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November 23, 2005

Delivered via electronic mail and overnight mail

Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability


Room 8H-033


U.S. Department of Energy


1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.


Washington, DC 20585


Re:
Scoping Comments for the West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement


To Whom It May Concern:


Please accept and fully consider these comments on behalf of The Wilderness Society and others on behalf of whom these comments are also submitted.  The Wilderness Society, founded in 1935, strives to deliver to future generations an unspoiled legacy of wild places.  Our 250,000 members nationwide care deeply about the management of our public lands. We appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments to the Department of Energy, the Bureau of Land Management, the U.S. Forest Service and their cooperating agencies.  We are submitting these comments today via electronic mail and also forwarding a copy with attachments to you separately.
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I. Areas for Further Analysis

A.  Issues to be Addressed in Continuing Analysis After Scoping:


The list of potential environmental issues in the Notice of Intent (NOI) issued by the Departments of Energy and Interior on September 28th, 2005 includes:

· Socioeconomic and recreational impacts of development of the land tracts and their subsequent uses;


· Impacts on protected, threatened, endangered, or sensitive species of animals or plants, or their critical habitats;


· Impacts on floodplains and wetlands;


· Impacts on archaeological, cultural, or historic resources;


· Impacts on human health and safety;


· Impacts on existing and future land uses;


· Visual impacts; and


· Disproportionately high and adverse impacts on minority and low-income populations, also known as environmental justice considerations.


We agree that these issues must be addressed, fully explored and studied, and potential mitigation measures discussed in appropriate detail in both the Draft and Final PEIS.  Each of these issues must be analyzed at the landscape level including additional development supported by new corridors (discussed in greater detail bellow in Section I.B. of these comments).


1. Socioeconomic analysis.

In the last 30 years, the West has evolved beyond being a region whose economy was largely focused on extractive industries, into a more diverse economy (Bennett and McBeth, 1998; Johnson, 2001). As the economies of rural communities in the West evolve, the impact of public land management on these economies also evolves, and the management of our public lands must as well.  There is a vast and growing body of research that indicates that the environmental amenities provided by public lands are an important economic driver in the rural West (Rudzitis and Johansen, 1989; Johnson and Rasker, 1993, 1995; Rasker 1994; Power, 1995, 1996; Duffy-Deno, 1998; Rudzitis, 1999; Rasker,et al. 2004; Holmes and Hecox, 2004). In a letter to the President and the Governors of the western states, economists from universities and other organizations throughout the United States point out that the environment is the West's greatest long-term economic asset (Whitelaw, et al. 2003).


The PEIS must consider the increasing importance of industries and economic sectors that rely on public lands for environmental amenities. Recent research has concluded that the presence of protected public lands strengthen western rural economies (Power, 1995, 1996; Rasker 1994; Rasker,et al. 2004; Rudzitis, 1999; Rudzitis and Johansen, 1989; Johnson and Rasker, 1993, 1995; Whitelaw, et al. 2003). 


Today’s western economy is characterized by certain indicators that must be considered in the economic analyses performed as part of the PEIS. These parameers include the growing importance of non-labor income from investments and retirement, increasing employment in high technology, knowledge-based, and service industries, the important role that recreation and tourism plays in providing jobs and income, and the rise of small businesses and other entrepreneurial endeavors.  The PEIS must present data and analysis that fully accounts for negative impacts from habitat fragmentations, loss of quality of life, loss of quality recreation that corridors might have on tourism, recreation and hunting and fishing.  The recreation opportunities provided by wilderness quality lands yield direct economic benefits to local communities. The PEIS socio-economic analysis must include an analysis of the income and jobs associated with recreation, hunting and fishing from each alternative. We have provided  a document entitled “Socio-Economic Framework for Public Land Management Planning: Indicators for the West's Economy,” which details our expectations for the baseline analysis of the region's economy as well as the analysis of the potential impacts of this program.  We request that your analysis of the expanded energy corridors follow the approach set out in this document.

In analyzing the socioeconomic impacts of proposed energy corridors, the agencies must complete a full accounting of the costs and benefits associated with this development.  The agencies’ accounting should recognize the multiple use aspects and the full extent and value of existing wilderness character and wildlands as a resource within and near the proposed corridors, which include formally designated Wilderness and Wilderness Study Areas, as well as other areas with wilderness and special characteristics identified by citizens and proposed for protective management.  The multiple benefits that derive from protecting wilderness quality and other undeveloped lands include positive economic impacts to local communities.  The PEIS should not only protect all existing wilderness character and wildlands in a manner that protects against impairment but also consider how managing these lands will affect wildlands and wildlife in other locations.

To facilitate informed decisions about publicly owned wildlands, economic analysis must take into consideration both market and nonmarket benefits and costs (Loomis 1993).  To account for the full array of market and nonmarket wildland benefits, economists have derived the total economic valuation framework (TEV).  TEV is the appropriate measure to use generally when evaluating the benefits of conserving wilderness character and wildlands.  Figure 1 summarizes the seven categories of wildland benefits (Morton, 1999). 
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Figure 1. Total Economic Valuation Framework for Wildlands


Source: Morton, 1999


With respect to estimating the economic impacts (e.g. income to communities) of various management alternatives, the agencies should avoid the IMPLAN model or other input-output models that are grounded in economic base theory, as research has shown that IMPLAN is a static model that is inadequate for planning purposes.  IMPLAN models also do not consider the impacts of many important variables that affect regional growth in the rural west, such as regional amenities like high quality hunting, fishing and recreational opportunities, open space, scenic beauty, clean air and clean water, a sense of community, and our overall high quality of life.  Many of these amenities are associated with attracting new migrants as well as retaining long-time residents -- both of whom earn retirement and investment income.  Unfortunately, most IMPLAN models completely fail to consider the important economic role of retirement and investment in the economy of a community – which can be a fatal flaw of the model.  We recommend that the agencies rely on trend analysis of income and employment for the counties impacted using the EPS system developed by the Sonoran Institute (www.sonoran.org).  

2. Visual resources

We are particularly encouraged that visual impacts has been separately and specifically identified as one of the issues to be further addressed through the PEIS.  Analysis of visual resources is required by federal law (the National Environmental Policy Act requires that measures be taken to “assure for all Americans. . .aesthetically pleasing surroundings).”  Further, scenic values are identified as one of the resources of the public lands (for instance, the Federal Land Policy and Management Act requires that “public lands will be managed in a manner which will protect the quality of scenic values of these lands”) and are likely to be affected by use of right-of-way corridors.



3. Additional issues for further analysis

While the list of issues included in the NOI is a good starting point, it is not complete and we encourage the agencies to expand the list based on scoping comments received.  Most notably absent from the list of environmental issues is the impact of energy corridors on wilderness quality lands and on the fragmentation of wildlife habitat, in general, which the agencies should thoroughly address in this PEIS.  We recommend that the PEIS specifically address these issues.  Further discussion of these issues is also included.

B.  Appropriate Level of NEPA Analysis:      


The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) requires the agencies to take a “hard look” at the potential environmental consequences of this proposed action, so that they must assess impacts and effects that include: “ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components, structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.”  40 C.F.R. § 1508.8.

1. Analysis of environmental impacts should be conducted at the landscape level.

The scope of NEPA analysis must be appropriate to the scope of the proposed action.
  In the context of this PEIS, the agencies should look to the overall effect on the landscape of these contiguous eleven Western States, and the many resources it contains.  

A landscape level analysis of proposed energy corridors will take into account the distribution of resources across the affected states, complying with the agencies’ legal obligations to truly assess potential impacts and yielding management decisions that will balance and protect the multiple resources of these public lands.  The placement of and conditions placed on energy corridors can define which areas will remain or become roadless, and which areas will be disturbed and how.   By affecting the fragmentation of the landscape, energy corridors can affect how naturally or unnaturally a landscape will behave in terms of water flow and quality, wildlife migration, and species composition and function.  In considering the potential impacts of permitting an entire network of energy corridors, the agencies must consider how this placement will change the landscape and interfere with species’ ability to migrate and survive.  


The correct scope of analysis necessitates consideration of the connected landscapes of these states.  As documented in the Heart of the West Conservation Plan (copy enclosed for your reference) -- a science-based spatial analysis of the relative importance of various wildlife habitat cores and linkages throughout the Heart of the West ecoregion --  the areas of northeastern Utah, northwestern Colorado, and southwestern Wyoming are inextricably linked in an ecoregion with core habitat areas and key migratory linkages.  As a result, impacts to wildlife habitat in one part of the Heart of the West ecoregion will affect wildlife viability throughout the ecoregion.  Similarly, there are basin-wide impacts, in terms of changes to the water quantity and quality in the Green River system, and cumulative impacts to the common airshed, all of which affect the entire Heart of the West ecoregion.


A landscape approach is supported by NEPA guidance on cumulative impacts, which requires that the entire area potentially affected be included in a cumulative analysis and holds that a failure to include an analysis of actions within a larger region will render NEPA analysis insufficient.
  Thus, in order to accurately evaluate the potential environmental consequences of west-wide designation of energy corridors, the cumulative impact analysis would necessarily look at the cumulative impacts on all of the directly and indirectly affected landscapes.   The Environmental Protection Agency, in providing direction to its reviewers, emphasizes the importance of ensuring that the cumulative impact analysis is based on “geographic and time boundaries large enough to include all potentially significant effects on the resources of concern.  The NEPA document should delineate appropriate geographic areas including natural ecological boundaries, whenever possible, and should evaluate the time period of the project's effects.”


The Council for Environmental Quality’s (CEQ) guidelines on cumulative effects analysis provide the following steps for determining the appropriate geographic boundary of cumulative impact analysis:


1. Determine the geographic area that will potentially be directly affected by an action – known as the “project impact zone”;


2. Identify resources in the project impact zone that could be affected by the action;


3. Determine the geographic areas occupied by the resources outside the project impact zone.


4. Identify the appropriate area for analysis of cumulative effects based on the largest of the areas determined in step 3.


For the energy corridors, the geographic area of impact will include the resources, such as wildlife, within areas of proposed development and their habitat extending outside such areas.  The agencies can and should take the overall impacts of the corridors on the affected landscapes into account when considering their potential environmental consequences.
  A landscape level analysis is an important part of a programmatic EIS, even if site-specific analysis might be deferred until authorization of specific projects.  For instance, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has held that analyzing the overall environmental risks involved in transporting oil from off-shore leases was appropriate and necessary in a PEIS, although specific analysis of individual pipeline locations could be deferred.
  In order to fulfill the mandate of NEPA that the agencies make an informed assessment of the environmental consequences of its actions, the landscape level effects of an expanded large-scale corridor system must be assessed.  

2. Cumulative impact analysis should include other pending programmatic efforts and additional development to be supported by new corridors.

As noted above, NEPA requires the agencies to consider the cumulative impacts of the proposed corridors.  The CEQ’s NEPA regulations define “cumulative impact” as:

the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the action when added to other past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions regardless of what agency (Federal or non-Federal) or person undertakes such other actions.  Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively significant actions taking place over a period of time.


40 C.F.R. § 1508.7. (emphasis added).  

The analysis of impacts included in the PEIS must address the cumulative impacts of both the proposed energy corridors and other foreseeable connected activities within the same general areas.  As noted above, the resources that allow an ecosystem to function often share a common geography, such that changes to the water quantity and quality in a river system or impacts to an airshed (which may be affected by activities such as oil and gas drilling), all contribute in common.  Similarly, changes to these resources may affect the core habitat and linkages that are critical for survival of wildlife and vegetation in a region.  Accordingly, where there are shared environmental resources that can act as indicators of the health of ecosystems, the agencies must analyze all of the direct and indirect impacts that affect them.  


The Environmental Protection Agency provides the following guidance to its reviewers on assessing the range of other activities to be considered in cumulative impacts analysis:


1. the proximity of the projects to each other either geographically or temporally;


2. the probability of actions affecting the same environmental system, especially systems that are susceptible to development pressures;


3. the likelihood that the project will lead to a wide range of effects or lead to a number of associated projects; and


4. whether the effects of other projects are similar to those of the project under review.


5. the likelihood that the project will occur -- final approval is the best indicator but long range planning of government agencies and private organizations and trends information should also be used;


6. temporal aspects, such as the project being imminent.


In this case, the agencies’ obligation to analyze impacts must encompass not only the proposed corridors, but also the cumulative impacts of the corridors, taken together with the impacts of existing, proposed, or reasonably foreseeable projects, on the environment.  Thus, the agencies must analyze the cumulative impacts not just of the proposed corridors, but also of other projects that will impact resources in common with this proposed action.  For instance, the BLM is currently evaluating or has approved a number of other programmatic environmental impact statements, such as the Programmatic Vegetation Treatments EIS and Environmental Report, the PEIS on Wind Development and programmatic environmental impact statements for development of oil shale and tar sands, as required by Section 369 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.  Section 1221 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 also requires DOE to conduct a study and designate national interest electric transmission corridors.  Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 requires not only this PEIS for the eleven contiguous Western States, but also a follow-on PEIS for the rest of the nation.

In addition, once energy corridors are put in place, it is reasonably foreseeable that energy development projects will proceed and increase based on the location of those corridors – indeed, that is the entire purpose of this initiative:  to increase the opportunities for energy development projects.  The increased level of projects that is likely to occur around these corridors will have a correspondingly increased level of impacts on the surrounding lands.   For instance, branch powerlines will need to be constructed to make best use of the powerlines in the approved corridors.  Similarly, pipelines will likely support additional oil and gas development projects and also require construction of feeder pipelines.  As noted by the Environmental Protection Agency in commenting on a Draft EIS for the Piceance Basin Expansion Pipeline (copy attached for your reference):


Increased gas transportation capacity will facilitate increased density and intensity of gas development. Increased transportation capacity will also increase the rate of gas development. The FEIS should examine the indirect environmental impacts associated with increasing capacity for natural gas transportation and identify mitigation that will be implemented to reduce these impacts. Although the Piceance Basin DEIS did include a section on the cumulative impacts of oil and gas in the Piceance Basin, the analysis did not identify the indirect impacts that will be induced by increasing gas transportation capacity nor was any mitigation identified for impacts other than the impacts directly resulting from construction of the pipeline. (emphasis added)

The reasonably foreseeable growth of projects related to the corridors requires a thorough discussion of the “growth-inducing impacts” of the actions contemplated by the PEIS.


In determining the appropriate scope of environmental analysis for an action, the Government must consider not only the single proposed action, but also three types of related actions:


(1) Connected actions - Actions which are closely related and:


(i) 
Automatically trigger other actions which may require environmental impact statements.


(ii) 
Cannot or will not proceed unless other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or

(iii) 
Are interdependent parts of a larger action and depend on the larger action for their justification.


(2) Cumulative actions – Actions, which when viewed with other proposed actions, have cumulatively significant impacts.


(3) Similar actions – Actions, which when viewed with other reasonably 


foreseeable or proposed agency actions, have similarities that provide a basis for evaluating their environmental consequences together, such as common timing or geography.

40 C.F.R. § 1508.25.  Under any of these classifications, the coordinated actions that the agencies are taking though this PEIS trigger a broader assessment of the cumulative impacts.  The designation of individual corridors triggered by the PEIS may well require preparation of an EIS; and the corridor designations are all a part of the mandate from Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005.  In addition, this PEIS and the other corridor programs identified above are all part of a policy to increase transmission and distribution facilities.  So, the resulting agency actions are connected as “interdependent parts of a larger action,”  all of which “depend on the larger action [the Government policy] for their justification.”  Further, the many corridors that may be authorized based on this EIS, plus the other corridor designation efforts, the oil shale and tar sands development, and vegetative treatments will all have a compounding impact on natural resources, such as air and water, as well on species and habitat, causing a “cumulatively significant” impact.  Finally, since the PEIS covers corridors in the eleven contiguous Western States, and the Wind Development PEIS, oil shale EIS, tar sands EIS and vegetative EIS also focus on these areas and are all in process or recently completed, these reasonably foreseeable actions will have “common timing and geography” and will be similar in terms of permitting more activities on these same lands, possibly even in the same places. 


The increased level of energy development projects that will follow these corridors are also connected, as the individual projects (such as an oil and gas development project) are likely to trigger preparation of an EIS.  Similarly, the clustering of projects to access the transmission corridors is likely to have a cumulatively significant effect on the resources in the area.  And, since the additional energy development projects will be tied, at least to some extent, to the location of the corridors, these projects are certainly similar in terms of geography.


Both the various programs and the increased development projects will have a connected and cumulative effect on resources ranging from elk and pronghorn herds to bird of prey populations, sage grouse populations, air quality, water quality (and erosion and sedimentation), and overall potential for primitive recreation.  Therefore, their combined impact should be taken into account as part of the analysis of cumulative impacts associated with this PEIS.  

Courts have held that there are situations where an agency must consider several related actions in a single NEPA document.  For instance, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit held that in a cumulative impact analysis, an agency should consider “(1) past and present actions without regard to whether they themselves triggered NEPA responsibilities and (2) future actions that are ‘reasonably foreseeable,’ even if they are not yet proposals and may never trigger NEPA-review requirements.
  The court noted that the applicable law “does not limit the inquiry to the cumulative impacts that can be expected from proposed projects; rather, the inquiry also extends to the effects that can be anticipated from “reasonably foreseeable future actions.”
  Similarly, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit has specifically required analysis of activities on both public and private land, since both may impact federal resources, and has also found cumulative impacts analysis insufficient where it did not include foreseeable projects in the same geographical region.


In this case, BLM’s obligation to analyze impacts extends beyond the immediate impacts of the proposed corridor initiative to include the cumulative impacts of this project, taken together with the impacts of existing, proposed, or reasonably foreseeable projects, on the environment.  As noted above, an insufficient cumulative impact analysis of actions within a larger region will render NEPA analysis insufficient.
  


In order to fulfill the mandate of NEPA that the agencies make an informed assessment of the environmental consequences of their actions, the agencies can and should take these connected, cumulative and similar actions into effect and perform a cumulative impact analysis of their potential effects on the overall Western landscapes.  “It is not appropriate to defer consideration of cumulative impacts to a future date when meaningful consideration can be given now.”
 


3. Site- and use-specific analysis must be conducted prior to designation and approval of energy corridors.

As noted above, the scope of NEPA analysis must be appropriate to the scope of the proposed action.
  In the context of this PEIS, the future approval of individual corridors must be based on specific analysis of the proposed locations and uses of the corridors.  If the PEIS will not seek to approve individual corridors or take the place of site-specific analysis, then the scope of NEPA analysis can be focused more on the general types of impacts and the overall effect of this policy initiative, as is most common for a programmatic EIS.
  However, if the PEIS will commit the agencies to a specific course of action, such as authorizing actual corridors for use, then a site-specific and use-specific analysis of each corridor must be completed.
  While this may require significant efforts, the Energy Policy Act of 2000 and the agencies have defined the scope of this project and “NEPA contains no exemptions for projects of national scope.”
  This standard has been applied to require that the Forest Service make a site-specific analysis as part of a PEIS that allocated millions of acres of land to non-wilderness use.
  For purposes of the PEIS for energy corridors, if this document will be used to justify placement of corridors or take the place of later analysis based on the site and anticipated use of individual corridors, then this document must contain thorough site and use-specific analysis for each corridor.

We would recommend that the PEIS include definitive commitments to conduct site-specific NEPA analyses when individual corridor locations and proposed uses are identified.  In fact, BLM’s resource management plans and project-level EISs often state that site-specific analysis is not possible until a particular activity, such as a pipeline, is proposed.  This approach would also be consistent with the NEPA regulation governing tiering environmental analysis for a site-specific action to a broader programmatic EIS.  The regulation envisions that agencies can tier to a “broad environmental impact statement” so that the subsequent environmental document “shall concentrate on the issues specific to the subsequent action.”  40 C.F.R. § 1502.20.  In the context of the PEIS, this broader programmatic document should analyze the general effects of an increased network of corridors.  However, tiering to this type of analysis cannot support the approval of individual corridors, which would require a NEPA analysis of the environmental consequences, as “specific to the subsequent action,” be included in the PEIS.

Further, any potential use of the new categorical exclusions (CXs) contained in Section 390 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005 will require that site-specific analysis be required.  For instance, the CX for placing a pipeline in an approved right-of-way corridor applies only if “the corridor was approved within 5 years before placement of the pipeline.” (emphasis added).  This language contemplates that the specific corridor was approved, requiring that the direct, indirect and cumulative effects of the location and the uses of the corridor were considered, mitigated as appropriate, and then approved in compliance with applicable laws.  The PEIS is not an appropriate or legally sufficient vehicle to be used to justify approval of individual corridors or to support the application of CXs.

4. The range of potential uses of the corridors must be considered.

In order to adequately analyze the potential environmental impacts of these corridors, the agencies must consider the different types and degrees of effects that could result from different uses.  The scoping notice confirms that these corridors may be used for “oil, gas  and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution facilities.”  The effects of these uses may be quite different, due to the differences in equipment, construction efforts, maintenance needs, etc.  Conceivably, some or all of these uses may occur in the same corridor.   The agencies should identify the likely environmental consequences from the full range of these uses – both alone and in combination.   


5. Range of alternatives should include more environmentally protective approaches.

The range of alternatives is “the heart of the environmental impact statement.” 40 C.F.R.  § 1502.14.  NEPA requires BLM to “rigorously explore and objectively evaluate” a range of alternatives to proposed federal actions. See 40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14(a) and 1508.25(c). 


 “An agency must look at every reasonable alternative, with the range dictated by the nature and scope of the proposed action.”
  This evaluation extends to considering more environmentally protective alternatives and mitigation measures.
  The purpose of NEPA’s alternatives requirement is to ensure agencies do not undertake projects “without intense consideration of other more ecologically sound courses of action, including shelving the entire project, or of accomplishing the same result by entirely different means.”
  

Whether an alternative is “reasonable” or not turns on whether it will accomplish the stated purpose for the project.
  For this PEIS, the stated purpose is to designate corridors on federal land in the eleven contiguous Western states for oil, gas and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution facilities.  In order to fulfill this purpose, the PEIS must contain a range of alternatives that takes into account the many values of the public lands that are likely to be impacted by the designation of corridors, including the direct, indirect and cumulative impacts of the corridors, as discussed in detail above, and which contemplates “more ecologically sound courses of action” to protect these values.  This approach is also consistent with NEPA’s requirement for agency’s to seek to mitigate identified environmental impacts and discuss mitigation measures in an EIS.  40 C.F.R. §§ 1502.14, 1502.16.  

In addition to the alternatives identified in the scoping notice, we recommend that the agencies consider the following, environmentally preferable alternatives in detail:

1. Limit corridors to areas adjacent to federal highways and other major state and municipal roadways – these areas are already established corridors and placing corridors in these areas is unlikely to significantly increase the environmental consequences of the existing uses and will be less damaging than creating new corridors.  This aspect of appropriate siting of corridors is discussed in more detail below;


2. Limit all rights-of-way for the stated uses to the appropriately sited corridors – this would prevent similar impacts from being caused both by the corridors designated pursuant to this PEIS and by other corridors designated separately;


3. Do not designate corridors in sensitive areas – the agencies can take this opportunity to contribute to the protection of sensitive areas and resources, such as critical wildlife habitat and lands with wilderness characteristics.  Appropriate siting is discussed in more detail below; 

4. Limit the uses approved for corridors based on the other values that may be affected – for instance, if a corridor is designated in important wildlife habitat, then uses of the corridor could be limited to activities that have a one-time construction effort and limited maintenance requirements.


II. Considerations for Siting of Energy Corridors


The location of the energy corridors identified in the PEIS will have lasting and far reaching consequences.  An inappropriately sited and constructed energy corridor has the potential to cause significant damage to the environment and to human health.  Accordingly, it is crucial that the agencies commit to avoiding sensitive areas, obtain necessary information on lands with wilderness characteristics and consider maximizing use of existing infrastructure (where appropriate) in siting the corridors.

A.  Areas to Avoid:


Based on their important natural values and potential for damage from the construction, use and maintenance of the corridors, we recommend that the PEIS include a commitment not to permit siting of energy corridors in the following types of areas: 

1. Wilderness Areas;

2. Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs);

3. National Parks;

4. National Wildlife Refuges;

5. National Monuments;


6. National Conservation Areas;


7. Other lands within BLM’s National Landscape Conservation System (NLCS), such as Outstanding Natural Areas;

8. National Historic and National Scenic Trails;

9. National Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers, study rivers and segments, and eligible rivers and segments;

10. Areas of Critical Environmental Concern (ACECs);

11. Forest Service Roadless Areas; 

12. Threatened, endangered and sensitive species habitat, as well as critical cores and linkages for wildlife habitat;

13. Citizen Proposed Wilderness Areas; and

14. Other lands with wilderness characteristics.

The land classifications listed above apply to all 11 states considered in the PEIS.  While we believe it is of primary importance that no energy corridor pass directly through any of the types of areas listed above, it is equally important that energy corridors do not infringe on the recreational enjoyment of certain types of areas or otherwise interfere with their natural function or other special values.  As a result, we recommend that energy corridors not be sited immediately adjacent to these areas, particularly if doing so would degrade the viewshed or likewise invalidate an area’s potential for designation as wilderness.

We would also note that the current map, entitled “Examples of Possible Energy Corridors” fails to display sufficient information to protect these places and also identifies potential corridors through the protected lands identified above.  This map was provided by the PEIS team, who have emphasized that it depicts only “conceptual” energy corridors.  However, we remain concerned with some of the glaring omissions and improper locations, so we are highlighting those in our comments.  For instance, both National Park Service lands (such as Yellowstone National Park, Rocky Mountain National Park and Dinosaur National Monument) and National Wildlife Refuges (such as the Malheur Wildlife Refuge) are colored as private lands.  Also, corridors are shown through Grand Staircase-Escalante National Monument and Cascade-Siskiyou National Monument.  Similarly, two dotted red transmission corridors pass through or near proposed wilderness in the Fishlake National Forest north of Cedar City, Utah and in Wasatch-Cache National Forest in northwest Utah.  While we understand this is just a preliminary, conceptual map, it is critical that special areas are accurately identified and protected in any future maps of potential corridor locations.

Furthermore, the West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS presents an opportunity for the agencies to conduct a west-wide inventory of their lands for wilderness characteristics.  Many of the lands at issue in this PEIS contain wildlands, including numerous areas proposed for wilderness designation in citizen’s wilderness inventories and previously submitted to the agencies.  The agencies’ governing laws and policy provide for ongoing inventory of wilderness characteristics and management to protect wilderness characteristics through management prescriptions or other administrative designations, such as ACECs on BLM lands, including as a priority over other uses.  

Further, the April 2003 settlement agreement (Utah Settlement) between Secretary of the Interior Norton and the State of Utah (in which BLM abdicated its authority to designate any additional Wilderness Study Areas (WSAs)), does not affect BLM's obligation to value wilderness character or its ability to protect it, including in management designations which would also merit exclusion of energy corridors.  We maintain that this agreement is invalid and will ultimately be overturned in pending litigation.  Recently, a federal court in Utah revoked its approval of the Utah Settlement, stating that its approval of the initial settlement was never intended to be interpreted as a binding consent decree. [Salt Lake Tribune August 10, 2005:  “Wilderness Deal No Longer OK with Judge,” copy attached].  Recognizing that the court’s decision undermined the legal ground for the Utah Settlement, the State of Utah and the Department of Interior have now formally withdrawn the settlement as it was originally submitted.  See, Motion to Stay Briefing and for a Status Conference, September 9, 2005, copy attached.  This casts serious doubt upon BLM’s current policy not to consider designating new WSAs.  Because the State of Utah and the Department of Interior have withdrawn their settlement and do not intend to seek a new consent decree, there is currently no binding consent decree and the BLM has not even issued any updated guidance seeking to continue applying this misguided, and illegal, policy. 
 


The Instruction Memoranda (IMs) 2003-274 and 2003-275, which formalize BLM’s policies concerning wilderness study and consideration of wilderness characteristics in the wake of the settlement contemplate that BLM can continue to inventory for and protect land “with wilderness characteristics,” such as naturalness or providing opportunities for solitude or primitive recreation, through the planning process.  The IMs further provide for management that emphasizes “the protection of some or all of the wilderness characteristics as a priority,” even if this means prioritizing wilderness over other multiple uses.  In a February 12, 2004, letter to William Meadows, President of The Wilderness Society (copy attached for your reference), Assistant Secretaries of the Interior Rebecca Watson and Lynn Scarlett stated: “Wilderness characteristics can be protected by imposing a variety of designations and management prescriptions that are available to BLM as part of its resource management planning process.”  

Prior to designating energy corridors, we recommend that the agencies inventory the wilderness characteristics of these lands and exclude lands with wilderness characteristics from the lands available for designation of energy corridors.


B.  GIS Layers Needed to Complete the PEIS: 


Prior to siting energy corridors as part of the PEIS, it is imperative that the agencies gather the necessary information to ensure that wilderness quality lands are not disturbed.  The agencies have before them a unique opportunity to act as stewards of the public domain on a west-wide scale.  By collecting and using appropriate GIS data layers before siting energy corridors, the agencies can ensure that they avoid disturbing our nation’s wild places.  We recommend that the agencies collect and use the following GIS data layers to map areas that are unacceptable for siting corridors and in siting corridors to avoid impacting the identified areas:

1. Designated Wilderness Areas (Available from USFS, BLM, NPS, NWR);

2. Wilderness Study Areas (WSA) (Available from BLM and USFS);

3. National Parks (Available from NPS);

4. National Wildlife Refuges (Available from US Fish and Wildlife Service);

5. National Monuments (Available from NPS and BLM);


6. National Conservation Areas (Available from BLM);

7. Other lands within BLM’s NLCS (Available from BLM);

8. National Historic and National Scenic Trails (Available from BLM, USFS, NPS);

9. National Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers, study rivers and segments, and eligible rivers and segments (Available from BLM, USFS, NPS);

10. ACECs (Available from BLM);

11. Forest Service Roadless Areas (Available from USFS);

12. Threatened, endangered and sensitive species habitat (available from USFWS, state wildlife agencies and, for BLM lands, from NatureServe
; critical cores and linkages for wildlife habitat (available from USFWS and state wildlife agencies); and

13. Citizen Proposed Wilderness Areas:  Below is contact information where the agencies can obtain GIS Data Layers for Citizen Proposed Wilderness Areas in each state affected by the PEIS:

		State

		Contact Information



		Arizona 

		Address: Arizona Wilderness Coalition


                PO Box 529


                Alpine, AZ 85920


Website: www.azwild.org  




		Phone: (928) 339-4426

Email: azwild@azwild.org  






		California 

		Address:  California Wilderness Coalition


                 1212 Broadway, Suite 1700 

                 Oakland, CA 94612 

Website: www.calwild.org      




		Phone: (510) 451-1450

Email:  info@calwild.org   






		Colorado 

		Address:  Colorado Environmental Coalition

                 1536 Wynkoop Street #5C
                 Denver, CO 80202


Website: www.ourcolorado.org



		Phone:  (303) 534-7066  


Email:  info@cecenviro.org






		Idaho 

		Address:  Phinney Hall, Room 413

                 College of Natural Resources
                 University of Idaho
                 PO Box 441134
                 Moscow, ID 83844-1134


Website:  www.cnrhome.uidaho.edu/pag/   



		Phone:  (208) 885-5776

Email:  pag@uidaho.edu 





		Montana 

		Address:  Montana Wilderness Association

                 PO Box 635


                 Helena, MT 59624


Website:  www.wildmontana.org 



		Phone:  (406) 443-7350

Email:  mwa@wildmontana.org     





		Nevada 

		Address:  Nevada Wilderness Project

                 8550 White Fir Street 
                 Reno, NV 89523
                
Website:  http://www.wildnevada.org  



		Phone:  (202) 266-0465


Email:   






		New Mexico 

		
Address:  New Mexico Wilderness Alliance                                     
                 202 Central SE Suite 101
                 Albuquerque, NM 87102


Website:  www.nmwild.org 



		Phone:  (505) 843-8696  

Email:  Emailnmwa@nmwild.org 





		Oregon 

		
Address:  Oregon Wild 
                    5825 North Greeley
                 Portland, OR 97217-4145


Website:  www.oregonwild.org 



		Phone:  (503) 283-6343 

Email:  info@oregonwild.org   





		Utah 

		
Address:  The Wild Utah Project
                 68 South Main Street, Suite 400
                 Salt Lake City, UT 84101

Website:  http://www.wildutahproject.org 



		Phone:  (801) 328-3550   

Email:   wup@xmission.com    





		Washington 

		
Address:  The Wilderness Society, Seattle
                 1424 Fourth Ave. Suite 816
                 Seattle, WA 98101

Website:  www.wilderness.org  



		Phone:  (206) 624-6430 ext. 233


Email:  bo_wilmer@tws.org 





		Wyoming 

		
Address:  Biodiversity Conservation Alliance
                 P.O. Box 1512
                 Laramie, WY 82073

Website:  www.biodiversityassociates.org 



		 


Phone:  (307) 742-7978

Email: maggie@voiceforthewild.org 







The Wilderness Society has contacted all of the organizations listed above and encouraged them to provide the agencies a complete set of the GIS data layers for their Citizen Proposed Wilderness Areas prior to the November 28, 2005 deadline.  In addition, The Wilderness Society will attempt to obtain the GIS data layers for all 11 states affected by the PEIS and provide the agencies a full set of Citizen Proposed Wilderness Areas GIS information.  Unfortunately, we were unable to complete this task by the scoping deadline but understand that the agencies will accept this information after the official scoping deadline.  

C.  Maximize Use of Existing Infrastructure as Appropriate

The West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS presents the agencies an opportunity to limit the disruption and disturbance of energy corridors throughout the west.  Rather than placing these corridors through wilderness and/or wilderness quality lands, we recommend that the agencies place the corridors along existing interstate highways and U.S. highway corridors, as well as major secondary state-designated paved highways whenever possible and appropriate.  There are two main advantages to using this approach: reduction in time from planning to implementation and reduction in overall cost.


First, by siting energy corridors along or immediately adjacent to existing infrastructure, the NEPA analysis needed during the planning phase may be reduced and, at a minimum, are likely to have previous environmental analysis regarding the potential effects of use of the area as a starting point.  Often, areas that have been previously disturbed require less analysis for expansion of existing disturbance than would be required for new disturbance of pristine and/or wild areas. 

Second, by using existing infrastructure, construction costs and times will be greatly reduced.  Construction supplies can be easily transported to and from job sites without the cost or time needed for constructing new routes.  In addition, maintenance costs and times will also be greatly reduced.  By placing corridors on or adjacent to existing highways and population centers, maintenance crews will be able to service the corridors quickly and efficiently, saving both time and money.


However, the agencies should bear in mind that use of these highway corridors is not always appropriate.  Existing highway corridors may be adjacent to or impact areas that should be avoided, as addressed detail above.  For instance, on the map of possible corridors, a north-south corridor near the Utah line west of Meeker, Colorado appears to follow State Highway 139, but is close to seven citizen-proposed wilderness areas, so that expansion of the corridor could impair their wilderness character.  

Finally, new road construction and major improvements (such as paving and widening two-track dirt routes) should be minimized in favor of using existing interstate highways and U.S. highway corridors, as well as major secondary state-designated paved highways.  Best management practices on everything from road location to grading and maintenance should be required to minimize erosion, sedimentation of surface waters, forage losses, invasive species and habitat disruption.

The agencies can mitigate the affects of the energy corridors on wildlife, recreational activities, and visual resources by placing energy corridors along existing infrastructure.  By identifying energy corridors along existing interstate highways and U.S. highway corridors, as well as major secondary state-designated paved highways and strictly enforcing their use, the agencies have an opportunity to protect wilderness quality lands.   


III. Use of Existing Wind Energy EIS as Model for Approach


In June, 2005, the Department of the Interior released its Final Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement on Wind Energy Development on BLM-Administered Lands in the Western United States.  Many aspects of the Wind Energy PEIS represent a well thought out structure for completing a programmatic environmental impact statement, which includes a broad analysis of environmental consequences and mandatory mitigation measures, as well as a directed approach for completing project-specific analysis.  We recommend that the agencies utilize a similar approach for completing the West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS.  


Specifically, the PEIS explicitly outlined Best Management Practices (BMPs) and made the incorporation of these BMPs mandatory for all projects.  In addition, the Wind Energy PEIS required development of additional site-specific mitigation measures in connection with the analysis and approval of individual projects.  We recommend that the agencies include mandatory BMPs in this PEIS at both the general and specific level.  In addition, many of the BMPs identified in the Wind Energy PEIS are also applicable to the development of energy corridors as part of this PEIS.  The Wind Energy PEIS identified BMPs for five stages of development: Site Monitoring and Testing, Plan of Development Preparation, Construction, Operation, and Decommissioning.  For each stage in the development of wind energy, BMPs were identified to mitigate the effects of or on the following:

1. Wildlife and Other Ecological Resources;

2. Visual Resources;

3. Roads;

4. Transportation;

5. Noise;

6. Noxious Weeds and Pesticides;

7. Cultural/Historic Resources;

8. Paleontological Resources;

9. Hazardous Materials and Waste Management;

10. Storm Water;

11. Human Health and Safety;

12. Air Emissions; and

13. Excavations and Blasting Activities.

The Wind Energy PEIS listed the Resource Management Plans (RMPs) that must be amended or revised in order to comply with the PEIS.  The agencies should likewise identify RMPs, Forest Plans or other governing agency documents affected by this PEIS.  

The Wind Energy PEIS also specifically acknowledged the importance of keeping development out of special lands and identified areas from which wind energy development would be excluded.  The PEIS excluded all Wilderness, BLM NLCS lands and ACECs from consideration for development of wind energy (including transmission lines).  While this is a good start, the agencies should go a step further and adhere to the list of places to avoid provided for in Section II(A) of these comments.      

IV. Avoiding and Mitigating Habitat Fragmentation


As discussed above and as shown in Heart of the West, the lands under consideration in the PEIS contain core habitat areas and migration linkages between those core areas, all of which need to be preserved in order for the regional ecosystems to continue to function. Fragmentation of wildlife habitat affects the ecological composition, structure, and functions of a landscape.  Habitat fragmentation has been defined as the “creation of a complex mosaic of spatial and successional habitats from formerly contiguous habitat” (Lehmkuhl and Ruggiero 1991).  Although fragmentation can be difficult to measure, there are a variety of metrics that can be used to assess the degree of existing habitat fragmentation and the condition of the landscape, then applied to available data regarding distribution of wildlife and habitat, and ultimately used to make decisions regarding appropriate locations for energy corridors.  We recommend that the agencies complete such an analysis as part of the PEIS.  


Existing road density can be calculated by measuring the length of linear features in a given sub-area at regular intervals and then reported as miles of route per square mile (mi/mi2).  The degree of habitat fragmentation, the distribution of unroaded areas, or core areas, can also be measured and calculated based on the amount of land beyond a given distance or effect zone, from transportation routes (Forman, 1999).  Wildlife species respond to disturbances related to this type of network at varying distances, so determining the size distribution of core areas for a range of effect zones (i.e., of 100ft, 250ft, 500ft and 1320ft) from all routes is also important.  Wildlife literature will yield information on the effect zones for different species.  For instance,  Rost and Bailey (1979) used mule deer pellet counts as an indication of winter habitat use, reporting lower density of deer in more open mixed shrub and forest habitat than in sites with more forest cover.  Their data show that deer were three times more likely to occur 984 - 1312 feet from a road than 328 feet from a road.  An ongoing study by Sawyer et al. (2005, 2004, 2001) of GPS collared deer on the Pinedale Anticline observed that deer utilized habitat progressively further from roads and well pads over three years of increasing gas development and showed no evidence of acclimating to energy-related infrastructure.  


Wildlife habitat fragmentation caused by transmission lines (including branch powerlines), pipelines (including feeder pipelines) and roads generally fall into three broad categories:


1. Construction impacts (access, right-of-way clearing, construction of towers, stringing of cables);

2. Line maintenance impacts (inspection and repair); and

3. Impacts related to the physical presence and operation of the transmission line.

As such, wildlife habitat must be examined on an individual project and site-specific basis.  The only way to accomplish this requirement is to ensure that each individual corridor is spatially evaluated for direct, indirect and cumulative impacts. 


Specific activities that negatively impact wildlife and cause habitat fragmentation include the construction of towers, blading and scraping of the ground, disturbance of soil by the use of heavy, noisy machinery during construction and line maintenance, noise from helicopters, removal of vegetation, blasting, filling depressions (a.k.a. recontouring the landscape), disposal of waste and chemicals on site, use of herbicides, and the use of burrow pits.


The effects of these activities on wildlife can be severe and include removal of habitat, fragmentation of habitat, and the creation of edge effect vegetation and habitat (changes in composition, structure, microclimate, etc. of area adjacent to corridor).  Species shown to avoid edges include red-backed vole, snowshoe hair, pine marten and red squirrels.  In addition, it is logical to suspect that construction of energy corridors in previously undisturbed areas will lead to a direct loss of life to wildlife during construction, operation and service of transmission lines.  


The Wyoming Game and Fish Department (WGFD) has recently completed a report containing guidelines for wildlife protection in areas of energy development, which includes a review of the literature on the impacts of roads, other infrastructure, and human activities associated with energy development on sagebrush and grassland habitats and their associated wildlife species in Wyoming. 
   The report also demonstrates the likelihood of habitat fragmentation from energy development, which not only includes the corridors, but also, as discussed above, includes the increased development likely to occur once the corridors are designated.  WGFD’s report (at p. 5) states:


Adverse effects of oil and gas development can be divided into 6 general categories: 1) direct loss of habitat; 2) physiological stress to wildlife; 3) disturbance and displacement of wildlife; 4) habitat fragmentation and isolation; 5) introduction of competitive and predatory organisms; and 6) secondary effects created by work force assimilation and growth of service industries. The direct loss or removal of habitat is always a concern, however oil and gas developments are typically configured as point and linear disturbances scattered throughout broader areas. Collectively, the amount of disturbance may encompass just 5-10% of the land.  However, avoidance and stress responses by wildlife extend the influence of each well pad, road, and facility to surrounding habitats.


The WGFD provides further discussion on how oil and gas development causes habitat fragmentation:


As densities of wells, roads, and facilities increase, the effectiveness of adjacent habitats can decrease until most animals no longer use the habitat. Although vegetation and other natural features may remain unaltered within areas near oil and gas features, wildlife make proportionately less use of these areas than their availability. Animals attempting to forage inside the affected zones are also subjected to increased physiological stress. The avoidance/stress effect impairs function by reducing the capability of wildlife to use the habitat effectively. In addition, physical or psychological (i.e., disturbance-related) barriers lead to fragmentation of habitats and further reduce the availability of effective habitat. These impacts can be especially problematic when they occur within limiting habitat components such as crucial winter ranges and reproductive habitats.


WGFD further notes that oil and gas activities will harm wildlife populations even if there is suitable habitat nearby:  “When activities associated with energy development displace animals from otherwise suitable habitats, the animals are either forced into marginal habitats or they compete with animals that already occupy the unaffected habitats.  Consequences of such displacement and competition are lower survival, lower reproductive success, lower recruitment, and ultimately lower carrying capacity and reduced populations.”
 


Analyses prepared by The Wilderness Society likewise demonstrate the need for analyzing this indirect habitat loss resulting from designation of energy corridors and related development.  For example, the analysis of gas development contained in Thomson et al, 2005, Wildlife at a Crossroads (copy attached for your reference), which reviews and discusses wildlife literature linking spatial measures of habitat fragmentation to affects on specific wildlife species, shows how the ecological effects of energy development extend well beyond the physical footprint of the roads, well pads, and pipelines.  Similarly, the analysis in Weller et al, 2002, Fragmenting Our Lands (copy attached for your reference), exposes the fallacy of only considering oil and gas development’s direct footprint on wildlife.  The report demonstrates that while only 4% of the study area is covered by oil and gas infrastructure (roads, pipelines, pads, waste pits, etc.), the effect of that infrastructure is much greater.  The entire landscape of the field is within one-half mile of a road, pipeline corridor, well head, retention pond, building, parking lot, or other component of the infrastructure.  97% of the landscape falls within one-quarter mile of the infrastructure, only 27% of the study area is more than 500 feet from infrastructure, and only 3% is more than one-quarter mile away.  These results clearly show that oil and gas drilling and extraction cause significant fragmentation of habitat.

The agencies likewise have the capacity to measure habitat fragmentation.  For instance, in the Draft Resource Management Plan/Environmental Impact Statement released by the BLM’s Vernal, Utah Field Office in January, 2005, included extensive measurement of potential habitat fragmentation using a range of effect zones and specific impacts to be expected for different affected species.  See, e.g., Vernal DEIS, Appendix I and Section 3.19.2.  The fragmentation that is likely to result from the designation and use of corridors contemplated by the PEIS, as well as the foreseeable other uses and expanded energy development, could cause irreparable damage to wildlife habitat throughout these eleven Western states.  The agencies must specifically investigate these potential environmental consequences and take steps to avoid or minimize them.

V. CONCLUSION


Thank you again for this opportunity to provide input regarding the management of our public lands and the spectacular resources they hold.  The agencies collectively manage some of the most beautiful and biologically and geologically diverse lands in the country, and the American public is counting on you to protect these values for the future.  We look forward to continuing our positive working relationship.  Please feel free to contact us if you have any questions or need additional information.  We would also welcome the opportunity to meet with you to present and discuss these comments in person. 


Sincerely,


Nada Culver

Senior Counsel, Public Lands Campaign


BLM Action Center


(303) 650-5818 Ext. 117

Nada_culver@tws.org

AND ON BEHALF OF:

Elise Jones, Executive Director


Colorado Environmental Coalition


1536 Wynkoop Street, #5C


Denver, CO  80202


303-534-7066, x1504


elise@cecenviro.org


Mark Salvo, Director


Sagebrush Sea Campaign


(A Project of Forest Guardians)


c/o 2224 W. Palomino Drive


Chandler, Arizona 85224


mark@sagebrushsea.org


Michael J. Painter, Coordinator


Californians for Western Wilderness


P.O. Box 210474


San Francisco, CA  94121-0474


415-752-3911


mike@caluwild.org


Johanna H. Wald, Senior Attorney


Natural Resources Defense Council


111 Sutter Street


San Francisco CA 94104


415.875.6100.

Erik Molvar


Biodiversity Conservation Alliance


P.O. Box 1512 


Laramie, WY 82073


307) 742-7978


erik&voiceforthewild.org


Jacob Smith, Executive Director


Center for Native Ecosystems


1536 Wynkoop, Suite 302


Denver, Colorado 80202


(303) 546-0214


jacob@nativeecosystems.org


John Smillie, Program Director


Western Organization of Resource Councils


2401 Montana Avenue, #301


Billings, Montana  59101


406.252.9672 (phone)


jsmillie@worc.org
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� Envt’l Defense Fund., Inc. v. U.S. Army Corps. of Eng’rs, 492 F.2d 1123, 1135 (5th Cir. 1974); see also, City of New York v. Department of Transp., 715 F.2d 732, 743 (2nd Cir. 1983) (NEPA’s requirement for consideration of a range of alternatives is intended to prevent the EIS from becoming “a foreordained formality.”); Davis v. Mineta, 302 F.3d 1104 (10th Cir. 2002); Or. Envtl. Council v. Kunzman, 614 F.Supp. 657, 659-660 (D. Or. 1985) (stating that the alternatives that must be considered under NEPA are those that would “avoid or minimize” adverse environmental effects).  


� Custer County Action Ass’n v. Garvey, 256 F.3d 1024, 1041 (10th Cir. 2001); City of Carmel-By-The-Sea v. United States Dep’t of Transp., 123 F.3d 1142, 1155 (9th Cir. 1997) (“[t]he stated goal of a project necessarily dictates the range of ‘reasonable’ alternatives”).  


� Consequently, IM Nos. 2003-274 and 2003-275, which are explicitly based on an April 2003 settlement that no longer exists, are arguably invalid and do not apply to restrict BLM from designating new WSAs.


� NatureServe was contracted to identify and map locations of threatened and endangered species habitat  that exist only on BLM lands – making these areas even more critical to the survival of the species.  Our understanding of the contact person at NatureServe for this information is: Nancy Benton, Project Manager, NatureServe, 1101 Wilson Blvd, 15th Floor, Arlington, VA  22209; Phone: 703/908-1886; Fax: 703/908-1917; nancy_benton@natureserve.org


�  Recommendations for Development of Oil and Gas Resources within Crucial and Important Wildlife Habitat: (A Strategy for Managing Energy Development Consistently with the FLPMA Principles of Multiple Use and Sustained Yield).  This voluminous document is available on WGFD’s website at: <� HYPERLINK "http://gf.state.wy.us/habitat/index.asp" ��http://gf.state.wy.us/habitat/index.asp�>.


� Id.


� Id. at pp. 6-7.
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November 23, 2005 
 
 
Delivered via electronic mail and overnight mail 
 
Office of Electricity Delivery and Energy Reliability 
Room 8H-033 
U.S. Department of Energy 
1000 Independence Avenue, S.W. 
Washington, DC 20585 
 
Re: Scoping Comments for the West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic 

Environmental Impact Statement 
 
To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Please accept and fully consider these comments on behalf of The Wilderness Society and 
others on behalf of whom these comments are also submitted.  The Wilderness Society, 
founded in 1935, strives to deliver to future generations an unspoiled legacy of wild places.  
Our 250,000 members nationwide care deeply about the management of our public lands. We 
appreciate the opportunity to submit these comments to the Department of Energy, the Bureau 
of Land Management, the U.S. Forest Service and their cooperating agencies.  We are 
submitting these comments today via electronic mail and also forwarding a copy with 
attachments to you separately. 
 
Issues Addressed:  Page 
I. Areas for Further Analysis         2 

A. Issues to be Addressed in Continuing Analysis After Scoping    2 
B. Appropriate Level of NEPA Analysis       5 
 

II.  Considerations for Siting of Energy Corridors     13 
 A.  Areas to Avoid         13 
 B.  GIS Data Needed to Complete the PEIS      15 
 C.  Maximize Use of Existing Infrastructure Where Appropriate   18 
 
III. Use of Existing Wind Energy EIS as Model for Approach    19 
 
IV. Avoiding and/or Mitigating Habitat Fragmentation     20 
 




