairie Falcon because of purpose and need, the project should proceed despite the severity of mitigation has been developed following comments on 
Society these impacts. It also promotes the use of tactics such as off-site mitigation and if the FEIS. 

need be alter and/or amend current BLM RMPs and Forest Plans, such as the 
Kemmerer RMP, to fit the project's need instead of protecting wildlife habitat. This 
is unacceptable to us 

' 
100692 Frank Owyhee Citizens 3) 2009 lawsuit filed in U.S. District Court for the Northern District of California Studies to reevaluate the WWE corridor are being 

Bachman, Task Force against the Department oflnterior et al. reached a settlement agreement on July conducted as part of the land management planning 
Ernie 3rd, 2012. SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT Plaintiffs The Wilderness Society, process, as required by the settlement agreement. Where 
Breuer, Leah BARK, Center for Biological Diversity, Defenders of Wildlife, Great Old Broads feasible, the Gateway West route and alternatives follow 

I D. Osborn, for Wilderness, Klamath- Siskiyou Wildlands Center, National Parks Conservation existing transmission lines; many of these are also in the 
Robyn C. Association, National Trust for Historic Preservation, Natural Resources Defense WWE corridor. The EIS identifies the routes that are 
Thompson Council, Oregon Natural Desert Association, Sierra Club, Southern Utah within or adjacent to a WWE corridor. Segment IW 

Wilderness Alliance, Western Resource Advocates, Western Watersheds Project, follows an existing transmission line and is also within a 
and County of San Miguel, Colorado ("Plaintiffs"), and Federal Defendants United WWE corridor on federal land. This route is part of the 
States Department of the Interior ("DOl"), Kenneth L. Salazar, Secretary of the Wyoming Governor's greater sage-grouse corridor 
Interior; United States Bureau of Land Management ("BLM");Robert Abbey, network. A driving force in establishing the Governor' s 
Director, BLM; United States Department of Agriculture; Tom Vilsack, Secretary corridors was the need to concentrate development, rather 
of Agriculture; United States Forest Service ("FS");Tom Tidwell, Chief of the than create new disturbance across the landscape. 
Forest Service; United States Department ofEnergy("DOE");and Steven Chu, Therefore, these corridors follow existing lines. In order 
Secretary of Energy ("Defendants")( collectively the "Parties"). This 20-page to be consistent with the Governor's sage-grouse policy, 
agreement provides for "addressing periodic corridor reviews". "The objectives of the new line must be with the Governor's corridor in sage-
these settlement provisions are to ensure that future revision, deletion, or addition grouse core habitat. This will be the case regardless of 
to the system of corridors designated pursuant to section 368 of EP Act consider whether this is a WWE corridor or not; therefore, any 
the following general principles: location of corridors in favorable landscapes, change to WWE corridor would not change the location 
facilitation of renewable energy projects where feasible, avoidance of of Segment I W. The environmental effects associated 
environmentally sensitive areas to the maximum extent practicable, diminution of with all routes are fully analyzed in this EIS regardless of 
the proliferation of dispersed rights-of-way ("ROWs") crossing the landscape, and whether they are within the WWE corridor or not. The 
improvement of the long-term benefits of reliable and safe energy transmission. In Preferred Route on the Caribou-Targhee NF is not in a 
addition, revisions, deletions, or additions to section 368 corridors are to be made WWE corridor. 
through an open and transparent process incorporating consultation and robust 
opportunities for engagement by tribes, states, local governments, and other 
interested parties." 

100808 Tom Barnes Obviously there will be miles of dirt roads. What is the plan for dust control that Refer to Section 3.20.2.2 for a discussion on controlling 
seems to be a huge environmental issue? Reason for the question I am associated dust. AIR-5 states: " Dust suppression techniques will be 
with a company that makes a product additive to concrete powder which greatly applied, such as watering construction areas or removing 
assists in the binding benefits when ti lied into the dirt or road base material. Is dirt tracked onto a paved road as necessary to prevent 
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there a contact you may forward to me that I may meet to introduce the product. safety hazards or nuisances on access roads and in 
This product could have great benefits for the miles of roads associated with this construction zones near residential and commercial areas 

I project as well as other BLM, USFS and Land Use projects. Th is is a product from and along major highways and interstates." Also see 
Germany with great results over the past 20 years and not yet in the U.S. market. Appendix N to the Revised Plan of Development 

I 
(attached to the ROD) for additional details. The I 

proponents will be responsible for applying dust control 
materials, the applicable land management agency will 
need to approve of any chemicals used. 

100814 Katie Fite Western The full battery of private land wind developments all along the route must be The Preferred Route for the Gateway West transmission 
Watersheds fully examined. The Sawtooth Forest southern division has issued a series of line avoids the Sawtooth NF as well as preliminary 

Categorical Exclusions for wind MET towers in various sites north ofthe Nevada priority habitat for sage-grouse. Cumulative effects from 
route. Plus Gallaher Mountain and other Nevada areas have also been put forth as existing power generating sources are discussed in section 
wind development sites. Have there been rights-of-way for various energy 4.1 and effects from foreseeable generating 
activities issued in Wyoming, or the Project Footprint in Utah, as well? There is developments, including proposed transmission facilities, 
large-scale industrial wind in lands in eastern Idaho, and the American are discussed in section 4.2 of the EIS. The cumulative 
Falls/Rockland area. China Mountain (tabled for now) or similar projects and effects of these projects on listed species are also 
Gateway and the development/energy sprawl spawned could result in a significant discussed in the Biological Assessment (Appendix M of 
range perforation for sage-grouse, and significant declines in pygmy rabbit and the FEIS), as well as in the USFWS Biological Opinion, 
other wildlife as well. We are very concerned with potential wind energy which is included with the ROD. 
development in Wyoming in areas with sage-grouse populations, prairie dogs and 
even black-tailed ferret. It appears substation locations in some areas (like 
Wyoming) may be anticipating wind development, yet the full indirect and 
cumulative effects of all of this existing and potential development all along the 
path of Gateway and its alternatives have not been addressed. We Protest the 
failure to adequately analyze the potential cumulative effects of Gateway spawning 
more run amok wind development, as well as the cumulative effects of this 
foreseeable development on sage-grouse, sharptail grouse, pygmy rabbit and other 
sensitive, rare, T &E species habitats and populations. 

100814 Katie Fite Western BLM and the Forest must clearly state that impacts cannot be mitigated in many Mitigation plans are included in Appendix C of the FEIS. 
Watersheds segments of potential routes for this line. and this has not occurred. Following comments on the FEIS, the proponents have 

offered additional mitigation for direct and indirect 
effects. The FEIS disclosed that, even with the proposed 
mitigation, there would still be adverse impacts. For 
example, the fact that the effects on many KOPs would be 
high is disclosed in the effects analysis for each segment 
in Section 3.2.2. One of the reasons for completing an 
EIS is that the project would result in significant effects 
on the environment. 

- - -- ---
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100814 Katie Fite Western A SEIS must be prepared to provide a tremendous amount of information lacking Effects on Forest Service MIS species and on sensitive 

Watersheds in the SEIS for sage- grouse and all wildlife species habitats and populations, species are discussed in section 3.11 of the FEIS, as well 
including US Forest Service MIS species. We can only conclude that Idaho Power as in the Biological Evaluation (BE) prepared for each 
is rushing to get this EIS shoved through before public outrage at these expensive Forest affected by the Preferred Alternative. Effects on 
and environmentally damaging transmission projects escalates further. As soon as listed species are discussed in section 3.11 and Appendix 
an EIS process is completed, and a record of decision signed, Idaho Power could M of the FEIS, as well as in the USFWS's Biological 
turn around the day after, and essentially sell the right-of-way to another party. If Opinion (BO) . The BO and the enhanced mitigation 
full analysis is not conducted now, there is no hope that it ever will be adequately package are included in the ROD (see the response to the 
done. Foreign developers, energy speculators, or anyone else could buy the right- previous comment). Refer to Appendix E for habitat and 
of-way. Unless iron clad mitigation based on best available science and full current species maps. GIS habitat maps for additional species are 
baseline data is laid out and alternatives impacts clearly understood, there is no part of the project record and were available upon request 
way that impacts on species and their habitats will actually be minimized or to the public. The scope of the project (over 3,000 miles 
properly mitigated. of alternative routes analyzed) precludes including all 

possible information in the EIS. Although detailed 
baseline data are not available for all areas for all 
resources, sufficient data are available to assess the 
relative impacts between alternatives and provide 
decision-makers with sufficient data to make an informed 
decision on impacts of the various project alternatives 
would have on resources. 

100814 Katie Fite Western The EIS is inadequate in presenting information and analysis for black-footed Effects on listed species and other special status (MIS and 
Watersheds ferret, Canada lynx, Columbia spotted frog, gray wolf, grizzly bear, mountain BLM sensitive) species are discussed in Section 3.11. In 

plover, northern leopard frog, whooping crane, yellow-billed cuckoo, several addition, effects on Forest Service MIS and on sensitive 
spring snails, rare Colorado river fish, and other habitats including those of Forest species are discussed in the Biological Evaluation (BE) 
MIS species. prepared for each Forest affected by the Preferred 

Alternative. Effects on listed species are discussed in the 
Biological Assessment in Appendix M of the FEIS, as 
well as in the USFWS's Biological Opinion (BO). The 
whooping crane is not in the Gateway West analysis area; 
therefore, it was not covered in the FEIS. 

100814 Katie Fite Western In Section 3-11, the EIS lumps many sensitive species (BLM and Forest). This is Analyzing effects on species based on habitat 
Watersheds greatly inadequate in addressing impacts, especially when Idaho Power hasn't requirements is a reasonable strategy often used in NEP A 

bothered to conduct site-specific surveys across all potential routes. Species are documents prepared for projects that cross large areas and 
lumped due to habitat requirements or life history traits. This is nonsense. EACH different habitat types. In addition to the analysis in 
of these species is a species of concern, and has specific habitat requirements. Section 3.11 , sensitive effects on Forest Service MIS and 

on sensitive species are discussed in the Biological 
Evaluation (BE) prepared for each Forest affected by the 
Preferred Alternative 

100814 Katie Fite Western EIS 3-11-55 to 58 has MIS species for only one two Forests. Sawtooth Forest MIS Section 3.11 of the FEIS clearly labels which Forest MIS 
Watersheds species - or any others impacted by any potential route must be considered. And is species (Medicine Bow, Sawtooth and/or Caribou) are 

there only one MIS species on the Caribou-Targhee? We Protest the failure to being analyzed. For example, page 3.11-55 discusses the 
clarify this. "American Martin (Medicine Bow Forest Plan MIS)" and 

page 3.11-56 discusses the "Northern Goshawk (Caribou 
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and Medicine Bow Forest Plan MIS)". We are unclear 
why the comment states that only Caribou NF MIS are 
included in the EIS. Note that not all MIS are discussed 
because some are not located in the analysis area. Refer 
to the Biological Evaluation (BE) prepared for each 
Forest for additional details. The BE is part of the project 
record and is available upon request. 

100814 Katie Fite Western All the EIS does here is leave the door wide open for Idaho Power (or whoever the We see no reason to assume that mitigation measures will 
Watersheds ROW might be sold to) to pressure BLM or the Forest to issue waivers. BLM, in be waived. As stated in Table 2. 7-1 in the FEIS , "There 

particular, does this all the time in Wyoming for Oil and Gas, and also issues is no exception process for NFS lands; all closure periods 
waivers for wind energy- as in Nevada Spring Valley Wind. In fact, the so-called will be adhered to." 
"mitigation measures"/avoidance periods have often been routinely waived for 
industry. The Forest leasing is typically overseen by BLM. So the EIS's that 
promised mitigation/avoidance really weren't worth the paper they were written 
on. 
Gateway's supposed "mitigation measures or "EPMs" and other readily waived 
non-protections. The DEIS states" "a list of all state and federal restrictions can be 
found in Appendix I; the Project would be required to comply with all agency 
timing restrictions unless an exception is granted by Agencies". This leaves the 
door wide open for Idaho Power to exert political pressures through backroom 
methods and get any supposed mitigation and protections promised to the public 
cast aside as the project is built and operated. Not only are the Gateway FEIS 

I mitigations are greatly inadequate and do not take into account the increasingly 
dire straits many of these species are now in -like native raptors, migratory birds 
and sage-grouse. they can be waived at any time. We Protest this. 

100814 Katie Fite Western There is a great disparity in MFP-RMP and Forest Plan ages and thus of This comment is part of the WWP's Protest ofBLM plan 
Watersheds consideration of ACEC or other protections for special, unique or rare areas, amendments. Please refer to the BLM's official response 

especially in sagebrush habitats, in a modern day context. As part of this process, to the protest. In regards to the age of Forest Plans, all 
full surveys must be conducted, and areas with exceptional value completely three plans were completed in 2003 (the Sawtooth Plan 
avoided, as well as Land Use Plans amended to provide RMP protections such as was Amended in 2012). 
ACEC status. We Protest the failure to do so. 

100814 Katie Fite Western Plus the line would increase predation and level of predatory harassment. The EIS Increased predation due to ravens is discussed in Section 
Watersheds describes raven problems- it is our direct observation that livestock grazing 3.10 of the FEIS. Grazing allotments within the analysis 

activities significantly increase raven presence- especially during nesting season. area are discussed in Section 3.18.1.5. The adverse 
Example: Jarbidge BLM where extensive supplement feeding is permitted by impacts to wildlife due to grazing are discussed in 
BLM, and ravens lured to supplements. Dead livestock, afterbirth and other carrion Sections 3 .I 0 and 3. 11. Conducting a detailed analysis of 
across grazed BLM and Forest land provide abundant food, as well. We have also grazing across a thousand miles of rangeland is beyond 
observed ravens flipping over cattle manure to eat insects underneath. Reduction in the scope of this EIS. The BLM is currently conducting 
grass heights and simplification of sagebrush structure from livestock breaking or an analysis of grazing levels under a 2011 court decision. 
eating shrubs also decreases protective cover and makes more vulnerable to This includes amending 16 land management plans in 6 
predation of all types. So all components oflivestock use negatively impact sage- western states based on the new analysis where 
grouse, and are part of the serious direct, indirect and adverse impacts that must be appropriate. 
considered. Significant mitigation of all of these effects- not just sticking shiny 
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objects on a very limited area offence must be undertaken. We Protest the failure 
to conduct this analysis. 

100814 Katie Fite Western The EIS has no basis for its claim that after a hodgepodge of mitigation, the project Refer to the USFWS's Biological Opinion included in this 
Watersheds would be "not likely to contribute to a trend toward federal listing or loss of ROD for a confirmation of this conclusion. Refer to 

viability for GSG" or other sensitive BLM and Forest species. Several of the Appendix C-3 (Sage-Grouse Avoidance, Minimization, 
potential routes in Wyoming and Idaho and by Nevada would pierce and and Mitigation Plan), Appendix J-1 (Sage-Grouse Impact 
permanently alter and degrade significant less disturbed habitats. Analysis), Appendix J-2 (Habitat Equivalency Analysis) 

of the FEIS, as well as the revised mitigation plan 
included with the ROD. Note that no land in Nevada is 
crossed by the Project. ! 

100814 Katie Fite Western In all of these Forest and BLM land Use Plans, the EIS fails to provide adequate Although detailed baseline data is not available for all 
Watersheds baseline information on the current setting, and status (including relative scarcity) areas for all resources, sufficient data is available to 

of the resource that will be stripped, altered, and/or destroyed by Gateway. assess the relative impacts between alternatives and 
provide decision-makers with sufficient data to make an 
informed decision on the impacts that the various project 
alternatives would have on resources. Although site-
specific impacts may vary depending on final design and 
mitigation, the types and scale of impacts should be 
similar to those analyzed. 

100814 Katie Fite Western Again, as mitigation, WWP requests that Idaho Power set up a substantial fund to The proposed mitigation plan includes funds to purchase 
Watersheds purchase and retire public lands grazing permits across regions where sage grouse lands and conservation easements on lands with 

and other native wildlife habitats and populations will be adversely affected by this substantial resource values and an endowment fund for 
project. This EIS proponents should work with BLM and the USFS to contain managing these lands. Purchasing grazing rights was 
language that amends Land Use Plans and allows for permanent retirement of considered but not selected; purchasing conservation 
grazing permits so purchased. We Protest that this has been ignored. easements on private lands and purchasing inholdings in 

the NCA, as well as habitat restoration, were considered 
more beneficial by the interagency team of biologists. 

100814 Katie Fite Western TES Plan amendments include Medicine Bow permitting Gateway Proposed route Refer to Appendix F-2 for an analysis of this proposed 
Watersheds intrusions into northern goshawk habitats. This should not be allowed, due to amendment. Refer to Section 3.10 of the FEIS and to the 

viability concerns. The same applies to golden crowned kinglet habitats, Lincoln's Biological Evaluation (BE) prepared by the Medicine 
sparrow habitats, snowshoe hare habitats, three-toed woodpecker habitats, Bow-Routt NF for a discussion of the effects on these 
Wilson's warbler habitats species. 

100997 Cathy Trout Unlimited, 1. West-wide Energy Corridor Study required. The Final EIS references the 2009 Studies to reevaluate the West-wide Energy (WWE) 
Purves Wyoming West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic EIS (PElS) of2009 but does not corridor are being conducted as part of the land 

acknowledge the latest developments brought on by the 2012 settlement of a management planning process, as required by the 
federal lawsuit that, among other things, required a reassessment of all the settlement agreement. Where feasible, the Gateway West 
corridors and completion of a corridor study. The four principal components of the route and alternatives follow existing transmission lines; 
July 3, 2012 Settlement Agreement I requires the Agencies (BLM, US Forest many of these are also in the WWE corridor. The EIS 
Service, Department of Energy, and the Department ofJustice) to: identifies the routes that are within or adjacent to a WWE 
-Complete an interagency Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) addressing corridor. Segment I W, as an example, follows an 
periodic corridor reviews; existing transmission line and is also within a WWE 
- Update agency guidance; corridor on federal land. This route is part of the 
- Update agency training; and Wyoming Governor's sage-grouse corridor network. A 
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- Complete a corridor study. driving force in establishing the Governor's corridors was 
Until these components are completed, we believe the Final EIS cannot be the need to concentrate development, rather than create 
approved as written or a supplement EIS is necessary. new disturbance across the landscape. Therefore, these 

corridors follow existing lines. In order to be consistent 
with the Governor's sage-grouse policy, the new line must 
be with the Governor's corridor in sage-grouse core 
habitat. This will be the case regardless of whether this is 
a WWE corridor or not; therefore, any change to WWE 
corridor would not change the location of Segment I W. 
The environmental effects associated with all routes are 
fully analyzed in this EIS regardless of whether they are 

I 
within the WWE corridor or not. The Preferred Route 
across the Caribou-Targhee NF is not within a WWE 
corridor. 

101012 Bruce Wyoming Following a route east of the Laramie Mountains would avoid the Bates Hole The Preferred Route for Segment 1 W is within an existing 
Pendery, Outdoor Council, Management Area, which is to receive special protections pursuant to the Casper utility corridor and would be adjacent to an existing 
Duane Short, Biodiversity RMP. A travel management plan is currently being developed for the Bates Hole transmission line. Following the route to the east of the 
Julia Stuble Conservation Management Area. A cumulative impacts analysis must include known future Laramie Mountains (Alternative 1 E in the DEIS) ~ould 

Alliance connected and similar actions. Rerouting in this instance would avoid any need to not be consistent with the Wyoming Governor's sage-
amend the Casper RMP and ensure this important natural area is protected. Also, grouse policy because it would cross core habitat outside 
this route would avoid the Medicine Bow National Forest and the need to amend of an approved corridor. It would also be longer and 
that Forest Plan relative to issues such as raptor protection. involve more disturbance compared to following the 

existing line. 
101012 Bruce Wyoming Following a route east of the Laramie Mountains would avoid the Bates Hole Following the route to the east of the Laramie Mountains 

Pendery, Outdoor Council, Management Area, which is to receive special protections pursuant to the Casper ( 1 E) would not be consistent with the Wyoming 
Duane Short. Biodiversity RMP. A travel management plan is currently being developed for the Bates Hole Governor's sage-grouse policy because it would cross 
Julia Stuble Conservation Management Area. A cumulative impacts analysis must include known future core habitat outside of an approved corridor. It would 

Alliance connected and similar actions. Rerouting in this instance would avoid any need to also be longer and involve more disturbance compared to 
amend the Casper RMP and ensure this important natural area is protected. Also, following the existing line. 
this route would avoid the Medicine Bow National Forest and the need to amend 
that Forest Plan relative to issues such as raptor protection. 

101015 Julie Randell National The FEIS states, "there is concern about major transmission lines causing serious Alternative 7K crosses the Sawtooth NF, as well as 
Audubon Society adverse environmental impacts in the Foothills area, the Shoshone Basin, and approximately 68 acres in two !BAs and approximately 
-Prairie Falcon along Salmon Falls Creek." 1,386 acres ofPreliminary Priority Habitat (PPH) for 
Society The above sited areas are in Burley F.O., and their Twin Falls District. Cassia greater sage-grouse. The Preferred Route for Segment 7 

RMP Amendments FEIS F.1-28:3.7 generally avoids the IBA (crossing less than 10 acres) 
·There is a National Audubon Society International Important Bird Area(IBA), and PPH for sage-grouse( approximately 149 acres), and 
The South Hills, that comprises 640,000 acres of US Forest Service land in the does not cross the Sawtooth NF. Refer to Section 2.4.1 
Minidoka R.D. Sawtooth National Forest and the BLM Burley Field Office (see and Table 3.10-5, and Table 3.11-13g of the FEIS. 
map on page 8) where alternative 7K will follow from the Nevada border to the 
proposed Cedar Hill Substation, which is sited between two roads used by many in 
Magic Valley to enter the South Hills for recreation, Sunday drives, and other 
pleasant pursuits, sited on the edge of the IBA as well. A substation located along 
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the Hills would be a ugly reminder of BLM's apparent lack of commitment to I upholding their F.O. RMP protections in the interest of the public. 

' 

• The South Hills IBA was jointly approved by the US Forest Service and BLM. 
The IBA is designated for protection of sage-grouse and is home to over 150 bird 
species. The USFS Minidoka Ranger District(RD). BLM Burley Field.Office(FO), 
and Twin Fall BLM District are important stopover areas for migrating birds and 
bats on their way across the Snake River Plain. The project manager was advised 
that this is a IBA when alternatives comprising the now 7k were announced in an 
email (2-23-2012) and it was fully explained in our comments and addendum. 

101015 Julie Randell National Disturbance from the construction phase and as well as "routine and corrective All roads built for the project on the Minidoka RD would 
1 

Audubon Society operations and maintenance activities throughout the year" FEIS F, require new be closed following construction. Roads needed for 
I -Prairie Falcon roads to areas that have very little traffic now. The USFS Minidoka RD. is already transmission line maintenance would be reduced to an 8-

Society in litigation over their travel plan, because of high road densities and motorized foot wide, vegetated path that would be blocked and 
trails in sensitive areas. closed to public use. All other roads would be : 

decommissioned and the vegetation restored. 
101040 Michele Idaho Caribou-Targhee National Forest The analysis in the FEIS did not conclude that additional 

Crist, John Conservation The proposed Forest Plan amendments regarding snag protections for cavity mitigation measures were necessary for the loss of snags. 
Robison League nesters needs to be offset by increasing protections for cavity nesters in other The cumulative effect of this project, along other 

areas. One possibility would be expanding the areas off-limits to firewood activities, would be a total disturbance of3.9 percent in 
collectors where such trees are at risk. F.2-13. Similarly, the amendment affecting the North Creek Watershed and of2.5 percent in the 
goshawks, snags, visuals, Aquatic Influence Zones, woodpeckers, semi-primitive Trout Creek Watershed. This is well below the Forest 
recreational should contain additional mitigation measures. F.2-14-18. objective for disturbance. Also, refer to the Biological 

Evaluation (BE) prepared for the FEIS for a discussion of 
the effects on these species. 

101040 Michele Idaho Sawtooth National Forest The Preferred Route for Segment 7 avoids the Sawtooth 
Crist, John Conservation The amendments for visual resources should also be balance with increased NF; therefore, the amendments for visual resources will 
Robison League protections for other areas on the Forest. F.2-28 not be implemented. 

101071 Ted Howard Shoshone-Paiute The way in which the BLM and USFS classifY and grade landscapes and KOPs The agencies acknowledge that the landscape has 
Tribes does not reflect the concerns of the Shoshone-Paiute Tribes. meanings for the Tribes that are different from the factors 

used in the VRM, SMS, or VMS systems. However, 
BLM and Forest Service regulations require that these 
systems be used to evaluate effects on BLM-managed and 
NFS lands, respectively. 

101071 Ted Howard Shoshone-Paiute The BLM and USFS must provide a full inventory of what they found. The The Programmatic Agreement, in which the Shoshone-
Tribes Shoshone-Paiute Tribes prefer the !MAC forms of all of the sites, this is important Paiute Tribes are a Consulting Party, specifies that the 

for tribes to know, this can lead to additional information that only tribes Class HI reports will be completed prior to construction, 
understand, and cannot be interpreted by an archaeologist. not prior to a decision regarding the ROW grant. Class 

III reports will be available to the tribes when they have 
been reviewed and approved by the BLM and by the 
respective State SHPOs. 

101098 CL "Butch" State of Idaho, It is a long-established policy in Idaho to protect the private property rights of the The BLM and the Forest Service closely cooperated with 
Otter Office of the citizens in our state. l2 BLM's Preferred Alternative for the Gateway West local governments in developing alternative routes for 

Governor Transmission Line project significantly infringes on private property in Ada, analysis. This is well documented in the project record. 
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Canyon, Cassia, Owyhee and Power counties. This interference includes harm to Refer to Chapters 1 and 5 of the FEIS for lists of meetings I 

high-quality agricultural lands and future development. Idaho's laws, policies and held with local governments and other stakeholders over i 

plans are intended to protect private property from unjust and unnecessary the past several years. The federal agencies will continue 
I interference. While BLM only has authority to route transmission lines on federal to work with local government to resolve local concerns 
I 

land, it is unrealistic to claim that those decisions do not directly affect where where possible. 
transmission lines will be built on private property.l3 The reality is that when 
BLM and USFS grant rights-of-way on public land, their decisions dictate the 

I location of the transmission line on private property. This is particularly 
challenging when BLM and USFS refuse to cooperate in sitting energy I 

infrastructure on federal land, as is the case with ELM's Preferred Alternative in 
several different areas. It is the policy ofidaho to encourage the protection of 
prime agricultural, forestry and mining lands and land uses for production of food, 
fiber and minerals, as well as the economic benefits they provide to the 
community. There is a simple way for BLM to resolve issues surrounding the 
inconsistencies with Idaho's laws, plans, policies and programs - it must reconsider 
its Preferred Alternative and place energy infrastructure on federal land to the 
greatest extent practicable. 

101109 Pam Rocky Mountain Proposed Environmental Protection Measures -- 2. 7-1 -- 2-151 -- VIS-15 (agency The Sawtooth NF believes that this technique has been 
Anderson, Power, Idaho required)-- If Alternative 7K is selected, Natina stain (or an equivalent product) applied elsewhere in multiple locations and is the most 
Keith Power Company will be applied to towers (including lattice towers) placed on NFS lands within the appropriate treatment for the portion of the Forest crossed 
Georgeson Sawtooth NF to reduce visual effects at the middleground level. -- Our engineering by 7K. The manufacturer can provide the relevant 

analysis has determined: 1) From an engineering perspective, there is little contact information. Note that Alternative 7K is not part 
information available addressing effects of the Natina treatment on structural of the Preferred Alternative. 
integrity, especially for transmission structures; 2) Two major concerns in 
assessing this product are degradation of the galvanizing layer and possible 
corrosion of bolted connections; 3) Natina estimates it would take 40-72 man-
hours per tower depending on structure geometry and crew work rates. 
Approximately 175-225 gallons of solution would be needed to fully treat an 
individual tower and preliminary inquiries estimate it would cost $15,000-$20,000. 
It is not guaranteed that the desired color would be developed from one application 
though. If multiple applications are necessary, additional time and costs would be 
incurred; 4) In comparison to Natina Steel, dulled galvanizing is a much more 
controlled and proven procedure that also reduces visual effects. Various shades of 
grey can be selected to best blend into the surrounding environment, and can be 
just as effective in reducing visual impact as Natina Steel in many cases. 

101109 Pam Rocky Mountain DEIS Comment Letter Responses-- 100343 --92 -- N/A --Chapter 2- This EPM is not included in the FEIS (see the full list of 
Anderson, Power, Idaho Components Common to All Actions A Its-- 2.7.5 -- 145 -- T2.7-1 (Vis-12) -- EPMs in Table 2. 7-1 ). 
Keith Power Company Where the route would be visible on timbered slopes, limit tree removal to areas 
Georgeson required for safety rather than from the entire ROW in order to prevent a linear 

feature on the landscape from clear-cutting trees. Vegetation removal requirements 
will consider Appendix A, "Standards and Practices for Electric system reliability" 
--The "area required for safety" is the entire ROW. A requirement that we not 
remove trees in the ROW will force us to prune to such an extent as to leave large 
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Letter# Ownel' Organization Comment Response 
numbers of tree remnants in the right of way. This practice would be unsightly, 
adversely affect system reliability, severely damage or kill existing trees, promote 
infestations of bark beetles, produce an unnecessary fire risk, and impose an 
unreasonable long-term management burden on the company and our rate payers. 
Ifland managers want to prevent linear features we can feather the right of way, as 
outlined in the last paragraph of Section 3.6.2.2, page 21 for the Medicine Bow-
Routt and Caribou-Targhee NFs. -- This comment seems to have two different 
responses from the BLM. The first being "This measure is being reviewed by the 
BLM and will be revised based on their direction (see Table 2. 7-1 for the current 
list of measures)." The second being "This requirement is no longer being ! 

considered." The obvious question is which is it? Please verify consistent with 
Appendix F 
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