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Comment noted.
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Letter 1: LorettaM offatt Ross
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COMMENT LETTER

RESPONSES

12
Chapter 3.15, Social and Economic Values, of the EIS analyzesthe
project’s potential effects on property values of private land owners on

pages3.15-10and 3.15-11.

1-3
Comment noted. The BLM'spreferred alternative, the Pine Valley (a)
route, would not cross Ms. Rossi’s property.
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COMMENT LETTER

DEPARTMENT OF THE ARMY
{ a3 U‘S,'Ah'iﬁf)' ENGINEER DISTRICT, SACRAMENTO
' < CORPS OF ENGINEERS
“ 1225 J STREET

. ACT | INF | BT EDATE]
" ‘ ;?A%}?f"{lﬂ!’mlgﬁlgfom 95814-2922 4

Hibiduor 1] oF
ADW.
pins R . PREC
AR FA Y . S5
Regulatory Branch(200125063)(FEC)
AR
NR 1
Bureau of Land Management FIRE
ATTN: Kenneth Bailey
Battle Mountain Field Office B e T ST
50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820
Dear Mr. Bailey:

1 am responding to your request for comments to the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS) for Sierra Pacific Power Company’s (SPPC) Falcon to Gonder 345kV
Tranmission Project prepared by vour office, (1790/1600 N-63162).

The Corps of Engineers jurisdiction within the project area is under the authority of
Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the discharge of dredged or fill material into, and
excavauon within, waters of the United States. Waters of the United States include, but are
net limited to. the following: perennial and intermittent streams, lakes, ponds, as well as
wellands in marshes, wet meadows. and seeps. Based on the DEIS, SPPC’s Falcon to
Gonder 345kV Tranmission Project area supports waters of the United States, including
perennial and iniermittent drainages, and wetlands. The Corps considers an ephemeral
channel a jurisdictional water if the channel can show evidence that it supports enough flow
10 consistently maintain a bed and bank channel and are a part of the surface water tributary
system.

While we have been unable to provide your agency a detailed review, we offer the
following comments:

1 The DEIS does not contain enough information for us to determine the
Jurisdictional status of all drainages shown within the project area. Project
features that would occur from development within the study area that result in
the discharge of fill material into waters of the United States will require
Departument of the Army authorization prior to initiating work.

[

It is likely that the Falcon to Gonder 345kV Tranmission Project can qualify
for Nationwide Permit 12 for Utility Line Activities, provided the project can
meet the conditions of this permit. A copy is enclosed.

RESPONSES

Letter 2. U.S.Army Corpsof Engineers

21

Discussion of requirements for compliance with the Clean Water Act
related to potential alteration of or dischargesinto waters of the U.S. is
provided on page 3.3-1 of the EISunder Regulatory Framework, aswell
ason pages 3.4-2, -3, and -9. Prior to construction, SierraPacific Power
Company (SPPC) would be required to delineate jurisdictional wetlands
and other waters of the United States and coordinate with USACE to
obtain proper permit authorization. Thiswould beincluded asa
requirement inthe BLM right-of-way grant. Detailed avoidanceand
mitigation measures would be provided in a Construction, Operation
and Maintenance (COM) Plan that would be prepared for the Falcon to
Gonder project and approved by BLM.

22

Comment noted. SPPC has begun coordinating with USACE to confirm
that thiswould be the appropriate permit to comply with Section 404 of

the Clean Water Act. Thisisincluded inthelist of permits provided on
page 1-17 of the EIS.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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2

If you have any questions, please write to Shelly Carter at our Nevada Field Office,
C. Clifton Young Federal Building, 300 Booth Street, Room 2103, Reno, Nevada 89509,
telephone (775) 784-5304, FAX (775) 784-5306. We appreciate the opportunity to be
included in your review process.

Sincerely,

Neney Ling

Nancy Kang
Chief, Nevada Regulatory Office

Enclosure

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-7
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: Letter 3: Truckee Donner Public Utility District
z Truckee Donner Public Utility District

- .P‘§CE1‘JEHD»I Directors
HAIL ROOI Joseph R. Aguera
A - 3 J. Ron He
2001 JUL 30 Pt 2528 Jamoe’; Ae;‘;lagass

Patricia S. Sutton

Nelson Van Gundy
General Manager

Peter L. Holzmeister

July 27, 2001

Mary Craggett, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89520-1420

RE: Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project, N-63162

31
Comment noted.

Dear Ms. Craggett,

This letter is written to provide comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement
for the Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project. Truckee Donner Public Utility

3-1 I: District (TDPUD) supports the Project and we are pleased to provide specific comments
as to the critical and strategic importance of this project for the benefit of the customers 32
of TDPUD and other energy users in the western United States.
Truckee Donner Fublic Utility District is located in Northeastern California and serves Comment nOtaj'
10,534 electric customers. TDPUD purchases electric energy from various generation
sources in the West. This energy is transported across transmission lines and delivered
to electric substations near Truckee, California. Sierra Pacific Power Company's
electric transmission system at present is highly constrained and has insufficient

3-2 transmission import capacity to serve the needs of all customers within their electric
transmission control area. 33

TDPUD requested transmission import from Sierra Pacific Power Company, and due to Comment noted. Pleaserefer to Chapter 1 of the El S, which discusses

the prior transmission rights had been unable to secure firm import rights until 1997. .
The construction of the Alturas 345kV Transmission Project completed in December of the purpo% and new fOI‘ the prOJ ect.
1997 allowed sufficient firm energy import to meet the majority of TDPUD's transmission
needs. However, the transmission constraints continue to persist relative to the points of
receipt on Sierra’s system. The continued growth in Northern Nevada, Northeastern
California and the region will further strain the transmission system over time and absent

3-3 a significant increment of transmission capacity the region will be hampered in obtaining
reliable and competitive long term energy supplies.

TDPUD has provided electric service to the community for over 70 years and dramatic
changes in the industry has required TDPUD to secure competitive energy supplies for
the last 5 years. Absent the ability to access generation sources in a variety of Western
regions, the energy supply in the region is limited. The electric industry can best

P. 0. Box 309 - Truckee, CA 96160 — Phone 530-587-3896 — www.tdpud.org

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-8
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COMMENT LETTER

maximize the use of existing facilities to reduce costs. The Western United States has a
variety of generation resources and the energy demand varies both seasonally and
regional temperatures. Electric transmission lines provide the ability to use the energy
where it is needed and improve the overall efficiency of the energy industry.

The ability to export power from Northern Nevada to other markets is important as well.
When demand is not high in the area but is high in neighboring regions, the generation
located in Sierra Pacific's transmission control area can be made available. This
provides energy tc other areas and provides revenue and reduces cost to the
customers. Reciprocally generation in other states can provide energy supply to
Northern Nevada and California reducing overall cost to utilities in neighboring states.

The Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project is a good transmission solution. The
existing 345kV Falcon Substation located east of Carlin Nevada can be utilized to tie to
Gonder Substation near Ely, Nevada, which has two existing 230kV transmission lines
connected to Utah. The new Project will provide a significant overall improvement to the
Western transmission grid. The seasonal demand differences between the Great Basin
and the Northwest and the diversity of generation sources improves the overall energy
picture in the region.

TDPUD has been active in the regional energy market and operations for many years
and believes the Project benefits are of critical importance to the region. Environmental
impacts should and can be mitigated, and by utilizing the existing utility infrastructure
presently in place, the Project obviates other impacts that will be required absent
improved transmission.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and support the completion of this Project.

Sincerely, W

Stephen Hollabaugh
Assistant General Manager
Truckee Donner Public Utility District

Cc: Doug Hunter — UAMPS
John S. Berdow — Sierra Pacific
Connie Westadt — Sierra Pacific
Tom Parker — Energy Source
Margaret McGoldrick — Spiegel McDiarmid

P. 0. Box 309 - Truckee, CA 96160 — Phone 530-587-3896 — www.tdpud.org

RESPONSES

34
Comment noted. Please refer to Chapter 1 of the EIS, which discusses
the purpose and need for the project.

35
Comment noted. Please refer to Chapter 1 of the EIS, which discusses
the purpose and need for the project.

36
Comment noted. Please refer to Chapter 1 of the EIS, which discusses
the purpose and need for the project.

37
Comment noted.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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Newmont
Mining

, 00 AUG -1 ANRIO: 37
Corporation

JAGEMENT
ELD OFFICE

WFI

BUREAU LT LAk,
BATTLE MOUNTAI

Mary Craggett, Project Manager

United States Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Batile Mountain, Nevada

89820

July 31, 2001
Dear Ms. Craggett,
The employees and management of Newmont Mining Corpotation exptess their collective support for the

Falcon-Gonder 345 kV Transmission Project, as proposed by Sierra Pacific Power Company in the May 2001
Environmental Tmpact Staternent and Resource Management Plan Amendment;

As demands for power and power generation grow throughout the West, we encourage creative and effective
solutions to meet our region’s present and future power needs. We believe that the expansion of power
importing capabilities will sustain the region’s economy and provides greater potential for stable growth in the
years to come. SPPCo’s 1998-2017 tric Resource Plan states that increased capacity is needed to serve
our region as demand in adjacent areas and limited generation opportunities make increased importation
capacity essential. In fact, the company estimates that existing infrastructure and delivery capacity could fail as
soon as 2003.

Any addition to northeast Nevada’s power supply options is welcome and will benefit large and small
consumers alike. Besides increasing electrical power supply to the local market, connecting the Falcon sub-
station in Boulder Valley to the Gonder sub-station opens new opportunities for possible importation of
power from larger southern markets, including Palo Verde and others.

As the largest private employer in the region, we recommend approval of the proposed Falcon-Gonder

Transmission Project. The completion of this project will directly impact our ability to remain a vital part cf
the regional economy and our local communities.

erud
Vice Ptesident — Businegs Affairs
North American Operations

Cc: Sierra Pacific Power Co.

LK/las

RESPONSES

Letter 42 Newmont Mining Cor por ation

41
Comment noted.

42

Comment noted. Please refer to Chapter 1 of the EI'S, which discusses

the purpose and need for the project.

43
Comment noted.

44
Comment noted.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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R. MICHAEL TURNIPSEED. P.E KENNY C. GUINN State Land Office
cer Governor State Land Use Planning Agency
Department of Conservation Address Reply 10

and Nawral Resources

PAMELA B. WILCOX
Administrator

Fax (775) 687-3783

STATE OF NEVADA
DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURCES

Division of State Lands

August 8, 2001

MEMORANDUM
TO: Heather Elliott, State Clearinghouse
FROM: Mike Del Grosso, Deputy Administrator

SUBJECT:  Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project DEIS and RMP
Amendments (SAI# E2001-163- Due 8-10-01)

This agency has reviewed subject DEIS and offer the following:

The State of Nevada Department of Prisons has a maximum security prison located on a
site in Sections 35 and 36, T.18 N, R .62 E. and Section 31, T.18 N, R. 63 E. The prison
is in Smith Valley, southerly of Bothwick Road, approximately 4 miles northwest of
Hercules Gap. It is difficult 10 determine from the maps included in the DEIS how close
the powerline will be to the site cccupied by the prison, or if the powerline will actually
extend over a portion of the prison “buffer” area.

The Division of State Lands, and likely the Department of Prisens, will need a map
showing the actual location of the powerline in the vicinity of the prison to determine if
the powerline could have an impact on the prison (all alternatives utilize this segment). In
addition, the Department of Prisons may wish to be notified of any construction activity
or survey work that will occur in proximity to the prison site for security purposes.

Division of State Lands
333 W. Nye Lane. Room 11§
Carson City, Nevada  89706-0857
Phone (775) 687-4363

© nst

RESPONSES

Letter 5: NevadaDivision of StateL ands

51

BLM has provided amap to Deputy Administrator Mike Del Grosso of
the Division of State L ands showing the proximity of the proposed
transmission linein relation to the prison. In response to this comment
letter, thefollowing text has been added to the EIS on page 3.13-17
under Table 3.13-7:

“Asindicated in Table 3.13-7, the Nevada Division of State Lands
holdsaBLM land use authorization near Segment Jfor the operation of
the State of Nevada Department of Prisons' maximum security prison,
whichislocated approximately four miles northwest of Hercules Gap.
The Segment J portion of the transmission line would be approximately
6,000 feet from the prison fence and approximately 900 feet from the
prison property at its closest point. Construction and operation of the
transmission line would not significantly impact land uses at the
prison. However, for security purposes, the State Department of
Prisons has asked to be notified in advance of transmission line
construction or survey activity near the prison.

0 mpact Land Use-2: Security Concernsabout Construction and
SurveyingActivitiesnear Prison

To address security concerns related to project construction and
survey activities near the State’s maximum security prison north of
Segment J, the foll owing mitigation measure would berequired to
address this concern.

[] Mitigation Measureland Use-2

SPPC would be required to notify the State of Nevada Department of
Prisonsin writing prior to conducting project construction or mainte-
nance activitieswithin 1-1/2 miles of the prisonin Smith Valley. If
surveying isrequired prior to construction or maintenance, notification
would occur for this associated activity.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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Letter 6: NevadaDivision of Environmental Protection

STATE OF NEVADA
PETER G. MORROS, Dircctor KENNY C. GUINN

Governor
ALLEN BIAGG, Administrator

Waste Management

{775) 687-4670 Corrective Actions.

TDD 687-467¢ Federal Facilities

Administration Air Quality

Water Pollution Control Water Quality Planning

Facsimile 687-5856 Facsimile 687-6396

Mining Regulation and Reclamation .

Facsimile 684-5254 DEPARTMENT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESCOURCES

DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 6—1
SR = 333 W. Nye Lane, Room 138 i . . X .
RECEIVED Carson City, Nevada 89706.0851 SPPC would obtain required air quality surface areadisturbance

| permit(s) prior to construction asindicated on page 1-18 of the EIS
| (under section 1.5 Permits). Pleasealsorefer totheAir Quality Regula-
i June 5, 2001

tory Framework section on page 3.12-1.

NDEP # 2001-133 62
SATNV# E2001-163 In addition to the mitigation measures stated in the EIS on pages 3.12-8
TITLE: BLM - EA/RMP for Falcon to Gondor 345kV Powerline and 3.12-9, SPPC would include adust control plan with best manage-
The Division of Environmental Protection has reviewed the aforementioned State Clearinghouse ment praCtI cesin the Constructi on, Operatl on and Maintenance Plan
item and has the following comments: (COM Plan), which would be prepared for the project. The dust control
6-1 |: The project applicant will require an air quality surface disturbance permit for each plan also would be submitted to the Nevada Division of Environmental
disturbance of 5 or more acres from the Bureau of Air Quality. Pursuant to NAC 445B.365, an i i ir guality permit lication.
6-2 I: ongoing program to best practical methods must be used to control the dust from any surface Protection by SPPC as part of itsai q yp ap
disturbance (be it roads, construction etc). The project applicant will also be required to secure a
6-3 I: water pollution control temporary rolling stock permit from the Bureau of Water Pollution Control. 63
Dewatering may also be required for construction, access roads and staging areas. A stormwater . . . .
6-4 [ permit (NPDES) may also be needed for this project. ; SPPC would obtain atemporary rolling stock permit prior to construc-

Lo d B Coutinite tion.
David R. Cowperthwaite

Clearinghouse Coordinator
Division of Environmental Protection 64

Mitigation measures associated with dewatering are discussed in the
EISin Section 3.2 (on page 3.2-12) and Section 3.3 ( on page 3.3-16).
Dewatering activities also would be discussed in the COM Plan, as part
of the stream crossing, springs, and wetland protection plan and the
soil conservation and erosion/dust control plan. The stormwater permit
(NPDES) would be obtained by SPPC prior to construction.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-12



CHAPTER 6: ReEspoNsE To COMMENTS

COMMENT LETTER RESPONSES

Letter 7: U.S. Geological Survey

United States Department of the Inlerio#}ECENED

AlL ROOM
U.8. GEOLOGICAL SURVE .
e 2001 AUG 20 KM 11:5

REAU UF LARY £MERT
O A e b o rice
In Reply Refer To:
Mail Stop 423
AUG 17 2001
MEMORANDUM
To: Mary Craggett, BLM Battle Mountain Field Office

Battle Mountain, Nevada

~ . &e/u-\——&
From: James F. Devine
Senior Advisor for Scignce Applications

Subject: Review of Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Bureau of Land
Management (BLM) on the Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project

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

SPECIFIC COMMENTS
Page 3.4-17, Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental Consequences, 3.4

Vegetation, Impacts Common to all Route Alternatives, Impact Vegetation — 5: Impacts to
‘Woodland Species with Commercial Value, Mitigation Measure vegetation-5, bullet 2:

7-1
The Draft EIS states “[f]ollowing construction, pinyon and juniper trees would be seeded...to :
restore woodland species to pre-construction tree densities....” The Draft EIS also mentions that SPPC would ﬂ)re&j seeds to encourage grOWth of native brush and
the pinyon-juniper woodlands are a significant roosting component in the habitat of the grasses under the transmission line. Spec|f| c detailsfor re\/egetan on

ferruginous hawk, a species given special-status (p. 3.7-13).

and reseeding of pinyon-juniper woodlands in appropriate areas would
be provided in the Construction, Operation and Maintenance Plan

No indication, however, is given about how the seeding mitigation measure will be undertaken,
No mention was made of the pinyon and juniper species to be seeded, although native species

Pinus monophylla and Juniperus monosperma or J. occidentalis, respectively, might be most (COM PI an) . TheCOM pl anwould outline the seedi ng and pl anti ng
_ appropriate for the project location. Each of these species has it own seed germination H H H H '
7-1 reguirements, not the least of which is adequate soil moisture availability. Perhaps it would be program, includi ng seed mixesand pl anti ng densities by pl ant commu-
cost effective to consider planting saplings of these species, and ensuring adequate moisture for nlty to be reaored and WOUl d be approved by the BLM. SPPC's
growth.

approach to revegetation would emphasize conservation and enhance-
ment of native vegetation, supplemental seeding and control of invasive
weeds and erosion. SPPC does not propose to transplant trees or plant
container stock.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-13
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Page 3.4-19 and 3.4-20, Chapter 3: Affected Environment and Environmental
Consequences, 3.4 Vegetation, Wetlands and Riparian Communities, Impact Vegetation 7:
Possible Short-Term Disturbance of Other Waters of the United States and Mitigation
Measure Vegetation 7:

The Draft EIS states that nearly all drainages in areas of the proposed project location are
ephemeral and do not support “...woody riparian vegetation, sensitive species or critical habitat.”
but that disturbed exposed slopes will be stabilized to encourage pre-construction vegetation.
The report mentions use in these areas of **...nonvegetative material that would bind the soil
initially and break down within a few years.” The Draft EIS, however, does not indicate what
that nonvegetative material might be, although it goes on to say “If more aggressive erosion
control treatments are needed.. ., geotextile mats, excelsior blankets, or other soil stabilization
products could be used.”

One effective means of amending soils for the purpose of re-establishing vegetation is to sow the
disturbed area with a legume, such as vetch (for example, Vicia americana) or clover (for
example, Trifolium pratense). Although it is expected that both of these species will be short-
lived because of the arid/semiarid environmental conditions, both plants have fibrous, soil-
stabilizing, root systems, and both legumes have root nodules that contain nitrogen-fixing
bacteria.

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this Draft EIS.

Copy to: Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance

RESPONSES

72

The COM Plan that would be prepared for the project would include a
stream crossing and wetland protection plan, reclamation and habitat
restoration plan. These planswould contain specific information
regarding the restoration of streambanks with or without associated
wetlands after construction.

BLM prefers revegetating with native indiginous plant species when-
ever possible. However, sometimes nonnative species must be used
because faster growing nonnatives are needed to prevent potential
noxious weed invasion.

The use of non-native, nonpersistent plants or plant materia (e.g.,
crested wheatgrass, forage kochia, biodegradable wood or straw
matting) are options that may be used for the temporary stabilization of
erosive stream banks. The use of legumes would be considered.
However, the actual method of erosion control applied in thefield would
be chosen on a case-by-case basis from alist of pre-approved methods
on site by aqualified complianceinspector and BLM field monitor in
cooperation with the construction contractor.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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Letter 8. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service

United States Department of the Interior
FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE

NEVADA FISH AND WILDLIFE OFFICE
1340 FINANCIAL BOULEVARD, SUITE 234
RENO, NEVADA 89502-7147

August 20, 2001
File No. BLM 4-5

Memorandum

To: Field Manager, Bureau of 1and Management, Battle Mountain Field Office,
Bartle Mountain, Nevada (Atn: M. Craggett)

From: Field Supervisor, Nevada Fich and Wildlife Office, Reno, Nevada

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement-Falcon to Gondor 345 kV Transmission

Project, Eurcka, Elko, Lander, and White Pine Counties, Nevada

We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Falcen to Gondor
345 XV Transmission Project. This DEIS analyses the environmental impacts associated with
five route alternatives, as well as the No Action alternative, for a proposal to construct a new
transmission line that would extend approximately 165 10 185 miles between the Falcon
substation located west of Dunphy, Nevada and the Gondor substation located north of Ely,
Nevada by the Sierra Pacific Power Company. The line would be supported by 725 to 820
tubular steel H-frame structures and angle towers that would vary in height above ground from
75 to 130 feet. Expansion of existing and construction of additional facilities is also proposed
at both substations. Sierra Pacific Power Company has applied for a right-of-way grant from
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to construct, operate, and maintain the project on
Federal public lands. This document also analyzes the environmental impacts of amendments
(o appropriate BLM Resource Management Plans (RMP) that may be necessary as a part of the

proposed action. Project construction is scheduled to begin in May 2002 and be completed by
June 2003.

The following comments and recommendations are provided for your consideration.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-15
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SPECIFIC COMMENTS

CHAPTER 2. DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES, INCLUDING THE PROPOSED
ACTION

Alternatives Considered But Fliminated From Detailed Analysis

Highway 305 Planning Corridor. Page 2-30. It is stated that this alternative was eliminated
from further analysis due to wetlands located along this corridor that were apparently unknown
when first proposed in the 1980's. We believe further explanation is needed for its elimination
as a reasonable alternative because it was proposed as a planning corridor along State Route
8- 305, a currently disturbed area. Without providing the amount of wetlands (and possibly other
sensitive resources) that could be impacted along this planning corridor it is impossible to
compare with the alternatives proposed which will also impact wetlands in addition to other
sensitive resources. We question the appropriateness of its elimination. This comment would
also apply to page 5-8 under section 5.4.6 Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat and page 5-17 under
section 5.5 Conclusion,

CHAPTER 3. AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT AND ENVIRONMENTAL
CONSEQUENCES

3.3. Hydrology and Water Resources

Segment F._Page 3.3-21. The headwaters of Henderson Creek, a tributary to the

Humboldt River, occur within a potential metapopulation for Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT),
and as such, the arca may be necessary 1o recover LCT. The Humboldt Distinct Population
Segment (DPS) teamn has been formed to facilitate the restoration and recovery of LCT
populations in this area. The DPS will be evaluating areas within this basin which could

8-2 support LCT. Although a reproducing population of LCT is not currently present in the
project area, under the Endangered Species Act of 1973 (Act), as amended, completed projects
should not preclude future recovery and survival of this species. We recommend that you
review your project for all direct and indirect impacts that it may have on riparian and aquatic
habitats as they related to LCT, and that You consult with the Service accordingly under
Section 7 of the Act.

Mitigation Measure Water-5c., Page 3.3-16. We are concerned about impacts to springs.
Impacts from various projects 1o springsnails are becoming increasingly a concern to the
Service. This mitigation measure indicates that if loss of supply would result in economic
hardship or loss 1o the owner, an alternative water supply would need 10 be provided. We
8-3 repf)mxycnd that if any spring supply is reduced, especially where springsnails are found, that

mitigation occur. Water replaced at springs should be of equal quality, including major and
minor constituents and should be evaluated prior to discharge. We have become aware of
studies showing that the ionic constituents of water can affect invertebrate composition of a
water body. In particular, the ratio of caleium ions to bicarbonate ions can have a significant
1mpact o1t species composition.

RESPONSES
81
The Highway 305 planning corridor is so called becauseit more or less
parallels State Route 305, although in some placesitisasmuch as5 or 6
miles away from the highway. The Southwestern 50 or so miles of the
planning corridor runs along the line between Ranges 43 and 44 east
(seeFigure ES-2). Thewetlands mentioned in the EI'S are south of the
“Narrows’ inthevicinity of lowa, Boone, and Bernd Creeks.

Sinceit wasfirst delineated as aplanning corridor in the 1980s, BLM

has received no right-of-way grant applicationsfor utilitiesin this
corridor. For these reasons, BLM determined that it would not be an
appropriate utility corridor and is proposing that it be deleted from
BLM's Resource Management Plan utility corridor maps, asexplainedin
Chapter 5, Resource Management Plan Amendments. The discussion of
the Highway 305 planning corridor on page 2-30 has been modified for
clarification.

82

Henderson Creek was not analyzed for the recovery of Lahontan
cutthroat trout (LCT) because of the creek's discontinuous flows and
numerous diversions and check dams located throughout the creek's
course from the Roberts Mountains to its confluence with Pine Creek.

Errata- Thefollowing text has been added to page 3.7-11 of the EIS
after the paragraph on Special-Status Fish - Lahontan Cutthroat Trout:

"Route alternatives do cross historic habitat for metapopulations of the
Lahontan cutthroat trout (LCT). U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service Recovery
Plans for Threatened Species require analysis for the restoration and
recovery of speciesin areas where they currently do not exist, but may
sustain a viable population. Henderson Creek is atributary to the
Humboldt River viaPine Creek and istherefore considered historic
habitat for the LCT (Coffin and Cowan 1995). Itisalso considered a
potential creek for the recovery of the LCT (personal communication
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with M. Haworth, Biologist with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,
September 17, 2001).

Two segments of the route alternatives cross Henderson Creek.
Segment F crosses the creek first near its headwaters (Township 23N,
Range 51E, Section 26), then again downstream of Alpha Ranch, just
west of private land. The upper reach of Henderson Creek is approxi-
mately onefoot in width and has flowing water, approximately oneinch
deep. The bottom of the creek has small gravel and supports a narrow
band of riparian vegetation (i.e., Juncus balticus and Carex spp.).

Where Segment F again crosses Henderson Creek further downstream,
and depending on the time of year, littleto no flow existsin the creek,
even after the creek acquireswater from Vinini and Frazier creeks. It may
be that Alpha Ranch or some other ranch diverts these flows for
irrigation. Two channels exist at this crossing near Alpha Ranch; oneis
clearly anirrigation ditch, the other apparently the main channel of
Henderson Creek. Segment B crosses Henderson Creek further down
stream of the Segment F crossings. Conditions found at this crossing,
which is the confluence of Henderson and Pete Hansen Creeksin
Garden Valley, isflowing water with narrow bands of willowswith other
riparian vegetation.”

Acquiring water rights and extensive restoration efforts potentially
could create a system that would support a viable population of LCT in
the future.

Errata- Thefollowing text has been added on page 3.7-36 of the EIS.

"Impact Special-Status Species- 12: L ong-term Impactsto Recovery
Effortsfor Lahontan Cutthroat Trout

Construction of this project could potentially affect future recovery
effortsfor the LCT inthe Henderson Creek, if they areinitiated.
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8-2 (cont.)

Long-term impacts, specificaly filling of the channel and alteration of
the bed materials, could potentially occur if roads are constructed and
transmission line towers placed within the floodplains of Henderson
Creek and it'stributaries. Additionally, if Henderson Creek isrestored in
the future, water quality could be occasionally damaged by sediment
and turbidity during SPPC's annual line inspections as the ATV s could
cross watercourses and contribute sediments and degrade creek bank
stability. Increased public access also could contribute to bank instabil-
ity and sedimentation. While these impacts are not expected to signifi-
cantly affect therecovery effortsfor the LCT, SPPC would implement
thefollowing mitigation measureto minimizeimpacts.

Mitigation Special-Satus Species-12:

Towerswould be installed outside of creek channels, outside of the 100-
year flood plain, or placed in such amanner as not to affect potential
creek restoration efforts|i.e., outside and above (elevationally) relict
channelg]. Implementing Mitigation Measure Wildlife-4, centerline
travel route reclamation, would preclude unauthorized vehicle use along
the right-of-way where access roads and Henderson Creek are in close
proximity. All vehicular crossing of Henderson Creek for annual line
inspections and any needed maintenance would be by bridge or other
authorized crossings. Implementation of these mitigation measureswill
ensure that the project would not adversely affect the LCT.

83
Errata- Thefollowing text has added after the paragraph on Inverte-
brates on page 3.6-8 of the EIS:

"The majority of the springs and creeks along the five route aternatives
were surveyed for all species, including springsnails (Pyrgulopsis spp.).
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None were noted during the field surveys (personal communication with
S. Fox, August 30, 2001). However, smaller springslocated outsidethe
500-foot wide study area corridor were not surveyed for springsnails.
Impacts to springs could potentially occur during blasting or grading
activities. Blasting could affect springslocated up to 1,000 feet from the
blast site by affecting the flow of the springs, as explained on page 3.3-
16 of the EIS, under Impact Water-5: Potential Damage to Springs and
Wells."

Errata - To further address potential impacts to springs and endemic
snails, the following text has been added after Impact Wildlife-9 on page
3.6-17of theEIS:

" Impact Wildlife-11: Impactsto Endemic Springsnails

Impacts to endemic springsnails could occur as aresult of direct
impactsto springs. Flows of springs could be affected by blasting or
grading activities. With implementation of thefollowing mitigation
measure, in addition to Mitigation Measures Water-5a through 5¢
(described on page 3.3-16 of the EIS), the impact would be | ess-than-
significant.

Mitigation M easureWildlife-11

Pre-construction surveys for endemic springsnails shall be conducted
at springswithin 1,000 feet of blasting sites and in areas where physical
impactsto springs might occur (e.g., from access road improvements,
vehicletraffic). Where endemic snailsmay occur, alternative blasting
techniques would be used. Tower footing excavations located 500 to
1,000 feet away from aspring would require multiple small blasts
sufficient to excavate the tower footings. Tower footing excavations
within 500 feet of aspring would require multiple small blastsin areas
where this technique can be demonstrated to be safe to a
hydrogeologist or the BLM Field Monitor. If multiplesmall blasts
cannot be demonstrated to be safe and may affect a spring within 500
feet of atower footing excavation, non-blasting excavation techniques
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3.4. Vegetation

Mitigation Measure Vepetation-6c. Page 3.4-19. Preservation of riparian and wetlands
hal?ilats alene will not satisfy mitigation requirements for these communities. A replacement
8-4 ratio of 1:1 may not be adequate due to project construction and associated temporal losses.
The Service encourages avoidance 1o the greatest extent practicable. Unavoidable losses
should be mitigated on site and in-kind, preferably.

3.6. Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat

_IL)yEl:IEb'rg{gs Page 3.6-8. A narrative on potential impacis to springsnails should be

8.5 prolvlded,‘if applicable. The discussion should include which affected springs contain
spnpgsnalls_ whether the snails are endemic to any given spring, and how impacts could be
avoided or mitigated.

—  Impact Wijd]ife»ﬁ- Potential Bird Electrocutions and Collisions. Page 3.6-14. The potential
8-6 for these impacts need to be addressed specifically with regards to the bald eagle. As

Teiterated latgr, this project should be reviewed for direct and indjrect impacts to listed species
and consultation with the Service should occur accordingly under Section 7 of the Act.

]mpgg_,t_ Wildlife-6: Impacts to Migratory and Resident Birds. Page 3.6-15. We recommend
8-7 removing the Word "perceived” from the last senience of this section. Destruction of eggs or
young of species protected under the Migratory Bird Treaty Act would be a violation.

Impact \}_g’ildhfeﬁ: Increased Predation from Wildlife, Page 3.6-16. We suggest adding "sage
8-8 grouse in the fifth sentence after "waterfowl" as use of towers as artificial perches by raptors
is a serious concern for these birds as well. We suggest indicating mitigation measures for
sage grouse will be discussed more fully under Special Status Species-Plants and Wildlife.

Impact Wikﬂifé‘:&__hmMildlife from Water Resources. Page 3.6-16. As mentioned
8-9 above, the Service is concerned with potential impacts to springsnails. This concern needs to
be addressed and mitigation provided if necessary.

3.7. Special Status Species-Plants and Wildlife

Federal Endangered Species Act. Page 3.7-1. In light of potential short and long term impacts
8-10 to bald eagle and .Lahoman cutthroat trout as a result of this project as discussed later, we
encourage reconsideration of your no effect determination.

Table 3.7-1: Potential Special-$tams Plant Species in the Sdy Corridor. Page 3.7-4. We

recommend that the legend for this table be modified. Under USFWS Categories for Listing
8-11 under the E$A, we recommend changing "C1" to "C" and deleting the word "downlisted"
SC can continue to be defined as Species of Concern, but remove the phrase "formerly ’
Category 2" as this list does not consist only of species that were once category 2 candidates.

RESPONSES

would beused (i.e., rock hammers). Soil disturbancewithin 100 feet of a
spring containing endemic snails would be prohibited. All construction
activities would be kept from impacting these springs, including
vehicular, foot or any other physical activity that may harm the integrity
of these springs. Thus, with these mitigations, springs would be
protected; replacement water would not be an issue. Replacement water
quality would be addressed in the Construction, Operation and Mainte-
nance Plan (COM Plan)."

84

A delineation of wetlands and other waters of the United States and a
field survey of plant communities, including riparian habitats would be
conducted prior to construction. Thisinformation would be used for the
siting of transmission towers, designing site-specific access road
improvements and other ground disturbing activities. Dueto the
sparseness and spottiness of riparian vegetation in the project area,
most stands of willow and rose riparian vegetation could likely easily be
avoided by construction activities. Impacts to wetlands are expected to
beminimal aswell.

A detailed flagging and fencing plan aimed at the protection of sensitive
resources would be developed as part of the COM plan and would be
implemented prior to construction. Environmental field inspectorswould
further ensure that fences and flagging are maintained and that no
construction activity occurs within fenced and flagged areas. The COM
plan would contain detailed information regarding the restoration of
wetland and riparian habitats, including enhancement of habitat in
undisturbed portions of the corridor.

The 1:1 replacement ratio of wetlandslost is consistent with the
reguirements of aNationwide permit 12, which would be obtained from
the U.S. Army Corps of Engineersprior to project implementation, but
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thefinal ratio to be implemented would be consistent with the require-
ments of the USA CE permit. Unavoidable losseswould be mitigated on-
site and in-kind as appropriate and feasible.

85
Please see response to Comment 8-3.

86
Errata - The following text has been added after the first paragraph
under Bald Eagleson page 3.7-26 of the EIS:

“Low densities of bald eagleswinter in and migrate through northern
Nevada. Potential roost sites are located within cottonwood stands
growing mainly on ranchesin northern Nevada, although according to
NDOW no notable concentrations of eagles occur close to the pro-
posed project. Additionally, communal roosts are more commonly
located in higher elevation limber pine (personal communication with
Peter Bradley, NDOW non-game biologist, October 2, 2001). Segment E
(of the Buck Mountain route aternative) has potential roosting sites
approximately four miles south of wherethe route crosses GarciaFlat in
the northernmost portion of Diamond Valley. Where Segment E crosses
into the northern end of Newark Valley, ranches|ocated 3.5to 4 miles
south of the route alignment may provide roosts. The majority of
hunting opportunities in both valleys along Segment E lie further south
of these potential roosts, although eagles may scavenge and hunt
black-tailed hare anywhere they occur.

Segment H (of the Crescent Valley (b) and PineValley (b) route alterna-
tives) parallelsthe western edge of southern third of Diamond Valley.
Potential roosts are located over 8 miles north with suitable foraging
approximately 7 milesnorth. The southern quarter of Diamond Valley
has greater densities of ranches and people, which may deter the eagles
from roosting to some degree. However, the southern part of the valley
would provide plenty of opportunities for scavenging roadkill. Addi-
tionally, bald eagles occasionally have been noted in Dunphy and
Beowawein thewinter.
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Asstated in Section 3.6, Impact Wildlife-5: Potential Bird Electrocutions
and Collisions (page 3.6-15), thelikelihood of electrocution to eaglesis
low, as the average wing-span of both golden and bald eagles generally
do not exceed 10 feet and the distance between conductors is 22 feet.

In terms of the threat of electrocution at the two substations, SPPC has
had no reports of avian electrocution at substations for stations over
100kV (persona communication with John Berdrow, project manager,
SPPC, 2001). Thisfinding issupported by aCornell University study
where six utility companiesindicated 99% of animal caused faults
occurred on low voltage substations (Enck and Brown 1989). High
voltage substations (i.e., 230 and 345 kV) require greater distances
between insulators and other electrical components than do smaller
voltage substations. For example, the distance vertically from insulators
and steel support structures vary from just under 7 feet to nearly 9 feet.
The horizontal distances between phases are well over 15 feet. The
likelihood of larger birds getting inside the substation is also very
remote due to the complexity of the support structures, wires and
insulators of the stations.

Collisionswith transmission lines can occur; however, diurnal raptors
are less prone to such collisions. For further discussion on this, please
refer to page 3.6-15. Although bald eagles may fly near or over the
transmission line while migrating and hunting, the alignmentsare not in
close proximity to roost sites. In areas where the transmission line
would cross concentrations of waterfowl or shore birds (i.e., Humbol dt
River), flight-diverters would be placed as stated under Mitigation
Measure Wildlife-5.

Adverse impacts to bald eagles, direct or indirect, are not anticipated as
aresult of the proposed project.”
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87

Errata- On page 3.6-16 of the EIS, under Impact Wildlife-6: Impactsto
Migratory and Resident Birds, the words "may be perceived as' have
been changed to “would be” in the last sentence of this section.

“Impact Wildlife-6: Impactsto Migratory and Resident Birds

Project construction activities may affect nesting raptors and passe-
rines. Impacts to ferruginous hawk, golden eagles, and burrowing owls
are discussed in Section 3.7, Special-Status Species. Impactsto nesting
red-tailed hawks, Cooper’s hawks, prairie falcons, American kestrels,
and great-horned owls would depend on the nest |ocation relative to the
transmission line, phase of their breeding period, and duration of the
disturbance during construction. Impacts to breeding raptors are not
anticipated based on field surveys. One exceptionisaongtheK re-
route (see Impact Wildlife-10: Impact to Nesting Raptors). Breeding
passerines could be adversely affected by project construction activi-
ties and result in nest abandonment, loss of territory, and loss of
productivity for that breeding season. The MBTA provides legal
protection for any migratory bird or part, nest, or egg of such bird listed
inwildlife protection treaties between the United States and Great
Britain (on behalf of Canada), Mexico, Japan, and theformer USSR.
Although loss of an active passerine nest site would significantly affect
the specific breeding pair affected by the project, it would not signifi-
cantly affect the local avian population. However, destruction of eggs

or young may-be-pereeived-as would be aviolation of the MBTA;;
therefore, thefollowing mitigation measureisprovided.”

88

Errata- On page 3.6-17 of the EIS, under Impact Wildlife-7: Increased
Predation from Wildlife, in the sixth sentence the words “ sage grouse”
are added after “waterfowl”. Also, the sentenceisfollowed by: “Im-
pacts associated with sage grouse are discussed further in Section 3.7,
Special Status-Species.”
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“Habitats previously used only to hunt occasionally could become
routine hunting areas because of the increased number of available
perches (Ryser 1985). Ravens could also use these structures as
perches or nesting locations. In areas with concentrations of shore-
birds, er waterfowl, or sage grouse, the potential impact from increased
predation is considered an adverse impact (personal communication
with K. Wilkinson, BLM Elko Field Office, February 22, 2001). Impacts
associated with sage grouse are discussed further in Section 3.7, Specia
Status-Species. Because the species that may inhabit these areas are
considered important by local BLM biologists, mitigation measures are

recommended.”

89
See response to Comments 8-5 and 8-6.

810

Errata- On page 3.7-1 of the EIS, thelast sentence of the paragraph on
the Federal Endangered SpeciesAct isdeleted. Please also seere-
sponseto Comment 8-2.

Federal Endangered Species Act

Pursuant to the federal Endangered SpeciesAct (ESA) of 1973, the
USFWS has authority over projects that may affect the continued
existence of aspeciesfederaly listed as Threatened or Endangered. If a
development may affect afederally listed species, federal consultation
under Section 7 of ESA isrequired. Under ESA, the definition of “take”
includesto kill, harm, or harass any federally listed species.
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The USFWS hasinterpreted the definition of harm to include significant

habitat modification. AsthetFatconto-Gonderproject-woutd-not-affect

aht €SS On onSdrta

BLM will consult with the USFWS to ensure that any potential impacts
to Endangered, Threatened or Candidate species are avoided or
mitigated. However, none are expected.

811

In changing the table to comply with the USFWS request to use species
status coding and language that is more appropriate for USFWS (as
opposed to the Nevada Natural Heritage Program species status
database of 1999), the comment would err in terms of the one particular
plant species. InTable 3.7-1, on page 3.7-4 of the EIS, changing "C1" to
"C" and striking "Downlisted" to read "Candidate”" would imply that
Monte Neva paintbrush is a Candidate species. As of August 2001, this
plant had no status with the USFWS (Morefield 2001).

Errata- In Table 3.7-1 on page 3.7-4 of the EIS, under USFWS
Categories, "C1" was changed to "-" (no listing).

Alsointhelegend, "C1 Downlisted Candidate" was deleted as were the
words" (formerly Category 2)".
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8-14
8-15
8-16
8-17
8-18

COMMENT LETTER

Table 3.7-3: Special-Status Wildlife Known or Potentially Occurring Within the Study
Corridor. Page 3.7-9 and 10. We recommend modification of this table in two areas. First, it
is stated that burrowing owls were observed along the study corridor. We recommend deleting
the word "potentially” from the phrase "potentially suitable habitat present”. Since birds were
seen, the habitat is suitable.

In addition, while SC can continue to be defined as Species of Concern, we suggest removing
the phrase "Formerly Category 2" as this list does not consist only of species that were once
category 2 candidates.

Special Stapus-Fish. Page 3.7-11. While our letter dated April 6, 1999, indicated occupied
LCT habitat occurred west of the preferred alternative, BLM also needs to consider potential
habitat for LCT recovery. As mentioned above, Henderson Creek could be considered
potential recovery habitat for the threatened Lahontan cutthroat trout and as such the project
should be reviewed for all direct and indirect impacts that it may have on riparian and aguatic
habitats as they related to LCT, and that you should consult with the Service accordingly under
Section 7 of the Act.

Special-Status Invertebrates, Mattoni’s Blue Butterfly. Page 3.7-21. It has come 10 our
attention during a telephone conversation with Tetra Tech EMI on July 10, 2001, that the host
plant, Eriogonum microthecum, for the Mattoni’s blue butterfly was located along the stady
corridor. We are concerned about the status of severa] subspecies of butterflies in the state of
Nevada, including the Mattoni’s blue butterfly. We recommend avoiding impacts to the host
plant to the greatest extent practicable. While transplanting of the host plant could be
aftempted, it is not known whether the effort would be successful.

Impacts Common to Route Alternatives. Page 3.7-22. Depending on review of the project for
impacts to potential habitat for the LCT, this species may need 10 be removed from this
paragraph.

Bald Eagles: Impact Special-Status Species-6: Potential Impact to Bald Eagles. Page 3.7-25
and Mitigation Measure Special Status Species-Sc. Page 3.7-39. The document states that the
study corridor crosses traditional wintering areas and mapped habitat areas, but it is not
anticipated that wintering bald eagles would be impacted and mitigation is not required. While
the construction and maintenance periods are temporary disturbances, the long-term impacts of
a transmission line through these areas also needs to be addressed. Because of the size of the
transmission line is large, electrocution may not be a serious concern, however, collisions with
these lines can and do occur and where birds concentrate (nest sites, roost sites, river
Crossings) can represent a threat. These are potential impacts mentioned in the document
under the general Wildlife and Wildlife Habitat section on page 3.6-14-15.

In addition, while the 2- mile wide study corridor may not provide roosting sites, perches, or
foraging habitat, it may not be adequate in determining whether the line will impact a species
which can travel long distances daily. On page 3.7-11, it is stated that potential roost sites
were presumed 1o be located near cottonwood stands in Diamond and Newark Valleys or

RESPONSES

812

Errata- In Table 3.7-3 on page 3.7-9 of the EI'S, under the "Potential for
Occurrence" columnin the cell for Burrowing owl, theword
"Potentialy" has been deleted from the second sentence and in the
legend the words " (formerly Category 2)" have been deleted.

813
Seeresponseto Comment 8-12.

814
Seeresponseto Comment 8-2.

815
Errata- Thefollowing text has been added to page 3.7-33 of the EIS:

“Special-Status|nvertebrates (M attoni'sBlue Butter fly): Thehost
plant for the larval stage of the Mattoni's Blue Butterfly is buckwheat
(Eriogonum microthecum var. laxiflorum), which isawidely distrib-
uted plant species. Buckwheat occurs sporadicaly in the project area.

Impact Special-Status Species-11: Impact toHost Plant for Mattoni's
BlueButterfly

Direct and indirect impactsto this species of butterfly could result from
construction-related impacts to the host buckwheat plant where these
populations occur. Because of the plant's widespread distribution, the
impacts to these plants would be adverse but not significant. Imple-
menting the foll owing mitigation measurein conjunction with Mitiga-
tion Measure Special-Status Species-1 would help to minimizethe
impact further.”
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8-15 (cont.)

Mitigation M easur e Special-Satus Species-11

To the extent practical, this buckwheat species should be protected from
disturbance during construction where construction traffic can safely
avoid them without impacting other sensitive resources (i.e., cultural
resources or riparian areas). Asoutlined in Mitigation Measure Special-
Status Species-1, qualified biologists would locate populations and
mark avoidance zones prior to construction.”

816
Errata- On page 3.7-23 of the EIS, in thefourth line of the third para-
graph the words "Lahontan cutthroat trout" have been deleted.

“The remainder of this section describes impacts to special-status
wildlife that could be associated with any of the route alternatives. The
following eight special-status species would not be impacted from the
development of the project because of the absence of suitable habitat in
the study corridor: mountain plover, least bittern, white-faced ibis, black
terntahentan-cutthreat-trodt, spotted frog, Grey’s silverspot butterfly,
and Californiafloater. 1naddition, no significant impacts are expected to
the seven special-status bats that might occur in the study corridor
because the proposed transmission line would not be located near
known roosting sites (personal communication with Bradley, NDOW,

April 11, 2000).”

817
Seeresponseto Comment 8-6.
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within the pinyon-juniper woodlands located away from the study corridor. It is not stated,
however, how far away these sites are from the study corridor. As a result, we are concerned
with potential impacts to bald eagles and request that you review your project in regards to all
direct and indirect impacts that it may have on bald eagles and their habitats and that you
consulr with the Service accordingly under Section 7 of the Act.

Sage Grouse: Mitigation Measure Special Stats Species-7d (Monitoring). Page 3.7-29. This
section indicates monitoring will occur for at least 10 years to determine if the visual impact of
a transmission line will cause abandonment by sage grouse of nearby leks. While monitoring
assists in determining if abandonment occurs, it does nothing 10 mitigate for this loss if it were
to occur. Measures to mitigate this loss should be indicated.

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments on this DEIS. In addition to providing
comments on the final environmentai documents, we may comment on any notice issued by the
Us. _Army Corps of Engineers for a section 404 of the Clean Water Act permit, If you have
questions or need clarification on our comments, please contact Marcy Haworth or

Bridget Nielsen at (775) 861-6300.
D
Robert D. Williams
cC:

Administrator, Nevada Division of Wildlife, Reno, Nevada

Administrator, Nevada Division of Environmental Protection, Carson City, Nevada

S!a_te Director, Bureau of Land Management, Reno, Nevada

Chief, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Nevada Field Office, Reno, Nevada

Chief, Office of Federal Activities, Environmental Protection Agency, (CMD-2)
San Francisco, California ’ ’

TOTAL P.BE

RESPONSES
818
Seeresponseto Comment 8-6.

819

The BLM has made the decision to mitigate impacts to active sage
grouse leks by requiring that SPPC install anti-perching devices on the
transmission line towers that would cross sage grouse habitat and be
within 2 miles of an active sage grouse lek. See Mitigation Measure
Special-Status 7b (Perch Deterrents) on page 3.7-29 for moredetail. In
addition, the following text has been added to clarify the monitoring
requirement.

Errata- On page 3.7-30 of the EI'S, Mitigation Measure Special-Status
Species - 7d (Monitoring) has been changed to read:

“To address the potential visual impact of the transmission line on sage
grouse, SPPC would fund implementation of a study that would monitor
selected leks and sage grouse habitat along the transmission line route
to determine the effectiveness of anti-perch devices and to determine if
transmission towers that have perch deterrents contribute to a negative
effect on sage grouse in terms of habitat use and population stability.
Such study would, at a minimum, monitor lek attendance and sage
grouse movements and survival, and may also study the effects of the
transmission line on raptor and raven movements. |n essence, the
study would seek to determine if the presence of towers with effective
anti-perching devices causes lek decline or abandonment merely
because of the visual intimidation of the towers. For this study, itis
recommended that an institution such as University of Nevada be
involved in the research design and participation. Funding from SPPC
would be equal to $450,000 and would be availableto initiate and fund
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the study for the first years of research or as long as the funding is
available. Additional funding sources may also be incorporated to
expand or extend the study should the need be warranted.

Should aresearch-based approach to monitoring be infeasible, SPPC
would fund asimplified study, which would monitor |ek attendance at
potentially affected leks along the transmission line using standard
protocoals. This lek attendance would then be compared to a selected set
of existing NDOW “trend” leks. Thistype of study can help determine
whether residual visual impacts of atransmission lineremain after raptor
and raven perching ismitigated. (This assumes that anti-perching
measures are effective.)

This study would involve counting the number of sage grouse at leks.
This data collection effort could be coordinated with other BLM and
NDOW efforts. Monitoring would continue for aminimum of 10 years.
Monitoring could extend beyond 10 years until consistent data reveals
conclusions. If extended monitoring does not reveal conclusions,
monitoring should not exceed 12 years.

The data collected would be prepared in ayearly report by SPPC and
findings presented to the BLM and NDOW to include in their own
monitoring database. Thetrend leks, agency coordination, monitoring
protocols, and other detailswill be defined in the COM Plan.

If monitoring indicates that lek abandonment has occurred due to the
visual impact or presence of the transmission line, SPPC would negoti-
atewith BLM to provide off-site mitigation to improve and enhance
sage grouse habitat. This off-site mitigation would be proportionate to
the impacts associated with the affected active leks along the perch-
deterred sections of the transmission line.”
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9-1

9-2

9-3

9-4

9-5

9-6

9-7

[l

COMMENT LETTER

~ pan.  COMMITTEE FOR IDAHO'S

g [IGH DESERT

P.O. BOX 2863 BOISE, IDAHO 83701
208-429-1679

August 22, 2001

Mary Craggett

Burcau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820-2332

Re: Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project, NV 063-E1S00-27 1790/1600 N-
63162 2800

Dear Ms. Craggett,

‘The Committee for 1daho's High Desert (CTHD) would like to comment upon the right-
of-way request made by Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC). First, you need to
analyze the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of this proposal more thoroughly

WE QUESTION THE NEED FOR THIS ACTION

This DEIS does not adequately justify the need for this powerline. First, there is not
presently a need for this powerline, and SPPC has not shown enough proof that they have
a rapidly growing customer base. It is not sufficient to simply state that the area is
growing. It is also insufficient to use the reason that the area might want to export
electricity in the future.

NEW UTILITY CORRIDORS AND CONSTRUCTION

We are very concerned with the fact that nearly half of the utility corridors to be used are
new corridors. We fear that the construction of this powerline will facilitate the
construction of a train to carry nuclear waste; this is mentioned as a Native American
concern on page 3.19-11, We also are concerned that this powerline might facilitate the
construction of a possible gas power plant and pipeline in Elko by Coastal Corporation,
and the Cortez Joint Venture Pediment Mine Project (4-8). We are strongly against new
mining or gas power plant activity in this area.

NATIVE VEGETATION

How will the BLM ensure that the contractor is not overly liberal in their definition of the
trees that need to be cut? Will the BLM mark the trees that need to be cut? On page 3.4-
19, the DEIS mentions restoration of other, already damaged wetlands if currently intact
wetlands are destroyed in the construction process. What sort of restoration woutd be
required for the damaged wetlands? On page 3.4-19, the DEIS refers to a “non-
vegetative” material that would be used to stabilize the banks of streams, What material
would be used? The final document needs to fully answer these questions.

@ 100% Recycled

RESPONSES

Letter 9: Committeefor Idaho'sHigh Desert

91
Comment noted.

92

The purpose and need for the proposed transmission line are discussed
in Chapter 1 of the EIS. Asrequired by the Nevada Public Utilities
Commission, every three years SPPC submitsan "Electric Resource
Plan" showing forecasts of future demand for electricity in its service
area and the utility's plans for meeting this demand and ensuring a
continuous reliable supply of electricity for its customers. Electricity
demand and | oad forecasts from SPPC's Electric Resource Plan are
shown on page 1-7 of the EIS. The Electric Resource Plan, inits
entirety, isavailablefor review at the Nevada Public Utilities Commis-
sion.

93

The Yucca Mountain Nuclear Waste Repository Draft EIS (published
by the Department of Energy in August 1999) analyzes numerous
alternativerailroad alignmentsthat generally follow adifferent direction
than the Falcon to Gonder project (i.e., heading southwest while the
Falcon to Gonder transmission line would travel in a southeast direc-
tion). Thisisexplained on page 2-31 of the Falcon to Gonder EIS.

The Yucca Mountain Draft EIS, on page 4-9, states that one of the
alternativerailroad alignments (the Carlin potential rail corridor)
analyzed by the U.S. Department of Energy would beinthe Falcon to
Gonder project area, and would intersect Segment B of the Falcon to
Gonder project near the town of Crescent Valley. The Falcon to Gonder
project preferred alternative Pine Valley (a) route does not include
Segment B.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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94

While both of these projects could benefit from the proposed transmis-
sion line, the Falcon to Gonder project was not conceived of or de-
signed to serve either project mentioned in the comment letter. The
purpose and need for the proposed transmission line are discussed in
Chapter 1 of the EIS.

95

SPPC would be required to pay BLM for al woodland productslost due
to construction and maintenance and would be responsible for habitat
restoration in disturbed areas. It isin SPPC'sinterest to keep project
costs down by minimizing the number of trees paid for and to minimize
the acreage of woodland that needs to be restored. BLM will monitor
compliancein thefield during construction to ensure the minimum
amount of damage to the native vegetation. Individual, or groups of
treeswill be marked prior to construction. Treesthat are heavily
damaged or removed will betallied by speciesand height prior to or
during construction. The data collected will be provided to the BLM
forester for determination of compensation.

96

Protection of wetlands and other sensitive resources during construc-
tionisahigh priority of the BLM and a Stream Crossing and Wetland
Protection Plan would devel oped by SPPC for inclusion in the Construc-
tion, Operation and Maintenance Plan (COM Plan) for this project.

Restoration protocols for impacts to wetlands would a so be included in
aReclamation and Habitat Restoration Plan, which would be part of the
COM Plan. It would include protocol sfor avoidance and minimization of
impacts, cutting of willows and woody vegetation instead of removal,
topsoil salvage, storage and replacement, recontouring and regrading,
and willow planting. These protocols can be applied to wetlands
impacted during project implementation aswell asto enhance previ-
ously degraded wetlandsin the corridor if such compensatory mitiga-
tion is deemed necessary by the regulatory agencies during the wetland
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permitting process for the project. The choice of restoration methods
would be determined if and when enhancement to degraded wetlandsis
reguired. The methods would be focused on correcting problems which
cause the wetlands to be degraded. Depending on the specific prob-
lems, these may include restoration of native plants, restoration of
wetland hydrology, invasive weed removal, and other measures.

97

Materials used to stabilize streambanks may include erosion control
blankets or matting made of jute, straw or other biodegradable materials,
or, in extreme cases, the placement of natural rock riprap pending
resource agency approval.
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INVASIVE/NON-NATIVE SPECIES
Why didn’t the DEIS include cheatgrass, tumbleweed, and halogeten in the
9-8 I: noxiousfinvasive weed survey? These weeds are well-established, but that does not give
the BLM license to ignore the threat from them. Why not require the SPPC to manually
9-9 I: dig out all of the weed-infested areas? On page 3.5-10, it states, “where appropriate,
native vegetation would be reestablished.” When and where would it #ot be appropriate
910 10 reestablish native vegetation? If native vegetation is not replanted, what would be
- I: replanted? The final EIS needs to answer all of the above questions

WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITA1
9-11 What is the 1olerance of big game for powerline disturbance? If you do not know this
information, how can vou accurately predict the effect that this powerline will have on
9-12 I: wildlife? 1s a buffer of only 100 feet enough for raptors (3.6-16)? The final document
needs 10 answer these questions.

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

On page 3.7-29, the DEIS states that if historic leks become active, or new leks are
9-13 discovered, funds fiom the mitigation account would be used to install perch deterrents.
If these funds are not available, “other SPPC funds may be available to instalk perch
detcrrents on a case-by-case basis.” These funds should be required to be available for
9-14 the duration of the powerline’s existence. It should be part of the yearly maintenance.
L Page 3.7-31 details the employee training requirements. What sort of penalty will be
enforced if everyone is not properly trained, of the sensitive species are not protected?
Why does the BLM not know whether the 230 kV line can be retrofitted with perch
9-15 detervents (3.7-35)? This is a key piece of information that should have been analyzed in
this document. Obviously whether or not this line can be retrofitied with perch deterrents
has a huge impact upon sensitive species sage grouse. What evidence does the BLM
have that the sage grouse in this area are non-migratory? According to 4 Framework to
Assist in Making Sensitive Species Habitat Assessments jor BLM-adminisiered Public
Lands in Idaho - Sage Grouse, “Connelly et al. recommends intensive habitat

9-16 management for an area 2 miles around Jeks for non-migratory populations and 11 miles
for migratory populations” (8). Granted, this is a document for Idaho, but the
information regarding sage grouse is still applicable. As before, the final ELS needs to
answer the above questions.

LIVESTOCK

9-17 Would the BLM reduce the AUMs for the affected allotments, shift the AUMs elsewhere,
or leave the same number of AUMs on smaller allotments? This information needs to be
included in the final document.

NOISE

Has the BLM analyzed the affect of noise upon sensitive species? Without this vital
9-18 piece of information, how can the BLM ensure that they are not adversely affecting
sensitive species? Has the BLM analyzed the noises that are inaudible to humans yet
audible to wildlife? What affect will these noises have upon birds and wildlife? What

RESPONSES

98

Cheatgrass and halogeton are common throughout the region and
tumbleweed (Salsola) iscommon in disturbed areas. Project mitigation
measures for listed noxious and invasive nonnative weeds detailed in
Section 3.5, such as the use of cleaning stations and pre- and post-
construction treatments, are al so expected to be effective in preventing
the further spread of other common invasive weeds in the corridor.

M ore detailed protocol s for minimizing the spread of noxiousand
invasive nonnative weeds, including cheatgrass, into uninfested areas
would beincluded in the COM Plan. Given the extent of weed infesta-
tions throughout the Great Basin and the scale of the project, "manu-
ally digging out all weed infested areas" is not a feasible construction
method. Infested areaswill be avoided, or if unavoidable, will be
treated by mechanical and/or herbicide methods known to be effective
against specific target species.
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99

That sentence on page 3.5-10 refers to weed cleaning stations only. As
weed cleaning stations are likely to be located in previously disturbed,
unvegetated or even paved areas, the reestablishment of vegetation
following construction may not always be appropriate in these loca-
tions. The term “wash stations’ has been changed to “ cleaning
stations” to reflect the fact that high-pressure air or water may be used
to clean vehicles and equipment in thefield.

Errata - The sentence on page 3.5-10 after (g) has been modified to read
asfollows:

‘Wash Cleaning stations would be periodically monitored, invasive
weeds would be treated, and if needed, native vegetation would be re-
established following. ..’

910

Although BLM prefers to reseed disturbed areas with native plants, in
some areas it may be preferrable to reseed with faster growing but
noninvasive nonnative plants to prevent noxious weed infestation. In
addition, sometimes native seeds arelimited in their availability dueto
fires, weather or other reasons. Areas of native vegetation disturbed
during construction would be revegetated according to specific
protocolsin the Reclamation and Habitat Restoration Plan, which would
be developed as part of the COM plan and approved by BLM. Please
al so see responsesto Comments 9-9, 9-29, and 9-30.

91

The literature search conducted was very broad and included journals
such asWildlife Society’ sBulletin, the Journal of Wildlife Management,
university and agency research and publications, and utility based
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research sources such as Electric Power Research Ingtitute (EPRI), as
well asinterviewswith local agency wildlife managers. Published
studies apparently have only been conducted on livestock and humans.
Currently there is no known study available on the "tolerance” of big
gamefor powerline disturbance. However, big game do commonly
migrate or browse under transmission lines. Short-term impacts and
mitigation measures are discussed in Section 3.6 of the EI S under Impact
Wildlife-1, Impact Wildlife-2, Impact Wildlife-3, and Impact Wildlife-4
(pages 3.6-12 through 3.6-15). The best available datawere used to
assessimpactsto wildlife.

912

The recommendation of a 100 foot buffer isintended for passerines and
upland gamebirds (i.e., mourning dove and Californiaquail) and was
given on the suggestion of agency wildlife biologistsincluding U.S.
Fish and Wildlife Service. Raptorsaretreated differently and do have
larger buffers. Thesewould be outlined inthe COM Plan. Potential
impacts and mitigation measurestailored specifically to raptorsare
discussed on pages3.7-22, 3.7-23, 3.7-24, 3.7-25, 3.7-31, 3.7-32 and 3.6-19
of theEIS.

913

SPPC would be required to install perch deterrents on transmission line
towers that would cross through sage grouse habitat. A mitigation fund
would be set up to pay for the Nevada Division of Wildlife or an
academic institution to conduct long-term monitoring at active leks
along thetransmission line. The resultswill be discussed with the BLM
and SPPC, and, if needed, proportionate off-site mitigation (i.e., sage
grouse habitat improvements) would be provided for by SPPC. During
annual line inspections for maintenance needs, SPPC inspectorswill
confirm that the perch deterrentsare still in place and repairswill be
made as needed. See also response to Comment 8-19.

914
The requirement that the construction contractor provide workers with
environmental compliance training would be included in the contract
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with SPPC. During construction, BLM would monitor compliance with
ElS mitigation measures and, if needed, could issue anon-compliance
notice or stop task order.

915

The 230kV line hasbeen in place for over 30 years. It is constructed with
wooden members and in atower design that precludes the installation
of effective anti-perching devices. The towers have many cross-
members attached at shallow angles that could provide spots for
perching or nesting by avian species.

Currently the products available for retrofitting distribution and
transmission lines with wood members are plastic spikes. Years of
monitoring these “ perch deterrents’ indicate that they generally fail at
preventing perching and often provide more nesting opportunities for
corvids by securing twigs and sticks between the spikes, which creates
astable nesting platform (personal communication with John Berdrow,
SPPC project manager 2001). Thesedevices, if placed onthe 230kV line
could actually provide more nesting opportunities for corvids. The
design for the proposed project transmission towersis significantly
different, asit hasavertical steel plate that would be placed on the
towers prior to construction and line activation. This same design
feature would not be able to be used on the 230kV line. Seealso
responsesto comments8-19 and 9-13.

916

The BLM has not stated that the study area’s populations of sage
grouse areresident or migratory. The main documentsthat BLM uses
to define the requirements and provide guidance on the management of
sage grouse and their habitats are the Nevada BLM's Management
Guidelines (2000) and guidelines published by the Wildlife Society
(Wildlife Society Bulletin 2000, Sage Grouse M anagement 28(4):976-985).
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BLM biologists agree that the 2-mile core areasurrounding alek is
critical habitat. The guidance documents used by BLM also recommend
that habitat beyond the core breeding area of two miles be managed to
maintain and support sage grouse seasonal activity. For this project,
perch deterrents would be required on transmission towers within sage
grouse seasonal (spring, summer and winter) habitat beyond the core 2-
mileradius. Thismitigation would likely encompass dozens of miles of
the project.

917

Short-term and long -term reductionsin forage would occur within
generally largeAUM allotments, wheretheloss of arelatively small
amount of forage for cattle dispersed along the linear right-of-way
would not significantly affect range health. The numbers on page 3.8-8
of the EIS aretotalsfor all allotmentslocated along a given segment. As
stated on this same page, the largest AUM loss to one allotment,
RobertsMountain (167,470 acres), would be4 AUMs. The BLM would
not require removal of these4 AUM's.

918

The literature search conducted was very broad and included journals
such asWildlife Society’ sBulletin, the Journal of Wildlife Management,
publicationsfrom the Ornithological Union and American Field
Ornithologist’s Union, university and agency research and publications,
and utility-based research sources such as the Electric Power Research
Ingtitute (EPRI), aswell asinterviewswith local agency wildlife manag-
ers. Again, published studies apparently have only been conducted on
livestock and humans. Only one report conducted on avain species
was found. This report studied the reproductive success of cavity
nesting birds breeding under high-voltage powerlines (Doherty 1998).
This study was conducted specifically because little had been done to
assess possible effects of electric and magnetic fields (EMFs) on the
biology of free-ranging animalsliving within such fields. Thefindings
of this research were that tree swallows (Iridoprocne bicolor) had a
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9-20
9-21

9-22

9-23

9-24

9-25

9-26

9-27

COMMENT LETTER

affect will ground-borne vibrations have upon animals, particularly those that nest upon
the ground, such as sage grouse? What affect will ground-borne vibrations have upon the
animals that burrow? 1f the BLM does not have this information, you cannot make an
informed decision. The final document needs 1o answer the above questions.

AIR QUALITY

On page 3.12-8, the DEIS refers to “restorfing} roads 1o as good or better condition.”
What exactly does this mean? We do not want “improved’” roads if this means that they
are graded and paved. What “non-toxic” soil-binder would be used to control dust?
These questions need to be answered in the final EIS

RECREATION/WILDERNESS

On page 3.14-13, the DEIS states that “improved access roads may have a slightly
beneficial effect by providing increased opportunities for dispersed recreational 4WL or
general sight-seeing.” Increased access 10 this area is not necessarily beneficial. What
effect would the increased access have upon wildlife and birds? This increased access
would also have a detrimental effect upon primitive recreation opportunities. Please
answer these questions in the final E1S

ECONOMIC
The DEIS does not include the negative economic effects from the necessity of increased
law enforcement.

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

On page 3.16-21, it states that the powerline will avoid NHRP-eligible sites “where
feasible.” Cultural sites should be avoided at all costs. On page 3.17-5, it makes a
similar statement that paleontological resources will be avoided “where feasible.”
Avoiding these sites should be a top priority. The project should not be allowed to
continue if it cannot avoid paleontological and cultural sites.

BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES

The DEJS refers to several BMPs, including BMPs that preserve existing hydrology,
prevent soil erosion, only allow a minimum of disturbance to riparian and wetland areas,
and reclamation BMPs. The final EIS should include an appendix that contains all of the
BMPs referenced.

RECLAMATION PLAN

CIHD wants the bare minimum of impraved roads to result from this project. It is a top
priority to leave as few roads as possible in the area. On page E-3, you refer to using
non-native seeds in areas that are “highly susceptible to infestation.” How do you define
highly susceptible to infestation? The final document should include standards of
susceptibility. Would the areas seeded to non-native seeds be rehabilitated to native
vegetation? What do greenstrips entail (E-5)? On page E-6, it states that “disturbed areas
1o be seeded following construction would be determined by a qualified reclamation
ecologist and appropriate resource specialist” (E-6). Why would you not seed all of the
disturbed areas? Locally collected native seeds should be used in all disturbed areas.

RESPONSES
lower nestling success rate than other birds (house wren Troglodytes
aedon) that nested in the study boxes placed under the line. The report
suggested that habitat under high voltage lines may be suboptimal for
tree swallows, but no conclusions were made asto why. Perhapsthis
bird that catches insects “ on-the-wing” had fewer flying insects within
it'sforaging territory surrounding the line. The wrens generally glean
insects from shrubs. Cavity nesters would not generally nest beneath a
line as the trees that provide suitable nesting holes would not be found
under apowerline. Other studies concerning vibrations and wildlife
were not discovered during the literature searches and wildlife profes-

sionalsinterviewed for this project were unaware of any such studies.

Short-term disturbance from noise is addressed under both general
wildlifeimpacts and special-status speciesin Sections 3.6 and 3.7.

919
Seeresponseto Comment 9-18.

920

SPPC would not construct any new paved roads. Some existing dirt
access roads would require improvements to enable the transport of
large vehicles and equipment to the tower installation sites. Improve-
ments, such as widening aturn, installing a culvert to protect a
drainage, or grading to provide a stable surface, would be made only
whereneeded. After construction, SPPC would restore existing access
roadsto at least as good as their pre-construction condition. Unless
otherwise directed by the BLM or landowner, improvements (e.g.,
culverts) would remain. In certain environmentally sensitive areas,
BLM would require SPPC to reclaim theroad in such away that it
discourages undesirable access. Thisisexplained further on pages 3.4-
16,3.6-20, 3.7-31and 3.7-32.
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921

Although use of water and gravel are preferred, use of non-toxic soil
binders is an alternative to watering that may be used by construction
contractors where needed to control dust. Examples of non-toxic soil
binders/stablizersinclude gravel mulches, vegetable oil, gypsum binder,
and noxious weed-free erosion control seed mixes.

922

Impacts on wildlife and birds are discussed on pages 3.6-14 and 3.6-15
of the EIS. Impact Wildlife-3 discusses|oss and displacement of
wildlife. Impact Wildlife-4 discussesindirect impactsonwildlifefrom
increased human presence and access, and Mitigation Measure
Wildlife-4 provides measuresto minimizetheseimpacts.

923

The EI S discusses impacts to recreation activities, including hiking and
camping (primitive recreation), on pages 3.14-12 through 3.14-19.
Impactsto primitive recreation are not anticipated to be significant, as
there are numerous existing access roadsin the area and many existing
opportunities for off-road vehicle use. Furthermore, after construction,
the centerline travel route will be reclaimed in such away asto discour-
age its use by off-road recreational vehicles. See aso the response to
Comment 9-20 above, aswell as page 2-20 of the EI S under Post-
Construction Reclamation of Access Roads and Appendix E of the EIS,
Reclamation Plan.

924
This project is not expected to directly result in an increased need for
law enforcement, asit would not directly result in increased population.

925

Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (as
amended) allowsfor mitigation in the form of datarecovery for sites
eligiblefor the National Register of Historic Placesunder Criteriond,
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which may be affected by federal undertakings. Datarecovery is
planned for a number of sites to be affected by construction of the
Falcon to Gonder project. The number of sites, the details of their
treatment, and the planned treatment for sites eligible under the other
three criteriawill bedetailed in an Historic Properties Treatment Plan,
which will be reviewed and approved by appropriate agencies prior to
construction. The plan will also identify those sites that will be avoided
and details of amonitoring plan.

The statement in question is specific to those situations where a
significant paleontological resource might be encountered during
construction-related excavations, and it is determined that it is not
possible to avoid further damage to that resource.

This conclusion would only be reached after discussions between a
qualified paleontologist, the BLM, and SPPC construction personnel.
Additional disturbance to the resource would be authorized by the BLM
only after agreementsto mitigate the effects of further damage through
means such as collection, analysis, and permanent curation of the find.

A similar processwould be followed in the event that significant
archaeological sites are discovered during construction, and avoidance
(the preferred outcome) is determined to beinfeasible by the BLM. In
both situations, appropriate treatment methods would be implemented
to reduce the loss of resource values to a less-than-significant level.
Environmental compliance training for construction personnel and
monitoring of construction activities by qualified paleontol ogists and
archaeologistswill beimplemented to further minimizethe potential for
inadvertent disturbance to these resources.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-40



CHAPTER 6: ReEspoNsE To COMMENTS

COMMENT LETTER RESPONSES

926

The BMPswould be compiled in the Construction, Operation and
Maintenance Plan (COM Plan) for the Falcon to Gonder project, which
would be prepared by SPPC prior to construction and approved by the
BLM.

927

SPPC would minimize new road construction by maximizing the use of
existing access roads. Some existing dirt access roads would require
improvements to allow transport of large construction equipment to the
tower sites. Temporary spur roads would be used to gain access to the
tower sitesfrom existing parallel roads. As stated in Mitigation Measure
Vegetation-4, SPPC would reclaim spur roads after construction and
create barriers where needed to discourage new entry into the right-of-
way and protect sensitive areas from disturbance. SPPC would consult
with BLM and private property ownersto determine the preferred
reclamation methods in sensitive areas. Moreinformation is provided on
page 2-20 and the Reclamation Plan in Appendix E of the EIS.

928

As stated in the Reclamation Plan, areas defined as "highly susceptible
to cheatgrass infestation” are areas that recently burned, are located
near dense cheatgrass infestations, or are on soil types that are often
dominated by cheatgrass.

929

Re-vegetating with competitive, non-native, non-invasive plants(i.e.,
crested wheatgrass) serves two purposes. In areas that are highly
susceptible to cheatgrass, the crested wheatgrass or other non-natives
are intended to prevent the cheatgrass from taking over following
surface disturbances. The success criteria are related to the goal of
restoring the native plant community in the area over time. In areas
aready heavily infested with cheatgrass, planting non-native, non-
invasive competitors is a measure intended to reduce the spread of fire
and greater cheatgrass infestation as part of greenstripping.
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Cost is not a good enough reason not to do this. On page E-9, it states that SPPC would
9-31 not be responsible for “weeds found beyond the right-of-way.” Would SPPC be
responsible for ensuring that the weeds do not spread beyond 'thc RpW? On page ?5-1 1y
it states that the reference sites for reclamation would be the site prior to consirugllon of
the powerline, or “representative areas which have the same target plant community
adjacent to the affected area.” What are the exact arcas that would be used as a ba§ellne
measurement? SPPC should be required to survey the whole area before construction of
I: the powerline, and use that as a bascline. How would spur roads be reclaimed? The final

EIS should answer all of the above questions.

9-32

9-33

Thank you for considering our comments

Sincerely, )

Katherine Hausrath

Wildlands Assistant

Committee for Idaho's High Desert
PO Box 2863

Boise, ID 83701

208.429.1679
kmhausrath(@juno.com

These comments were faxed to the Battle Mountain Field Office — 775.635.4034 and a
hard copy was mailed August 22, 2001.

RESPONSES
Greenstripping entails the planting of perennial native shrubs and
grassesto act as afire break. The processisused in areas of extensive
cheatgrass infestation to suppress fire and protect resources from
future wildfires and more extensive cheatgrass infestations.

930

SPPC would reseed all areas disturbed by construction as directed by
BLM and in accordance with the agency’s preferred seed mixes,
reclamation methods, etc. Locally collected native seed would be used
to the extent feasible and available. However, due to the extensive
wildfires throughout Nevadain recent years and during the summer of
2001, local native seed sources may be limited and seeds from other
regions with similar vegetation may need to be used. In addition, seed
sources may include desirable nonnative noninvasive species of high
range value to native deer, antelope and other wildlife populations to
assist in the ultimate re-establishment of the native plant community
and to amend the limited amount of nativeforage availableto wildlife.
Seed mixeswould be developed in cooperation with BLM and Nevada
Division of Wildlife vegetation ecologists and range conservationists.

931

SPPC would be responsible for meeting the weed abatement criteria set
for the project; these criteriainclude the spread of weeds beyond the
right-of-way if the spread is caused by project activities; SPPC would
not, however, be responsible for pre-existing weed infestations or
weeds introduced by other non project-related activities.

932

Pre-construction vegetation surveys would be conducted along the
preferred route alternative corridor. Habitat typeswould be mapped
and characterized, and a comprehensive species list by habitat type
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compiled for the project area. To monitor revegetation success, restored
sites would be compared to selected “reference sites.” Reference sites
would be located in nearby areas that were undisturbed by project
activities and that are representative of the plant species composition
and cover for plant communities disturbed by the project. Detailed data
on these paired sites would be collected annually during revegetation
monitoring.

933

Temporary spur roads would be reclaimed by recontouring to approxi-
mate pre-construction grades, distributing rocks and boulders where
appropriate (i.e., where similar conditionsexist in adjacent areasand
where they would not interfere with project operation and maintenance
activities); they will be graded and roughened as necessary, and seeded
with seed mixes approved by BLM and according to protocol s that
would be described in the COM Plan to return them to conditions similar
to the surrounding plant communities. For moreinformation please see
Appendix E, Reclamation Plan, inthe EIS. The temporary spur roadsand
centerlinetravel route would be authorized by BLM under aTemporary
Use Permit and/or the Right-of-Way Grant.
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John A, Chachas, Commissioner C . H . . .
SRS, e YINEES, oo gggg‘j::z :,;sx Letter 10: WhitePine County Board of Commissioners
David E. Provost, Commissioner :
Kevin 8. Kirkeby, Commissioner (E;};Sjvg;;fj;&i?aar

Cheryl A. Noriega, Commissioner

Doart™ W1 Bath, Ex-Gfficio Clerk of the Board m hi te ﬁme @Uun tg

'g@narh of @mmty Commissioners

(775) 289-8842

August 20, 2001

Mary Craggett, Team Leader

Bureau of Land Management, Battle Mountain Field Office
50 Bastian Street

Battle Mountain, NV 89820-1420

Dear Ms. Craggett: 101

The White Pine County Commission appreciates the opportunity to respond to the Draft EIS for Comment noted. The coal fired power pl ant has been added
the Falcon-Gonder 345 kV Transmission Line for Sierra Pacific Power. The County has had an to Chapter 4. Cumulativel mpacts asa potenti al future

opportunity to review the full report and executive summary. K o

project on page 4-8. However, it did not change any findings
The White Pine County Commission is pleased to support the request by Sierra Pacific Power for i ni fi H .
10-1 aright of way grant to construct a transmission line to the Gonder Sub-Station north of Ely. The of s gnlfl canceinterms of cumulativei mpaCtS'
transmission line will meet the needs of Sierra Pacific Power and its customers, it will benefit the
local economy during construction as well as increased property tax revenues, and we do not feel
the impacts of construction or the line itself will have any significantly negative effects on the
County’s environment. In addition, White Pine County is currently working with major power
generation firms interested in the possibility of siting a coal fired power plant in our area. The
Falcon-Gonder Line will help to strengthen the transmission system and capacity in the area and it
L will benefit our efforts to locate a power plant in White Pine County and strengthen our economic
base.

Thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Choyl 7 Zoreege—

Cheryl Noriega,
Chairman
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July 18, 2001
Robert V. Abbey
Nevada State Director
Burean of Land Management

Dear Mr. Abbey;

On behalf of myself and mry family I am writing this letter to address our concerns regarding the
Drraft Falcon to Gonder 345 kV T Project Envir 1 1) and Te
M Plan Amendments

)

I have heard from rellable resources that the development of this EIS was fraught with
t and misinterpretation of significant requirements as mandared under NEPA of 1969
| which pruvldm puidelines for the preparation of EIS. Resource specialists were branded by
[ management as chstructionisty because they were oppasing the ellmination of a number of viable
11-2 alternattve routes that could bave been analyzed but were not. Why bring people on board to give
L thers educated opinions then igoore wixat they have brought tn the tabie? The centeriine of ihe
preferred altermative comes across the Whistler Mountains pear Eureka, Nevada and just off deeded
groumd across from 5oy home. I have had different contractors crawling all over this area and have
noticed that this alternative bad alrvady been staked whereas none of the other alternative routes
[~ have been. Also completed are biological, soil, cultural, and field surveys. To my knowledge none of
11-3 tise ofiver propozed altermatives have had any of this work started as discussed in the DEIS. This is
L in direct vioi of the guideil as dated under NEPA.

sagebrush, gates and stakes. The road I travel to pump water Is well traveled by these crews and is in
bad shape because of the extia une, In all these months of pevple crawiing all over I bave bad a
115 helicopter land in nry meadows urannounced and without permission. Never once have [ even so
- much as liad 2 phone il from anyone to say when or why they would be invading my home. Some of
[~ your private contractors did come by to leok at cultural and wildlife aspects and let me know they
‘were here and why. However, when the draft came out I was cutraged that iwo separnte eagle nests
|1-6 | . which are within the two mile range of the preferred alternate were not noted or mentioned at all in
the DEIS. Why? The people that came to do the research are the people ¥io told me whero one of
L_ these mexts were located!

I currently bave strewn along a rvad where I travel dally green tape on both sides of the read tied to
11-4 I:

[~ This ranch does not bave electridty ofher than a simple generator. I have one power line that s
bebind tis: bouse hut not within my vision. Now we are looking at putting this power line across my
[1-7 | weadowe just oif deeded property still without the chance of our place being provided the benefits of
electricity. Yet [ have to be forced to look at and be exposed to the offensive limes which will benefit
no one in our area.

11-8 This proposed alterpate route will devastate the value of olr property as a whole. Our ranch bhas
11-9 historical value which will visually be affected by Tite proposed route.

Slncu'eiy
. f é 4; ¢ «3 ,: j ;
KELLY I HOEKE’NGA

RESPONSES
Letter 11: Kely Ris Hoekenga

111
Comment noted.

11-2

In addition to the descriptions of the five final route alternatives that
were analyzed inthe EIS, Chapter 2.0 of the EIS also contains a discus-
sion of other alternatives that were considered but eliminated from
further analysis for various reasons, as required by NEPA. This EIS has
been devel oped over athree year period with input from an I nterdiscipli-
nary Team of resource specialists and NEPA specialistsfromthe BLM's
Battle Mountain, Elko, and Ely Field Offices, BLM State Office, aswell
asfrom two cooperating agencies. the NevadaDivision of Wildlifeand
State Historic Preservation Office. Numerous workshops were held over
the three years to consider the variety of viewpoints shared by the
Interdisciplinary Team members, encourage meaningful discussions,
and facilitate collaborative decision-making.

11-3

All five of the route alternatives analyzed in the EI Swere staked and
subject to baseline field surveys for environmental and cultural re-
sources. This information was used to compare the routes and to
identify the environmentally preferred alternative. The methodology is
discussed in Section 3.20 of the EI'S and more background informationis
provided inAppendix C of the EIS.
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114

On page 2-20, the EI S states that after construction, SPPC would restore
existing access roads that reguire improvements to a condition as good
or better than they were in before construction. More detailed informa-
tion on reclamation of access roads would be provided in the COM
Plan. SPPC would also discuss preferred access road reclamation
techniquesfor specific areas with BLM and landowners. Please also
refer to the response to Comment 9-20.

11-5

SPPC'sright-of-way agent, field crews and surveyors made effortsto
secure approvals and provide advance notice to property owners before
surveys were conducted on private property. During construction,
SPPC would continue to make good faith efforts to provide property
owners and nearby residents with advance notice of construction
activitiesintheir area. BLM would instruct SPPCto add Kelly Risi
Hoekengato their list of people to be notified of construction activities.

11-6

Comment noted. Wildlife specialistsfrom EDAW’sfield survey team do
not recall meeting or having this conversation with the commentor. Itis
possible that the field crews referred to by the commentor were associ-
ated with another project, such as the fiberoptic cable that is being
installed along Highway 50. Suitable nesting areas for golden eagles
were surveyed during the baseline field surveys conducted for the
Falcon to Gonder project EI'S and would be surveyed again just prior to
construction. SPPC would avoid any construction activitieswithin a0.5-
mile radius from any occupied golden eagle next during the nesting
season, from February 15 through July 15, as stated in Mitigation

M easure Special-Status Species 4 on page 3.7-25 of the EIS.
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1-7
Comment noted. Visual impactsare discussedin Section 3.9 of the EIS.

11-8

Chapter 3.15 Social and Economic Values of the EISanalyzesthe
project's potential effects on property values of private land owners on
pages3.15-10and 3.15-11.

11-9

Impacts to unevaluated historic ranches, including the Hay Ranch on
Segment G, are discussed in Chapter 3 of the EIS on pages 3.16-26 and
3.16-27, and Mitigation Measure Cultural-8 would reduce impactsto
ranches along the preferred alternative route determined to be histori-
caly significant.
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RECEIVED
HAIL ROOM
) 14719 Laguna Seca Dr.
W0HAUG 2] EHI2: Apple Valley, CA 92307

BUREAU OF L)
BATTLE MOUNTA,

August 14, 2001

Mary Craggett

Project Manager

U.S. Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Re: Falcen to-Gonder 345kV Transmission Project

Dear Ms. Craggett,

Our property that may be effected by the Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project
12-1 is located in Cresent Valley. We already have two transmission lines on our property and

adamantly do not wish to have any more transmission lines placed on or near our
L - property.

My husband and I have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and
Resource Management Plan Amendments for the project. It is our opinion that the Sierra
12-2 Pacific Power Company should use the existing Designated Utility Corridor east of Elko
to connect the transmission lines running from Dumphy to Wells to the transmission lines
running from Gonder Station to ALT 93,

12-3 I: Using this existing corridor should have less environmental consequences. Please
consider this route for the project.

Sincerely,

Mr. and Mrs. Lawrence Leyrer

RESPONSES

Letter 12: Mr.and Mrs. LawrencelL eyrer

121
Comment noted.

12-2
Comment noted.

12-3

A discussion of other aternatives that were considered but eliminated
from detailed analysis, including the SWIP Corridor referred toin this
|etter, isincluded in Chapter 2.0 of the EIS on pages 2-31 and 2-37.
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August 20, 2001 TURUG2T Fill:up

BURZAL OF LAl
BATILE HOUKTA

Mary Craggett

BLM Team Leader

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

RE: Falcon to Gonder Project
Dear Ms. Craggett:

13-1 We are writing this letter to object to the Falcon to Gonder transmission line being
constructed so close to our property on Collingwood Lane in Eureka County.

If the proposed route is followed, this line will be constructed within % mile from our
house and property. We already have a power line within % mile from our home, and to
13-2 put yet another transmission line so close is, to say the least, excessive. We believe that
the noise will be very disturbing and that it will be an eye sore if located so close to our
home.

We left Reno eight years ago to escape noise pollution and to enjoy the scenic beauty of
13-3 Eureka County. The Falcon-Gonder line will certainly put an end to any enjoyment of
the scenery. There appears to be other areas to construct this line that will have less
impact on private property.

Thank you for your consideration of this letter.
Sincerely.

” N y ’//’ .
rﬁ/g(,/ jﬁéc—’—tf/ é/ﬂw Z‘[LW&‘V

Robert C. Herrera Clarisse Herrera

RESPONSES

Letter 13: Robert C.Herreraand ClarisseHerrera

131
Comment noted.

132

Noise impacts and mitigation measures are discussed in

Section 3.11 and visual impacts and mitigation measures are discussed
in Section 3.9 of the EIS.

133

See response to Comment 13-2. Impactsto private property also are
discussed in Sections 3.13 Land Use and Access and Section 3.15,
Saocia and Economic Values.
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14-2

14-3

14-4

COMMENT LETTER

525 Sunset Street » Elko, Nevada 89801
(775) 73B-9251
FAX - (775) 738-2345

August 22, 2001

Mary Craggett, Burcau of Land Management
Battle Mtn. Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle M., NV 89820

Dear Ms. Craggett,

This letter is in response to the Draft EIS regarding the Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission
Project.

The alternative routes designated for this project lie directly within the Western Shoshone
Aboriginal Boundary. This boundary defines the area that the Western Shoshone regard to be their
homeland. Western Shoshone people have lived in this area for thousands of years. Along the
chosen route, BLM and Sierra Pacific will most likely find burial sites, cultural sites, pine trees,
Juniper trees, cedar trees, springs, and various small and large game, all of which are important
resources to the Western Shoshone people, then and now. Tt is imperative that there be a
Western Shoshone person monitoring the project’s development.

Burial sites and cultural sites are highly significant to our people, the disturbance of sites of this
nature by non-Indians are humiliating and disrespectful. If sites are found, the nearest Native
American Tribe should be notified immediately, and as a concerned party we also ask that the Te-
Moak Tribe in Elko, Nevada be contacted. Tn accordance with the Federal Regulations, the Western
Shoshone must be the firsr people ta observe and make the decision regarding any burial sites and
cultural sites that are found.

The Goshute Tribe, the Ely Shoshone Tribe, the Duckwater Tribe, the Yornba Tribe, Western
Shoshone individuals that do not live on Teservations, and the Te-Moak Tribe a// have an association
with the land along thesc routes. In some way, Western Shoshone culture will be afiected by the
disturbance that Sierra Pacific Power Company will be creating.

['he Western Shoshone people understand that the Falcon to Gonder Project will provide additional
transmission services 1o a large portion of Nevada and northeastern California However, we have
reservations about the way Sierra Pacific and the BLM will handle the findings of traditional and
cultural properties. 1f you have any questions, please call me at (775) 738-8145.

Jennifer L. é}sl.l. Environmental Coordinator
Te-Moak Tribe of Western Shoshone

i S -J\c_';-—_‘..
TR A,

OAK TRIBE OF WESTERN SHOSHONE

141

14-2

14-3

144

Comment noted.

Comment noted.

RESPONSES

Letter 14: Te-Moak Tribeof Wester n Shoshone

Cultural surveys have been completed for all of the analyzed alterna-
tives. Western Shoshone observers accompanied archaeol ogical
survey crews during these surveys. Western Shoshone monitors will
be required during project activitiesin or near areasidentified as
Traditional Cultural Properties (TCPs).

The Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
(NAGPRA) requires notification of the nearest Native American Tri_be
when burials are discovered. Western Shoshone Tribal Councilswill be
notified if other cultural sites are discovered during project activities
when impacts to these sites cannot be avoided.
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P.O. Box 211308, Crescent Valley, Nevada 89821
phone: 775-468-0230, fax: 775-468-0237, email: wsdp@igc.org

August 22™, 2001

Mary Craggett, BLM Team Leader
Battle Mountain BLM

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89820

Re: Comments on the Falcon to Gondor 345kV Transmission Project DEIS

Dear Ms. Craggett,

— We would like to provide the following comments regarding the Draft EIS for the Falcon-Gondor
Transmission Line project. The Western Shoshone Defense Project was created in 1991 by the Western
Shoshone National Council to assist in efforts to protect Western Shoshone rights and homelands for
I5-1 present and future generations based upon cultural and spiritual traditions. The proposed transmission

- line is located entirely within Westem Shoshone territory as recognized by the United States within the
Treaty of Peace and Friendship entered into with the Western Shoshone Nation in 1863. This
transmission line represents a significant development within our territory, and unfortunately this has not
been adequately discussed in the DEIS.

Lack of benefits to Western Shoshone communities

The Treaty of Peace and Friendship negotiated at Ruby Valley, represents an agreement by the
Western Shoshone to share their land with the white people for specific limited purposes, which include
the construction of a railroad, telegraph line, unimpeded travels and economic activities such ranching
and mining. Oral history passed on through the elders tells us that the Shoshone were promised to be
paid for anything taken from their territory, this was to be a form of rent for the use of our lands. However
the United States has chosen to disregard the Treaty and has pursued a racially discriminatory palicy of
15-2 denying Western Shoshone citizens their property rights and use and access rights to their traditional
homelands. This has been justified by the proceedings of the Indian Claims Commission and subsequent
Court cases which used the ICC proceedings to declare all of our rights to our lands have been lost.

Thus we find ourselves strangers in our own land, most of our communities remain dependent on Federal
funding and live on completely inadequate trust lands. This is an unacceptable situation. We want to
take care of ourselves and carry on our unique culture and way of life. We cannot do this without access
to land and resources. Instead we are told we can have a one time cash payment of $26,000,000 for all
of our lands and rights,

The Falcon to Gondor Project perpetuates this situation. The DEIS explains that the BLM will be paid
for the use of the land, it states that compensation will be given to individual property owners, and
property taxes will be paid to the counties for the value of ling improvements. The DEIS estimates a tax
15-3 income for the State of Nevada between 35-37 million dollars over a forty year period. Yet the Western

Shoshone receive nothing, because somebody “found” that our rights were extinguished. It appears that
the only those who have the legal ability to impact or delay this project are receiving monetary benefits
from it. Because you tell us we are powerless and have no rights, there is no apparent need ta provide
the Western Shoshone people with any compensation.

Lack of Alternatives and Problematic Public Process
After reviewing the DEIS, one is left with the impression that the important decisions have already
15-4 been made. As it reads, the Public Utilities Commission has already made a determination that this
project is in the public interest. This determination was made without consideration for the envirenmental
/cultural impacts and without cansideration of U.S. responsibilities to the Western Shoshone under the
Treaty and the supposed trust relationship that exists. There seems to be no integration of the various
permitting processes and between the various regulatory bodies involved.

¢
&
(Il

The Western Shoshone Defense Project is an affiliate of the Seventh Generation Fund for indian Devaloprment 1

RESPONSES

Letter 15: Western Shoshone Defense Proj ect

151
Comment noted. See 3.19 for discussion of NativeAmerican Concerns.

152
Comment noted.

153
Comment noted.

154

BLM isnot empowered by law to address Treaty issues. A claim for the
land was brought before the United Indian Claims Commissionin 1979,
which awarded $26 million to the Western Shoshonein exchangefor
extinguishing al tribal claims. During the past two decades several
courts, including the Supreme Court, have upheld that decision.

After reviewing awide range of transmission optionsidentified by
SierraPacific Power Company during its Electric Resource Planning
process, the State of Nevada Public Utilities Commission (PUC) selected
the Falcon to Gonder 345 kV transmission linein 1999 as the best option
for addressing projected system capacity deficiencies that could result
in blackouts or other servicelimitations as early astheyear 2003. The
PUC reconfirmed thisin an Interim Order issued on November 13, 2001.
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15-4 (cont.)

To identify potential routesfor thelineto link the Falcon and Gonder
substations, the utility worked with an Interdisciplinary Team of agency
representativesfrom BLM's Battle Mountain, Elko and Ely Field Offices,
aswell asfromthe NevadaDivision of Wildlifeand State Historic
Preservation Office, which served as cooperating agencies.

In 1999, BLM initiated formal consultation on the project with 14
separate tribal governments or inter-trial organizations. Meetingswith
BLM'sTribal Relations Coordinator, Dr. RobertaMcGonagle, and
interviews with a consulting ethnographer followed to identify Native
American concerns for consideration in the planning process and
environmental analysis. Information about the project and protocol for
data collection during cultural resource field surveys were presented to
the Ely Tribal Council and theYombaTribal Council for input and
discussion. Consultation and meetings with tribal representatives on
this project are ongoing.

155

In addition to the regulatory agency coordination discussed in the
responseto Comment 15-4 above, BLM solicited input from federal,
state and local permitting agencies through the NEPA scoping process,
aswell asduring the Draft EISreview period. Permitsthat may be
reguired by other agencies are listed on page 1-17 of the EIS.
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15-9

15-10

I15-11

15-12

15-13

15-14

COMMENT LETTER

The project lacks altematives, there is essentially only one alternative with slights variations of where
exactly it will cross central Nevada. The No Action alternative as stated seems non-viable, given the fact
that choosing it will require emergency planning. There is insufficient information 1o Know it any of the
other alternatives were truly possible. The hurried nature of this project suggests that other alternatives
might have existed if proper planning had been done earlier. A true evaluation of alternatives available
would require an in depth understanding of power markets in the west, and electrical transmission
engineering, knowledge we do not have. Like most projects evaluated by the BLM, the project proponent
provides most of the information and evaluation, leaving the public and tribes with little to no independent
analysis.

BLM Resource Management Plans are outdated and developed without consideration for the Treaty
or the supposed trust relationship with the Western Shoshone. What is the paint of identifying utility
corridors in any plan, if a company can ignore those corridars and develop proposals which maximize
their economic gain? These corridors are essentially meaningless. There has been no discussion on a
local or national level about the on the ground implications of slectrical deregulation. In order for a “free
market” in electricity to exist there needs to an enormous increase in transmission lines across America.
We do not want to see our lands covered by a web of poweriines, We want to see more local production
of electricity to meet local needs, using renewable technologies such as wind and solar. Nevada is a
perfect place to start this, however the construction of more powerlines increases reliance on power
system that has been destructive fo man and nature.

Ingufficient Mitigation for Sage Grouse

There is not a sufficient guaranty that sage grouse will be protected from this development. The sage
hen remains a very important bird to us from a cultural and spiritual perspective. We have shared this
land with the sage hen for thousands of years and we want it to stay that way. We would like to see a
firm commitment an the part of Siera Pacific and the BLM to avoid all active leks by a 2 mile radius by
rerouting lines if necessary. There is no data to suggest how effective perch deterrents are and no plan
to address areas where predation from the lines is a problem, Monitoring is not mitigation, there needs to
be contingency plans. There also appears 1o be no firm commitment monetarily to address these potential
prablems, especially if the initial mitigation money runs out. These issues must be addressed before this
project is permitted and allowed to move forward, especially as the sage grouse may be listed as
threatened and endangered under the Endangered Species Act.

Inadeq Analysis of Enviro | Justice and Cultural Impact Issues

Your discussion of environmental justice is purely academic and does not address the spirit of
environmental justice. The hunting and consumption of sage hen is a fundamental part of our culture and
history. We have a unique relationship and understanding of these birds. Thus impacts to the sage hen
have a direct and disproportionate impact on traditional Western Shoshone people. By reducing or
eliminating the sage hen, you are preventing us from continuing our traditional cultural practices. And
culture like language will die when it is not practiced. When our culture dies, we cease 1o exict. And the
genocide you have started become complete. We do not use these words lightly.

You have limited your discussion of Native American communities o Federally recognized tribes. We
are not aware that any part of the executive order on environmental justice mandates this. This suggests
that the only Native cammunities that exist are those the Federal government choses 1o recognize. We
are not Western Shoshone because the federal government says we are, we are Western Shoshone
because that is who the Creator has made us, and we continue to try and live by the laws and traditions
that have been passed down to us. Crescent Valley has a Western Shoshone community and it is as real
as the communities in Battle Mountain and Elko, South Fork etc. It consists of my extended family, the
Dann Band of the Western Shoshone Nation. We have occupied this area since before the arrival of white
settlers. By ignoring us, you seek to render us invisible, unimportant. But we are here, and intend to
remain here for thousands of years into the future.

We don’t want to ses this powerline pass though our lands. We especially do not want it to pass
through the Cortez canyon area. Mt Tenabo is a very significant place to us, culturally and spiritually. We
still gather foods and medicines here and use the pinyon and juniper trees. Construction of these lines
through that area would significantly impact the use of this area by our family and other Westsrm
Shoshone who have connections to this place. We also believe it will impact the remaining sage grouse
in the Grass Valley and Pine Valley areas.

The Western Shoshone Defense Project is an affiliate of the Seventh Generation Fund for Indian Dovelopment 2

RESPONSES

156
Please refer to responses to Comments 15-4 and 15-8 for discussion
about how the route alternatives were devel oped.

157

The no action alternative would result in continuation of BLM's current
management practices in the project study area and denial of the action.
Denial of SierraPacific Power Company'sright-of-way grant application
would avoid environmental impacts associated with this project in this
region. However, environmental impacts could still occur elsewhereif
other projects are proposed by the Nevada Public Utilities Commission
to compensatefor projected deficienciesin SierraPacific'stransmission
system and ensure areliable supply of eectricity for its customersin
northern Nevada. Other projects could include another transmission line
or anew power plant. If no other projects are brought on line by the
summer of 2003, SierraPacific customers could experience blackouts or
other servicelimitations. That iswhy SierraPacific Power Company
would need to begin emergency planning with the Nevada Public
Utilities Commission. For more discussion of the no action alternative,
pleaserefer to pages 3.20-10 through 3.20-14.

158

BLM began environmental analysesfor this project in 1999 and
considered a number of alternatives before narrowing it down to the
final fiveroutesthat were analyzed in detail inthe EIS. Alternatives that
were considered but eliminated from further analysis are discussed in
Chapter 2 of the EI S on pages 2-30 through 2-34. In addition, Sierra
Pacific Power Company considered an extensive range of transmission
options during its Electric Resource Planning process, as explained on
pages 2-34 through 2-38.

159
Discussion of BLM's utility corridor designations and planning process
isprovided inthe Executive Summary and Chapter 5 of the EIS.
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15-10
Comment noted.

1511
Pleaserefer to the response to Comment 8-19.

1512

Therewill be no disproportionate environmental impactsto any Native
American community; therefore, there are no Environmental Justice
issuesto analyze. Pleaserefer to the response to Comment 8-19
regarding sage grouse.

1513

Native Americans not affiliated with Federally recognized tribesare
reflected in census data presented in Table 3.18-1. Dataon Native
Americanissues (EIS Section 3.19) were collected from Native American
representatives whether or not they were affiliated with arecognized
tribe.

1514
Comment noted.
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I15-15

15-16

COMMENT LETTER

Need for Western Shoshone Involvement in Cultural Resource Decisions.

One of the big issues concerning us is the alienation and theft of our history by the archaeological
work done for various projects such as these transmission lines. Our stories and history are written
across the landscape, yet every time a big project comes, archasological firms are hired and our history,
artifacts, and remains are removed. H is here where Sierra Pacific can make a break from the past and
work to include the Western Shoshone in decisions effecting cultural resources.

First, we would recommend a qualified Western Shoshone monitor be on site during construction of
the powerlines. More importantly however is the participation of the Wastern Shoshene in the
development of any mitigation plans for cultural resources impacted by the project. Any agreements
between the State Historic Preservation Office and the BLM must alsa include representatives from
Western Shoshone communities. For too long the Western Shoshone have been excluded from the
gathering and Interpretation of our history. By including representatives from concerned Tribal
governments, organizations and communities in these cultural resource decisions, yeu have made
significant progress in relations with the Western Shoshone.

We would also recommend monetary support for the Shoshone documentation/interpretation of
Shoshone sites impacted by the powerlines. Significant sites exist near the Humboldt River, which could
possibly also be tied to interpretation plans of the planned Emigrant Trail Center. We want to make clear
however that any moneys donated to this historical interpretation should be earmarked for the Shoshone
to tell their own story, rather then outside experts. Details of how this mitigation would be accomplished
need to be worked out, yet it could provide Sierra Pacific with an opportunity to support Western
Shoshone efforts at cultural preservation and cross-cultural understanding. We would like to be a part of
this effort, but it cannot happen without the support from other Western Shoshone communities.

We hope you will take these considerations to heart and make a decision reagrding this project that
fully respects and recognizes the Teraty based relationship the U.S. has with the Western Shoshone. Yu
have great responsibility on your shoulders and we hope you will exercise it in a fashion that benefits
both our peoples.

Sincerely,

Chustpc ) DemdL
%ﬂ\’ Carrie Dann

Citizen, Western Shoshone Nation
Member, Westermn Shoshone National Council
Executive Director, Westem Shoshone Defense Project

The Western Shoshone Defense Project is an afflllate of the Seventh Generation Fund for Indian Developnrent 3

RESPONSES

1515
Seeresponseto comment 14-1.

15-16

There is a Western Shoshone representative on the Interpretive Plan
Committeefor the CaliforniaNational TrailsInterpretive Center. Com-
ment noted about possible donations to the California National Trails
Interpretive Center for interpretation of Western Shoshone history.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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COMMENT LETTER

UTAH ASSOCIATER MUNICIPAL POWER SYSTEMS

16-1

16-2

16-3

2825 £. Caltonweod Pzrkway

84121-7077

August 22, 2001

SENT VIA FAX AND U.S. MAIL

Ms. Mary Craggett, Team Leader
Bureau of Land Managsment
Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89520-1420

RE: Falcon to Gonder 345KV Transmission Project, N-63162
Dear Ms. Craggett:

Utah Asseciated Municipal Power Systems (UAMPS) is pleased to provide comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for the Falcon to Gonder 345V Transmission Project. UAMPS
supports the construction of the Project. UAMPS is a politica! subdivision of the State of Utah that
provides comprehensive wholesale electric energy service, on a non-profit basis, to community
owned power systems throughout the Intermountain West. UAMPS serves 45 members located in
Nevada, Utah, Arizona, California, Idahc and New Mexico. The ability to provide service to our
members is critically dependent on regicnal transmission systems,

The electric transmission grid for the Western United States has many points of congestion thal
fimit the transport of power from cne region to another particularly on peak periods. The Northern
Nevada electric control area is highty constrained for the import of energy into the control area and
is limited in the export of energy out of the control area. The anllity to ransport energy from one
region to ancther is highly desirable te minimize costs and insure relizbifity.

There are seasonal electric demand differences between the Northwest and Southwest and limited
fransmission to fully access the generstion resources. Regional temperature ranges and changes
greatly affect the electric demands in the West and the construction of additional transmission
facilities will assist the effective utilization of regional generation resources.

The Falcon to Gonder 345KV Transmission Project will provide a significant improvement to the
existing transmission grid. The Project will provide alternative transmission paths to transport

RESPONSES

Letter 16: Utah Associated M unicipal Power System

16-1
Comment noted.

16-2
Comment noted.

16-3
Comment noted.
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16-4

COMMENT LETTER

Ms. Mary Craggelt, Team Leader
August 22, 2001
Page 2

energy from the Northwest or Southwest through and to energy users in the Great Basin. The
existing 345kV Falcon Substation located west of Carfin Nevada is presently connected to the
345KV Valmy Substation at the Valmy 550 megawatt generating station. The construction a new
345KV transmission line to Gonder Substation, near Ely, Nevada, provides a strong tie to two
230kV transmission lines connected to Utah. With the recently built Reno-Alturas 345kY
transmission line, this completes a Northwest to Southwest connection to more effectively utilize
regional generation and transmission resources,

UAMPS has been an active participant in tne regional energy market and operations for 20 years.

UAMPS strongly believes the Falcon to Gonder 345kV project wil provide substantial
improvements to the ability to provide reliable and efficient energy supply in the region.

Douglas\Q Hunter
General hanager
fjpm

164
Comment noted.

165
Comment noted.

RESPONSES
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COMMENT LETTER

Goods From The Woods
14125 Hwy C.
Licking Mo.
573-674-4567
www.pinenut.com
penny@pinenut.com

August 21, 2001
Mary Craggett
Bureau of Land ManagementBattle Mountain Field Office
50 Bastian Road
Battle Mountain, Nv.
Faxed 775-635-4035

NV 89820-2332Re: Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project, NV 063-EIS00-27 1790/1600
N-63162 2800

Dear Ms. Craggett,

17-1

I would like to offer the following comment upon the right-of-way request made by Sierra Pacific
Power Company . BLM must review the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of this proposal
more completely.

NEED

The need for this powerline is not adequately justified. First, there is not presently a need for
this powerline, and where is the rapidly growing customer base. It is not sufficient to simply state
that the area is growing. It is also insufficient to use the reason that the area might want to export
electricity in the future. I am concerned that the real purpose for this action may not be disclosed.
Is this in fact, a powerline to facilitate the construction of a vehicle to carry nuclear waste; this is
mentioned as a Native American concern on page 3.19-11.

Could the project’s intent be to facilitate the construction of a possible gas power plant and
pipeline in Elko by Coastal Corporation, and the Cortez Joint Venture Pediment Mine Project (4-8)
The BLM must fully research and disclose the long range plans for this proposed utility
action.
NATIVE VEGETATION

N
)

How will the BLM ensure that the contractor is not overly liberal in their definition of the trees
that need to be cut? Will the BLM mark the trees that need to be cut? Of special interest to me, is
mature pinyon pine. The species p.monophylla does not reach maturity until it is between 75 and
100 years of age. Mature trees produce good seed stock, and more pinenuts for both commercial
harvest and forest health. Mule Deer, rabbits, mice and birds, all feed from the pinyon. Mature
frees are critical to the health of this environment.

In Alaska, the spruce beetle infestation was a direct result of the slash which had been left on the
ground after creating the utility corridors. We must be sure that the trees and vegetation, which are
felled in this proposed process are handled adequately.

S
t
1

RESPONSES

Letter 17: GoodsFrom theWoods

17-1
Comment noted.

17-2
Please see response to Comment 9-2 and 9-3.

17-3
Please see response to Comment 9-4.

174
Please see response to Comment 9-5.

17-5

BLM recognizesthe importance of mature trees and would require
SPPC to minimize loss of mature pinyon pines and provide compensa-
tion for all woodland products lost due to project construction and
maintenance. The abundance of pine treesin the general area, however,
isexpected to provide sufficient food for wildlife during and after
project construction.

17-6

In accordance with Mitigation M easure Vegetation-5, SPPC or its
contractor would retain the woodland products and compensate BLM
for them. Tree clearing procedureswill be determined through consul-
tation with the BLM based on site conditions, i.e., accessibility, terrain,
and environmental constraints. During clearing operations, treeswill
be placed at the edge of the construction corridor. During reclamation
activities, cleared trees may be used for erosion control, such as mulch,
chipping, lop and scatter, slope breakers, etc.; creating wildlife habitat;
or as off-road vehicle deterrents. Placement in cleared areaswould be

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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COMMENT LETTER

Goods From The Woods
14125 Hwy C.
Licking Mo.
573-674-4567
www. pinenut.com
penny@pinenut.com
Page 3.4-19, the DEIS mentions restoration of other, already damaged wetlands if currently intact
17-7 |: wetlands arc destroyed in the construction process. What sort of restoration would be required for
the damaged wetlands?

17-8 |: Page 3.4-19, the DEIS refers to a “non-vegetative” material that would be used to stabilize the
banks of streams. What is this?

INVASIVE/NON-NATIVE SPECIES
Where is the analysis of cheatgrass, tumbleweed, and halogeten in the noxious/invasive

weed survey? Cheatgrass in particular has become a well documented fire starter on public lands.
The BLM cannot ignore this threat. As long as you have a contractor why not require them to
17-9 manually dig out all of the weed-infested areas? Perhaps, require construction in cheat grass areas

h durning the time seeds are not present. Place this as a condition upon the action. Alternatively,
place stringent requiremnts to lessen the likelihood cheat grass will be spread. For example: Wash
tires, vehicles, clothing, daily during times of seed proliferation.
Page 3.5-10
“where appropriate, native vegetation would be reestablished.”
17-10 What is the criteria? What is the plan? If native vegetation is not replanted, what would be
replanted?

WILDLIFE AND WILDLIFE HABITAT

17-11 |: ‘What is the tolerance of big game for powerline disturbance? If you do not know this information,

how can you accurately predict the effect that this powerline will have on wildlife? Is a buffer of
17-12 I: only 100 feet enough for raptors (3.6-16)? Once again, could we consider breaking the project
into seasonal construction phases, based on the bio- region, so as to minimize the impact?

SPECIAL STATUS SPECIES

Page 3.7-29, the DEIS states if historic leks become active, or new leks are discovered, funds from
the mitigation account would be used to install perch deterrents. If these funds are not available,
17-13 “other SPPC funds may be available to install perch deterrents on a case-by-case basis.” These
funds should be required to be available for the duration of the powerline’s existence. It should be
part of the yearly maintenance. What sort of monitoring is involved with this?

17-14 |: Page 3.7-31 details the employee fraining requirements. What sort of penalty will be enforced if
—  everyone is not properly trained, or the sensitive species are not protected? Why does the BLM not
know whether the 230 kV line can be retrofitted with perch deterrents (3.7-35)? This is a key
17-15 piece of information that should have been analyzed in this document. Obviously whether or not

this line can be retrofitted with perch deterrents has a huge impact upon sensitive species sage
'— grouse.

REsPONSES
approved by the BLM. Treesthat cannot remain in cleared areas may
be cut and left to be collected as firewood in areas approved by the
BLM or removed from the site. Activities associated with tree clearing
may not interferewith reclamation activities, e.g., chipped material
would not be spread in a manner that would inhibit revegetation.
Specific methods and the type and amount of vegetation to be spread
would be provided in the Construction, Operation and Maintenance
Plan. BLM would consider best management practices that could help
avoid such infestations.

17-7
Please see response to Comment 9-6.

17-8
Please see response to Comment 9-7.

17-9

Please refer to the response to comment 9-8 regarding cheatgrass and
the potential for "manual digging". Cheatgrassis already present or
abundant thoughout most of the project area. The seeds would come in
from adjacent undisturbed areas, regardless of whether or not the seed
setting period is avoided. Measures would be implemented to lessen
the likelihood of cheatgrass seed being spread as aresult of this
project. These measures include cleaning stations, as suggested by the
commentor.

17-10
Please see response to Comment 9-9.

17-11
Please see response to Comment 9-11.

712

Please see comment under 9-11 and 9-12. Construction windows are
defined for wildlife and special-status species. Periods of closurefor
construction may be found under mitigation measures for each species
requiring such actions.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS
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17-16
17-17 [

o |
o [

17-20 |:

17-21 [
17-22

17-23 |:
17-24 |:

COMMENT LETTER

Goods From The Woods
14125 Hwy C.
Licking Mo.
573-674-4567
www. pinenut.com
penny@pinenut.com
‘What evidence does the BLM have that the sage grouse in this area are non-migratory? A

Framework to Assist in Making Sensitive Species Habitat Assessments for BLM-administered

Public Lands in Idaho must be reviewed and adopted for this jurisdiction.

LIVESTOCK
‘What happens with the AUM’s?

NOISE

Has the BLM analyzed the affect of noise upon sensitive species? Without this vital piece
of information, how can the BLM ensure that they are not adversely affecting sensitive species?
Has the BLM analyzed the noises that are inaudible to humans yet audible to wildlife? What affsct
will these noises have upon birds and wildlife? What affect will ground-borne vibrations have
upon animals, particularly those that nest upon the ground, such as sage grouse? What affect will
ground-borne vibrations have upon the animals that burrow? If the BLM does not have this
information, you cannot make an informed decision.

ELE: OMAGNETIC DS

I do not believe the BLM has fully examined the effect of this upon wild life and vegetation.
Especially birds.

AIR QUALITY

Page 3.12-8, the DEIS refers to “restore[ing] roads to as good or better condition.” I dont wish to
see graded and paved roads into the desert. Do you plan on using a “non-toxic” soil-binder to
control dust?

Page3.14-13,

the DEIS states that “improved access roads may have a slightly beneficial effect by providing
increased opportunities for dispersed recreational 4WD or general sight-seeing.” I do not see this
as a benefit. How does this effect wildlife and birds? This increased access would also have a
detrimental effect upon primitive recreation opportunities.

-ECONOMIC
With expanded access to remote are, communities must anticipate greater fire supression
expenses, search and rescue, road maintenance (once you build it, you must maintain it!)

CULTURAL AND PALEONTOLOGICAL RESOURCES

Page 3.16-21, it states that the powerline will avoid NHRP-eligible sites “where feasible.”
Cultural sites should be avoided at all costs. What monitoring is in place?

RESPONSES

1713
Please see response to Comment 9-13.

1714
Please seeresponse to Comment 9-14.

1715
Please see response to Comment 9-15.

17-16
Please see response to Comment 9-16.

17-17
Please seeresponse to Comment 9-17.

1718
Please see response to Comment 9-18.

1719
Please see response to Comment 9-18.

17-20

Chapter 3.10 of the EI Sanalyzes potential EMF and el ectrical effects
from transmission lines and states that normally operating high voltage
lines are not known to produce adverse effectsin livestock or wildlife.
The transmission line would be designed to comply with the National
Electric Safety Code. Please also refer to page 3.8-8, Livestock and
Crops for the discussion on this. Please also refer to the response to

Comment 9-18.
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1721
Please see responsesto Comments 9-20 and 9-21.

17-22
Please see responses to Comments 9-22 and 9-23

17-23

If the cause of fire is determined to be the result of the project, Sierra
Pacific Power Company (SPPC) would provide compensation for
project-related fire suppression expenses, and if appropriate search and
rescue. As the project would not involve construction of new paved or
permanent dirt access roads, road maintenance would not be required.
Existing access roads used for construction of the project would be
restored to a condition as good or better than they were before con-
struction. SPPC would consult with BLM and private property owners
to determinetheir preferences and requirementsfor road reclamationin
certain sensitive areas. Please also see the responses to comments 9-20
and 9-27.

17-24
Please see response to Comment 9-25.
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17-25

17-26

17-27
17-28

17-29

17-30

17-31

17-32

17-33

1T

COMMENT LETTER

Goods From The Woods
14125 Hwy C.
Licking Mo.
573-674-4567
www.pinenut.com
penny@pinenut.com
On page 3.17-5, it makes a similar statement that palcontological resources will be avoided
“where feasible.” The project should not be allowed to continue if it cannot avoid paleontological
and cultural sites.

EST ENT PRACTICES

I would like a copy of all applicable BMPs, including, but not limited to, BMPs that preserve
existing hydrology, prevent soil erosion, only allow a minimum of disturbance to riparian and
wetland areas, and reclamation BMPs.

RECLAMATION PLAN

A primary priority must be to leave as few roads as possible in the area.

Page E-3, non-native seeds in areas that are “highly susceptible to infestation.” Please define
highly susceptible to infestation. Would the areas seeded to non-native seeds be rehabilitated to
native vegetation?

Explain more about greenstrips (E-5).

Page E-6, it states that “disturbed areas to be seeded following construction would be determined
by a qualified reclamation ecologist and appropriate resource specialist” (E-6). Why would you
not seed all of the disturbed areas? Locally collected native seeds should be used in all disturbed
areas.

Page E-9, it states that utility would not be responsible for “weeds found beyond the right-of-way.”
I do not agree. Let this be a condition for the easement.

On page E-11, it states that the reference sites for reclamation would be the site prior to
construction of the powerline, or “representative areas which have the same target plant community
adjacent to the affected area.”

Where is the baseline measurement? The utility should be required to survey the whole area before
construction of the powerline, and use that as a baseline. How are spur roads to be reclaimed?

I wish to see all this issues reviewed in the EIS. Thank you,

Sincerely,

RESPONSES

17-25
Please see response to Comment 9-25.

17-26

BMPs are contained throughout the EI'S in the various mitigation
measures as well asin the project description in Chapter 2. Please also

see response to Comment 9-26.

17-27
Please see response to Comment 9-27.

17-28

Please see responses to Comments 9-28 and 9-29.

17-29
Please see response to Comment 9-29.

17-30
Please see response to Comment 9-30.

17-31
Please see response to Comment 9-31.

17-32

Please see responsesto Comments 9-32 and 9-33.

17-33

Please see responsesto Comments 9-33 and 11-3.
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August 21, 2001

Mary Craggett

Bureau of Land Management
Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820-1420

Dear Ms. Craggett:

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental
Impact Statement (DEIS) for the Falcon to Gonder 345 kV Transmission Project, White Pine,
Elko, Eureka, and Lander counties, Nevada. Our review and comments are provided pursuant
to the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), the Council on Environmental Quality’s
NEPA Implementation Regulations at 40 CFR 1500-1508, and Section 309 of the Clean Air Act.

Sierra Pacific Power Company (SPPC) has applied for a right-of-way (ROW) grant from
the Bureau of Land Management (BLM) to construct, operate, and maintain a new 345kV
transmission line in north central Nevada. The DEIS evaluates alternatives for constructing a
new transmission line that would extend approximately 165 to 185 miles between the Falcon and
Gonder substations. The transmission line would be supported by 725 to 820 tubular steel H-
frame structures and angle towers that would vary in height from 75 to 130 feet. The project also
includes expansion and installation of additional facilities at the existing Falcon and Gonder
substations. The DEIS also analyzes the impacts of amending the Shoshone-Eureka, Elko, and
Egan Resource Management Plans. Five route alternatives and the No Action alternative are
evaluated in this DEIS.

We have rated this DEIS as EC-2 -- Environmental Concerns-Insufficient Information
(see enclosed "Summary of Rating Definitions and Follow-Up Action"). Our concerns primarily
regard the measures that would be used to minimize and mitigate project impacts to water
quality. We recommend that additional information be included in the final environmental
impact statement (FEIS) regarding Clean Water Act Section 404 compliance, water quality
mitigation measures, and polychlorinated biphenyls. Our specitic comments are enclosed.
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CHAPTER 6: ReEspoNsE To COMMENTS

COMMENT LETTER RESPONSES

2
We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS. If you have any questions, please call
me at (415) 744-1584 or Jeanne Geselbracht at (415) 744-1576. Please send a copy of the FEIS
to this office (mailcode CMD-2) at the same time it is filed with our Washington, D.C. office.
Sincerely,
O i 090. . ﬂcﬁ?} 54/
Lisa Hanf, Manager
Federal Activities Office

Enclosures
003369

cc: Allen Biaggi, NDEP
Nancy Kang, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers - Reno
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Falcon to Gonder 345 KV Transmission Project DEIS
EPA Comments — August, 2001

Clean Water Act Section 404

The DEIS discusses the need for a Clean Water Act Section 404 permit for the proposed
project. It appears that an individual 404 permit, rather than a nationwide permit, may be
appropriate for this project based on the number of watercourse crossings involved in each route
alternative (DEIS, Table 3.3-3). If an individual permit is required, EPA will review the project
for compliance with Federal Guidelines for Specification of Disposal Sites for Dredged or Fill
Materials (40 CFR 230), promulgated pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act
(“404(b)(1) Guidelines™). Pursuant to 40 CFR 230, any permitted discharge into waters of the
18-1 U.S. must be the least environmentally damaging practicable alternative (LEDPA) available to
achieve the project purpose. Although a jurisdictional delineation has not been conducted for the
project yet, it appears that the proposed alternative [Pine Valley(a)] would cross 271
watercourses, more watercourses than any other alternative. It is possible that an analysis in
accordance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines would find that the proposed alternative is not the
LEDPA. The FEIS should include an evaluation of the project alternatives in this context in order
to demonstrate the project’s compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines.

The DEIS discusses general measures that would be taken to avoid, minimize, and
mitigate impacts to riparian or wetland vegetation. It is unclear whether a commitment is being
made to take these same measures for all waters of the U.S. once they are delineated. The FEIS
and Record of Decision (ROD) should indicate a commitment to these measures for all waters of
the U.S. If, under the proposed project, dredged or fill material would be discharged into waters
of the U.S., the ROD should include the mitigation plan and commitments by BLM and SPPC to
implement the plan and conduct compliance and effectiveness monitoring.

18-2

The mitigation plan should specifically discuss how potential impacts would be
minimized and mitigated. This discussion should include: (a) acreage and habitat type of waters
of the U.S. that would be created or restored; (b) water sources to maintain the mitigation area;
(c) the revegetation plans including the numbers and age of each species to be planted; (d)

18-3 maintenance and monitoring plans, including performance standards to determine mitigation
success; (e) the size and location of mitigation zones; (f) the parties that would be ultimately
responsible for the plan's success; and (g) contingency plans that would be enacted if the original
plan fails. Compensatory mitigation should be implemented in advance of the impacts to avoid
habitat losses due to the lag time between the occurrence of the impact and successful mitigation.

Other Water Quality Issues

According to the DEIS (p. 3.3-14), SPPC would prepare a stream crossing plan (SCP)
and ensure compliance of the construction contractor with it. The SCP would address measures

RESPONSES

181

Delineation of waters of the United States for the preferred route
aternative would be conducted and the findings compiled for the U.S.
Army Corpsof Engineersfor review in conjunction with the permit
application. Guidancefromthe USACE chief inthe Reno officewould
be obtained on the methods to delineate jurisdictional features.
Impactsto jurisdictional wetlands and other waters of the United
States would be minimized to the greatest extent possible. Well and
spring protection plan as well as a stream crossings, springs and
wetland protection plan would be prepared as part of the COM Plan for
the proposed project. These plans would include wetlands and
drainagesin jurisdictional basins aswell asthose not under USACE
jurisdiction.

For the above-mentioned reasons, the project appearsto qualify for a
Nationwide 12 permit. If during the permitting processit would be
determined by the USACE that an individual permit would be needed,
SPPC would work with the USACE to obtain such apermit and comply
with permit requirements.

182

The methods that would be outlined in the stream crossings, springs
and wetlands protection plan (part of the COM Plan) would be aimed at
the protection of all drainages in the project corridor, including those
under USACE jurisdiction, those under Nevada Department of Envi-
ronmental Protection jurisdiction and those considered non-jurisdic-
tional. Most drainages that would be crossed by the project are
intermittent or ephemeral and carry water only for brief periodsinthe
rainy season or after seasonal storm events. Most of the drainages
would be crossed in their dry states and environmental compliance
monitors would ensure that measures outlined in the COM Plan would
befollowed.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS

6-65



CHAPTER 6: ReEspoNsE To COMMENTS

COMMENT LETTER RESPONSES

18-3

Some of the information requested by the commentor, such as perfor-
mance standard and monitoring requirements as well as methods used
for revegetation would beincluded in the COM Plan. However, other
specific information requested, such as acreage and habitat types of
waters to be restored, water sources for specific areas, and number and
age of speciesto be planted cannot be determined adequately, until the
delineation has been conducted and verified by the USACE and the
verified map has been overlaid with the final project design. Thiswould
take place during the permitting process for the project. Final wetland
mitigation acreages by habitat type as well as potential compensatory
mitigation requirementswould be determined in cooperation with the
USACE and annual monitoring reports would be submitted to the
USACE in compliancewith all requirementsrelated to the 404 permit.
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18-4

18-5

18-6

18-7

18-8

COMMENT LETTER

Falcon to Gonder 345 kV Transmission Project DEIS

EPA Comments — August, 2001

to protect water quality, flow conditions, and associated cultural and biological resources in the
area of potential impact. The SCP, identifying and describing the specific best management
practices and monitoring measures, should be included in the FEIS. It should also be noted that,
when a 404 permit is issued, measures required by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers would be
incorporated into this plan.

Mitigation Measure Water-4 indicates that SPCC would repair any erosion created runoff
from project facilities. The FEIS should clarify that this requirement would be applicable over

L the lifetime of the ROW grant, not just during the construction phase.

Mitigation Measures Water-5a and 5b indicate that the construction contractor would
avoid soil disturbing activities within 100 feet of any spring or well without implementation of

| proper best management practices (BMPs). The FEIS should identify and describe these BMPs.

Mitigation Measure Water-7a indicates that in some areas construction using helicopters
may be the least environmentally damaging approach to limit access road clearing. The FEIS
should identify who would determine where and when helicopters should be used in place of
conventional construction methods, and the criteria that would be used to make these
determinations. Would the construction contractor or SPPC, both of whom have financial

L_ interests in the project, be making these decisions?

Toxic Substances

The FEIS should discuss whether the proposed project would involve the disturbance
and/or removal of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) which may be in active use or in storage. It
is unclear whether PCBs are currently in use in transformers or electrical equipment, or whether
PCBs may be in storage in areas subject to project-related work. If so, the FEIS should provide a
discussion regarding their location, volume, and how they would be handled and/or disposed.

RESPONSES

184

The stream crossing plan would be prepared as part of the COM Plan
and would include measures required by the USACE as part of the 404
permit aswell as State permit requirements.

185

Following construction and reclamation, SPPC would return within one
year to confirm that erosion control features and BMPs are functioning
and make repairs where needed. Thiswould be addressed in the
Construction, Operation and Maintenance Plan.

18-6

BMPs aimed at the protection of well and springs would beincluded in
the well and spring protection plan, which would be devel oped as part
of the COM plan.

187

SPPC would determine where and when helicopters would be used by
consulting with the construction contractor, once that contractor is
hired. Criteriathat would be used to make the determination asto
where helicopter construction is necessary could include: accessability
of terrain, steepness of slopes, worker safety considerations, availabil-
ity of helicopters, avoidance of sensitive resources, costs, schedule,
and other considerations. SPPC and the construction contractor also
would consult with the BLM Environmental Compliance Manager.
While use of helicopters for tower transport and installation activities
would reduce disturbance, some ground-based equipment still would
be needed for excavations, tower installation and wire tensioning.
Helicopter construction would also create additional disturbance at the
required fly yards, or staging areas, one located approximately every 10
miles along the construction corridor in helicopter construction areas.
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188

According to Sierra Pacific Power Company, the Falcon and Gonder
substations have been tested and do not contain, use or store PCBs.
The Falcon to Gonder project would use food grade mineral il asthe
cooling agent for transformers at substations and on transmission line
towers (personal communication with ShaunaAdams, SPPC, September
18,2001).
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19-2
19-3

19-4

19-5

19-6

COMMENT LETTER

BLM Battle Mountain Office
ATTN: Mary Craggett .

50 Bastian Rd.

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

To Mary Craggett:

Our farm is in the proposed path of the new Sierra Pacific Power line. The line is
going to run right through the middle of our farm if it is approved by BLM. Though the
plan has been in the making for some time, we were never confacted by Sierra Pacific
Power line and we have recently found that the route through our farm is the favored
route.

This will be very unfortunate for us since a power line through the middle of our
ficlds will make it impossible for us Lo inigate with our wheel linc and the value of our
property will diminish. Our most serious concern is the hazard to our health; that a
power line carrying that much electricity will be passing only 300 feet from our home.

We are hoping that when you decide which route the Power Company will take,
you will take our livelihood and health into consideration and choose an alternative route.
If the line is to come through our property, at least you can have them go another 600 feet
along our fence lines instead. That would be at least 900 feet from our house and would
not ruin our fields.

We would appreciate it if you could keep us updated on the latest decisions about
where the power line will go and anything else that pertains to our farm and family.

Thank you,

gy oy

Jobo and Nancy Minolstti

RESPONSES

Letter 19: John and Nancy Minoletti

191

SierraPacific Power Company contacted the Minol etti'sin May 2001
and met with them at their house on June 20, 2001, to discussthe
project, potential impactsto their property, and possible mitigation
measures. The preferred route alternative would run through the
bottom third of the Minoletti's approximate 80 acre parcel.

192

SierraPacific Power Company has discussed with the Minoletti's
strategies for routing the transmission line around their property and
keeping tower structures out of their fields by spanning acrossirrigated
areas. SierraPacific Power Company has determined that it ispossible
to span across their fields by placing tower structures just inside or
outside their fences. Only a small area around the structures that would
be placed just inside their fence lineswould impact their fiel ds (per-
sonal communication with John Berdrow, SPPC, September 13, 2001).

193

The Minoletti's would be compensated for the value of the right-of-way
and any damages caused by the location of the proposed transmission
line on their property. Compensation is provided through the right-of-
way acquisition process completed with private land owners (see
Section 3.13 of the EIS). Potential impactsto property valuesare also
discussed in Section 3.15 of the EIS.
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194

The proposed transmission linewould be approximately 350 feet from
their existing residence. The north edge of the 160-foot wide right-of-
way would be approximately 270 feet away from their existing residence.
The power linewould comply with all federal and state guidelinesfor
electric and magnetic fields (EMF) exposure at the edge of the right-of -
way. Potential health hazards associated with electric linesare dis-
cussed in Chapter 3.10 Public Health and Safety of the EIS.

195

Alternative routes were evaluated in the Draft EIS, and the

preferred route alternative would cross the Minoletti's property. As
discussed with the Minol etti's on June 20, 2001, SPPCisevaluating a
short relocation around their property, and will discuss options for
avoiding their property when all of the design and property information
isavailable.

196
Comment noted.

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-70



20-1 generation in the Intermountain West. This energy is transported across Sierra Pacific

CHAPTER 6: ReEspoNsE To COMMENTS

COMMENT LETTER RESPONSES

Letter 20: City of Fallon
CITY OF FALLON

MICHAEL F. MACKEDON
City Autorney

Al
7 om
e, < £ P.0.Box 1203
(%, 2+ ; Fallon, XA £9407-1203
I (775)423-2106

JOHNR.S. MCCORMICK
Asst. City Atiormey

STEVEN D, KING »4‘“;‘/’,‘\ ;
Asst. City Auorney b

August 21, 2001

VIA FACSIMILE
775-635-4034
and U.S. MAIL

Mary Craggett, Team Leader

U. S. Department of Interior

Bureau of Land Management

Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, Nevada 89520-1420

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Falcon to Gonder 345kV
Transmission Project, N-63162

Dear Ms. Craggett:

This letter is written to provide the City of Fallon's comments on the Draft
Environmental Impact Statement ("DEIS") for the Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission
Project. The City supports the Project because of the critical and strategic importance 20-1
of this Project which will benefit residents, not only of the City of Fallon and the State of ease see discussion of the
Nevada but for other energy purchasers in the western United States. Comment noted. P4 Chapter 1of theEl S fora

The City of Fallon is located in Churchill County in west central Nevada with an purpose and need for the Falcon to Gonder project and the BLM

area population of approximately 25,000 residents. The City owns and operates a Resource M anagement Plan Amendments.

municipal electric utility system serving its 8,300 residents as well as several hundred
commercial customers. The City has provided electric service to its residents for over 80
vears and since last year has purchased electric energy from various sources of

Power Company's (“Sierra's") transmission lines and delivered to electric substations in
Fallon. Sierra's transmission system is presently highly constrained and cannot
provide sufficient import capacity to serve the needs of all customers within its electric
transmission control area.

Although the City requested transmission import from Sierra in 1999, due to
transmission restraints and other network customer's prior rights Sierra was unable to
confirm firm import rights for the City until recently. The addition of capacitors in June
of this year provided additional import capacity to satisfy the City's request. Despite
this, the continuing growth in Northern Nevada and the region will further
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strain the transmission system over time and without a significant increment of
transmissjon capacity, the region will continue to be hampered in obtaining reliable and
competitive long term energy supplies.

Moreover the western United States has a variety of generation resources with
energy demands that vary both seasonally and by temperatures by geographic
locations. Absent the ability to access generation sources throughout the west, the
energy supply is highly limited and not price competitive. Transmission lines provide
the ability to use the energy where and when it is needed and improve the overall
efficiency of the energy infrastructure.

The ability to export power from Northern Nevada to other markets is also
important, when demand is not high in Sierra's control area but is high in neighboring
states, generation located in Northern Nevada can be made available. This flexibility
provides needed energy for people in other areas and provides revenue to the
customers in Northern Nevada. Reciprocally generation in other states provide supply
to residents in Northern Nevada and reduces overall cost to utilities in neighboring
20-1 states. The seasonal demand differences between the Great Basin and the Northwest
and the diversity of generation sources improves the overall energy picture in the
region which enhances the continued availability of safe and reliable electricity to
millions of residents throughout the western United States.

The Falcon to Gonder 345kV Transmission Project is an effective transmission
solution to the above mentioned transmission issues. The existing 345kV Falcon
Substation located east of Carlin Nevada can be utilized to tie to the two 230kV lines
presently at Gonder Substation and provide a significant overall improvement to the
western United State's transmission grid. The Project will enhance the transmission
capacities of Sierra and its customers including the City's electric utility and thus
improve the reliability of electric energy to people throughout the State of Nevada.
Thus the Project directly benefits and improve the "human environment" which the
National Environmental Policy Act requires this DEIS to analyze.

We appreciate the opportunity to comment and support this necessary and
environmentally beneficial Project.

Sincerely,

CITY OF FALLON

ST R
Jevire 22
Steven D. King

Assistant City Attorney

cc: Sierra Pacific Power Company

RESPONSES
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" ACT | INF JINT | DATE | . .
o v Letter 21: Minutesof Eureka County Planning Commission

P&EC | |7 _.1
s§
Minutes Of AR

Eureka County Planning Commission
July 2, 2001

NR

FIRE

The Chair called the meeting to order. %%‘,ﬁmmgss(c.g;g oNEL__|
Roll Call

Present: Rex Collingwood — Chairman, Maxine Rebaleati — Vice-Chair, Cecil Wright —
Secretary/Treasurer, Hollon Moll, Ellen Rand and Ron Rankin — Members; Billy Addleman -
Independent Contractor for the District Attorney. Absent: Philip Brown, and Ken Washburn -
Members; Ted Beutel — District Attorney, and Lisa Hoehne — Recording Secretary.

Minutes of June 15,2001

After reviewing motion was made by Cecil Wright 10 approve of the minutes. Maxine
Rebaleati seconded the motion. The Chairman called for further discussion. There being no
further discussion, motion was adopted (6-0).

Correspondence
None

2-1
Sierra Pacific Power Line Comment noted. BLM responded to Mr. Rankin’s request by sending
Ron Rankin stated his opposition against the placement of the power line, because it runs himtheDraft EIS . . s L. .
along his property line. He has contacted Sierra Pacific to request them to move the line away Imthe Draft and addi ng himtothe proj ect maili ng list.
21-1 from his property and has not had been successful. Sierra Pacific nor BLM has notified him of

the public meetings, even though he has written to BLM requesting to be notified and also 10
receive the draft EIS.

Maxine Rebaleati will contact Nancy Minoletti to inquire if she would like to attend the next
meeting to discuss the power line.

Title 16

Resolution Number 2 — The Board reviewed the resolution. A concern was stated that the
improvements should be made from the development to the nearest county road. The words
“right of way” in the resolution should be changed to “right of ways.”

Another concern was the resolution specifications for improvements are too close to county

road specifications. The Chairman explained the reasons for the drafted specifications in the
resolution.

The resolution will go back o the District Attorney to make changes in regards to the access
to BLM accesses. Also the words “not 1o exceed 1, containing a percentage of clay” will be
removed. This will be on the next agenda for approval.

Next Items for Agenda — The Chairman will work with the Secretary on the agenda. The
District Attorney suggests doing two resolutions at a time.
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Letter 22: Nevada State Clearinghouse

KENNY €. GUINN STATE OF NEVADA JOHN P. COMEAUX

Governor Director

RECEIVED,
MAIL RODM

700l UG 1T RMNE 28

e - R

ACT | INF | INT | DATE

oM
ADM

FLAKD FiANAGEMENT

BUREAU OF LA " WarFICE = FaEC [\~ AL
BATTLE MOUNTAIR P DEPARTMENT OF ADMINISTRATION S5 5
209 E. Musser Street, Room 200 T 7
Carson City, Nevada 89701-4298 xgr
- NR |
Fax (7'75) 684-0260 O R e l‘ﬂi 7
(775) 684-0209 Fire pA
TFS
August 14,2001 FILE/ LIBRARY/TOSS (CIRCLE ONE)

Ms. Mary Craggett, BLM Team Leader
Bureau of Land Management

Battle Mountain Field Office

50 Bastian Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Re: SAl NV #E2001-163

Project: Falcon to Gondor 345kV Transmission Project DEIS and RMP
Amendments

Dear Ms. Craggett:

Enclosed is an additional comment from the Nevada Office of Historic
Preservation that was received after our previous letter to you. Please
incorporate this comment into your decision making process. If you have any
questions, please contact me at (775) 684-0209.

Sincerely, L

Sl 2l S
Heather K. Elliott
Nevada State Clearinghouse/SPOC

Enclosure
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-~ NEVADA STATE CLEARINGHO‘.;/E >
Department of Administration ;o
Budget and Planning Divisi ;
i, RECEIVED
Carson Clty, Nevada 89701-4208 ;
* (77;’:84:0209 WAY 29 Z2z5
Fax (775) 684-0260

)

¥

{

DATE: May 25, 2001

P res tate Hjg torie

Servation Office
Govemar's Office

Legislative Counsel Bureau

Conservation-Nalural Resources
Agency for Nuclear Projects Information Technology Director's Office
Agricufture Emp. Training & Rehab Research Div. State Lands /
Business & Industry Envirphmental Protection
Ener porta Forest
T — e
Economic Development UNR Library Region 1
Tourism UNLY Lif {___Region 2 |
Fire Marshal Gl Region 3
Human Resources Emergency Management Conservation Districts
Aging Services Office of the Attomey General State Parks
Health Division Washington Office \Water Resourees
Nevada Assoc. of Catinlies Natural Heritage
Colerado River Commission Nevada League of Cities Wild Horse Commission

llevada SAI®  E2001-163
| roject: Falcon to Gondor 345kV Transmission Project DEIS and RMP Amendments

{ LEARINGHOUSE NOTES:

E rclosed, for your review and comment, is & copy of the above mentioned project. Please evaluale it with respect to its effect on your plans and programs;
ti 2 importance cf its contribution to state and/or local areawide goals and objectives; and its accord with any applicable [aws, orders or regulations with which
¥y U are familiar.

. 2004: Use the space below for shorl commens, f significant comments are provided, please
ul e agency letterhead and include the Nevada SAl number and comment due date for our reference. Questions? Heather Elliott, 584-0208.

T IS SECTION TO.BE COMPLETED BY REVIEW AGENCY:
Ao comment on this project ____Conference desired (See below)
¥ Proposal supported ss written

___Conditional support (See beiow)
___ Additienal information below ___Disapproval (Explain below)
AENCY COMMENTS:

P sase submit your comments no later than

/ B |
é@tg/ﬁgﬁw @W //pd’mv P/F/g/
ig 1ature s*\shardst\cleartclear doc Agency Date

2-1
Comment noted.

RESPONSES
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KENNY €. GUINN

23-1

23-2
23-3
23-4
23-5
23-6

23-7

COMMENT LETTER

STATE OF NEVADA
RE@:ﬁ\ﬁLBNT OF CONSERVATION AND NATURAL RESOURGCES
MAIL ook
'DIVISION OF WILDLIFE
2001 SEP D .
bl SEP -5 Py 1: 23 1100 Valley Road
Reno, Nevada 89512
Fax (775) 688-1595

R. MICHAEL

Departmen
and Natural

Administrator

TERRY R. CRAWFORTH

Governor
T [ACT | INF | INT | DATE!
DM 1
ADM |
PAEC 7 1972
S5 i i
September 4, 2001 ! b e
RR ]
Z f
NR 17 I} 4
Y7 M’/v?‘/,ﬂ !
Ken Bailey FIRE i i JI
Battle Mountain BLM e
50 Bastain Road

Battle Mountain, NV 89820

Dear Ken,

As I indicated to you today we do have several comments concerning the Draft EIS for the
Falcon to Gondor transmission line. We are in agreement with a statement made in the cumulative
impacts section of this document (Page 4-13, last paragraph), “It is preferable to locate the new
utility corridor in areas with existing power lines, habitat disturbances, paved roads, and human
activity rather than in areas that are more remote” or to “cluster habitat disturbance as opposed to the
proliferation of utility lines and other projects randomly across public lands”. This is why we believe
Alternative E, the Buck Mountain Route, should no longer be considered a viable route alternative.
The ferruginous hawk resource along Route E is extremely significant and sensitive and any
suggestions for mitigation of impacts to nests and foraging habitat (3.7-30-9 & 3.7-38-8¢) from
construction and/or improved road access will not result in mitigation to the resource, especially if
nest trees were removed. From a nongame standpoint, Pine Valley Route A is probably the lesser
of the evils.

The remainder of comments are tied to the text:

1) 3.6-2  There are numerous misspellings on this page. The woodrat discussion is
inaccurate. Desert woodrats do in fact use rocky areas a significant percentage of the time
in Nevada.

2) 3.6-3 There are an additional 12-14 species of bats that use the area.

3) 3.6-7 The short-horned lizard is not known from this portion of Nevada. We would be
very interested in the location and details of the sight record(s) for this species.

4) 3.6-8 Several species listed on the common wildlife table are better characterized as rare.
5) 3.6-15 A reference to the ferruginous hawk discussion should be made here.

6) 3.6-20 Table 3.6-5 makes no note of impacts to raptors on the Buck Mountain Route.
This is a large oversight.

7) 3.6-20 The residual impact section suggests that habitat fragmentation is not a problem

mrrrarr [

RESPONSES

Letter 23: Division of Wildlife

231

Errata- The misspellings on page 3.6-2 have been corrected in thisFinal
EIS. In addition, on Page 3.6-2, the fourth sentencein thefirst paragraph
under “Mammals’ has been changed as follows:

“The desert woodrat is meretikety-to often nests on the ground in the
old burrow of aground squirrel or kangaroo rat, but is also known to

userocky areas asignificant portion of thetimein Nevada.”

232

Errata - In response to this comment, the following sentence has been
added at the end of the fourth paragraph on page 3.6-3 of the EIS:
“According to NDOW resource staff, there are 12-14 other species of bats

that also use the area (personal communication with S. Foree, biologist,
tember 4, 2001). Some of those batsare” ial-status ies.” which
arediscussed in Section 3.7.”

233
Errata - In response to this comment, the following sentence has been
added at the end of the paragraph on Reptiles on page 3.6-7 of the EIS:

“The desert short-horned lizard (P. douglassi) was outside of its
mapped range. Further information about the sighting is provided in the
baselineWildlife Survey report (Summit Envirosol utions 2000).”

234

The purpose of Table 3.6-1 isto identify animal speciesthat are com-
monly associated with and help to define certain habitat typesin the
study area. The speciesthat are listed in this table were seen during the
1999 BaselineWildlife Surveys.
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23-4 (cont.)

Whileit is acknowledged that numbers of some of the specieslistedin
Table3.6-1 may bedeclining locally or regionally or becoming less
common in the landscape for avariety of reasons, they currently have
no legal status. The problem with using the word “rare” to describe
some of these speciesin thistable isthat it can be misinterpreted asa
legal definition (e.g., asitisunder Californialaw). Special-status species
(i.e., those that have legal status and protection by state and federal
government agencies) are not included in this Table 3.6-1, but are
discussed in Section 3.7 Special-status Species.

Errata- To clarify, thetitle of Table 3.6-1 hasbeen changed to Wildlife
Species Observed and a reference to the baseline wildlife survey report
(Source: Summit Envirosolutions 2000) has been added at the bottom of
the table.

235

Special-status species, including ferruginous hawks, are discussed in
Section 3.7 of the EIS. Thisis explained on page 3.6-16 of the EISinthe
second sentence of thefifth paragraph titled Impact Wildlife-6: Impacts
to Migratory and Resident Birds.

236

Potential impacts to raptors on the Buck Mountain Route (i.e., bald and
golden eagles) are not included in Table 3.6-5 because thistable
summarizesimpactsto common wildlife species (not special-status
species). Potential impactsto bald and golden eagles (which are special-
status species) are discussed in Section 3.7.

237
Errata- Thefollowing text has been added to page 3.6-22 under Residual
Impactsto further clarify the discussion:

“Nevadais unique with the landforms that define the Basin and Range
inwhich high elevation mountains and lower valley floors harbor
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23-7 (cont.)
isolated “idland” populations of various species. This physiographic
configuration isindeed natural habitat fragmentation. However, the

in this portion of Nevada because the study area has no “large tracts of quality or rare

?ubimls”‘ .Quitc to Ih]e cbomrury, Nevada’s wildlife habitats are more vulnerable to habitat term habitat fl’agmel’ltatl onisoften utilized in terms of human intrusions

ragmentation precisely because they are, by their very nature, already fragmented and rare. ini i

Further fragmentation could result in loss of spcci:;a:ccll/z:io;pfllti‘;mrj et where unnatural ajges are created. The Great Basinisuni queasa

23-8 [ 8)3.7-11 Bald eagles also winter in Elko County and Lander County. whole; however, in terms of uniqueness of habitat, the majority of the
‘We appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS. If questions, please contact me. habl tatin the prOj ect areaisnot rare Wlthl n the Great Basin”

Issues related to habitat fragmentation and preservation of high quality

Sincerely, habitat were incorporated into the methodol ogy for selecting the
e Wb environmentally preferred alternative. Theseincluded consideration of
m; Fm: o areasthat are refatively undisturbed and free of noxious weeds, areas
Supervising Habitat Biologist without existing transmission lines, and areas with high quality habitat.
1375 Mountain City Highway This is demonstrated in the result that although Buck Mountain is the

ko, Ry B0l shortest of the five alternatives and thus would disturb the fewest acres

of habitat, it was not selected as the environmentally preferred alterna-
tive. Thisisbecauseit hasthe least amount of existing noxious weed
infestations (i.e., it isrelatively untouched and remote), the fewest miles
wherethe new linewould run parallel to an existing transmission line,
and has among the highest numbers of sensitive sage grouse leks, and
ferruginous hawk nests, pygmy rabbits, golden eagle nests, burrowing
owls, reflecting high quality habitat. For moreinformation onthe
methodol ogy, please see Section 3.20 of the EIS. For moreinformation
on habitat fragmentation, please see pages 3.6-22 and 4-13.

PB/SF:sf

238
Please see the response to comment 8-6 of the USFWS.
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Oral PublicHearing Comments: 6/19/01

1 PROCEEDINGS
2 MR. ARMUTH: My name is Chuck Armuth. I'm an
3 engineer representing John H. and Harriet Uhalde who own
4 property in Section 19, Township 29 North, Range 48 East and
5 DBM in Lander County. They also have an interest in Section
6 24, Township 29 North, Range 47 East, MDB and M within
7 Section 24. Mr. Uhalde has a millworks which consists of a
8 mill building and several ponds.
9 Mr. Uhalde's concern is if Route B is chosen for
10 the final alignment, it will Jjeopardize his operation in P1-1
11 Section 24. Therefore, we would like to, at this time, go Comment notai
Pl-1 12 on record in favor of the Pine Valley route, which would be
13 completely removed from Mr. Uhalde's property.
14 MRS. TOMERA: Hi, my name is Patty Tomera and I
P2-1
15 live in Pine Valley. I own most of the land that the Comment noted
16 Alternate D suggestion, Pine Valley route they have, the
P2-1 17 preferred route. We would like to oppose this very much
18 because it's approximately seven to eight miles of private P2-2 .
L ‘ . Comment noted. Section 3.9 of the EIS contains adiscussion of visual
19 land that they will be coming through and I feel this is for . . .
resources, |mpacts and mitigation measures.
20 the public, so they should stay on public land.
21 I just feel that it would be a hindrance to our P2-3
P2-2 22 | options. Tt would destroy our view. BAnd we have totally Pl ease see response to Comments 9-20, 9-27 and 9-33. Reclamation of
| 25 liocked potvase land, Endthus, we Eell LE ey o pik & thecenterImeFraveI rom_Jt_elsaIso discussed in ChapterZand.Append|x
P13 [ E of the EIS. SierraPacific Power Company would consult with prop-
- 24 line in, there's always a road to maintain the line, it . .
erty owners, such asthe Tomeras, regarding their preferences for
L 28 -[seens Like, and thusy khe public will £ecl they would Haye access road reclamation techniques to prevent unauthorized access

rp———— and discourage disturbance to sensitive areas.
r4
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P2-4 3

P3-1

18
19

20

22

23

24

25

COMMENT LETTER

an access to our private land.

We have quite a few chukars, sage hens and deer
and we're very proud of these. We let very few people on
our private land to hunt. We feel this is kind of a
sanctuary. The only place they have to survive nowadays, it
seems like, with as many people and as many roads that's out
there nowadays. We just really protest it.

MR. MEAL: Okay. Yeah, my name is Tom Meal. I
own the Bruffey Ranch up in Pine valley. And this power
line is going to come either within five miles or two miles
of my house and I'm just dead set against it, naturally.

Our valley is basically untouched. But it looks
like no matter what the impact is, the power company is
going to put this line in and there's nothing we can do
about it.

Now, if the alternative route which was -- if the
preferred route is taken, I guess that's the worst of all
things, you know? I mean, not the worst. It's the best of
a bad lot.

If this E Route is taken, which is the cheapest
route, it will be right behind my house within two miles.
And really it will just totally mess me up, SO -- SO, you
know, since I realize that no matter what the impact is,
they're going to go ahead with it.

Hopefully, they'll use their preferred BLM route,

775—7%7-2096

RESPONSES

P2-4

Comment noted. The EIS discusseswildlife species, impacts and
mitigation measuresin Section 3.6, Wildlifeand Wildlife Habitat,
Section 3.7, Special Status Species-Animal and Plant, and Section 3.8,
Range Resources- Livestock Grazing and Wild Horses.

P31
Comment noted.

P3-2
Comment noted.

P33
Comment noted.
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10

Nixl

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

21

22

23

24

COMMENT LETTER

but I don't know. I don't know what the odds are. There's
a good chance they'll use the preferred route, which is this
one, and I'll have the least impact then -- I mean, least
impact.

But basically, I'm just against it. That's about
all T got to say. They're for it and I'm against it and
they're going to win because I'm nobody and they're a power
company, but it's a shame.

(WHEREUPON, the public comments concluded.)

775—72772096

RESPONSES

P3-4
Comment noted.

P35
Comment noted.
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Oral PublicHearing Comments. 6/20/01

1 EUREKA, NEVADA, WEDNESDAY, JUNE 20, 2001, 7:00 P.M.

2 -o0o-

4 RAMONA STINE: My comment is that I, me and my

P4-1

5 husband, would prefer that you take the G segment as
P4-1 . v N Comment noted.

6 opposed to the H segment as alternative routes. That's
7 it

8 (No further comments were given to the court
9 reporter.)

10 -o00o-

11
12
13

14

16
17
18
19
20
21

22

24

Barbara J. Johnson, CCR No. 255, RPR (775) 623-6358

Page 2

FINAL EIS AND PROPOSED RMP AMENDMENTS 6-82



	6.0 - Part 1: Public Comments/Responses
	6.1 - List of Commentors
	6.2 - Response to Comments

	7.0 - Consultation and Coordination

