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From: carridoreiswebmasterg@anl. gav

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 1:59 At

To: mail_corridareisarchives; corridoreiswebmaster@anl. gov

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWWECDS0S50

Attachments: Oregon_Sierra_CLub_PEIS_Corridor_comments__ 214 WWEC D50550 doc
W)

Oregon_Sierra_Clu
b_PEIS_Corrid. ..
Thank wou for wyour comnent, Ivan Maluski.

The comment tracking nunber that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSOSS50.  Once
the comrent respohse docuwment has kheen published, plesase refer to the comment tracking
nurkber to locate the response.

Comnent Date: February 15, 2008 01:58:314M CDT

Enercgy Corridor Draft Frogramunatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDSOS50

First Name: Ivan

Last Name: Maluski

Organization: Oregon Chapter Sierra Club

Address: 2950 3E Itark

Address 2: #110

city: Fortland

I3tate: OR

Zip: 97214

Countcry: USA

Email: ivan.maluskiflsierraclub.org

Priwvacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: C:iDocuments and Settings) Ivan MaluskihDesktophOregon 3ierra CLub PEIS
Corridor comments_ Z2_14.doc

Commment Submitctced:
Please find attached comments from the Cregon Chapter 3Jierra Club.

Juestions asbout submitting compents over the Web? Contact us atc:
corridoreiswebmasterfanl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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Oregon Sierra Club Comments on the Draft Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement for the Designation of Energy
Corridors
February 14, 2008

The Oregon Chapter Sierra Club and its High Desert Committee have several
concerns and comments regarding the Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEILS) for the Designation of Westwide Energy Corridors. With nearly 24,000
members located across the state, the Oregon Chapter Sierra Club is among the largest
and most geographically widespread conservation organizations in Oregon. QOur members
visit and enjoy many of the public lands most affected by the PEIS across Oregon,
including the Mt. Hood National Forest, BLLM lands in southeast Oregon’s High Desert,
and the south Cascades and Siskiyou Mountains. The Oregon Chapter Sierra Club’s High
Desert Committee (IIDC), established in April 1989, has over the years visited all eastern
Oregon BLM Wilderness Study Areas and has led over 100 trips for the public to some of
these areas. These comments are meant as a locally specific addendum to comments the
Sierra Club has also submitted with The Wilderness Society and Western Resource
Advocates.

Previously, the Sierra Club submitted comments during the scoping phase for this
EIS (November 2005) as well as during the comment period on draft maps (July 2006).
We also testified at the public meeting held in Portland, OR on January &.

In previous input on this EIS and draft maps, we raised very specific concerns
regarding the designation of new and expanded energy corridors. Several of these
concerns remain unaddressed by the current Draft EIS:

1 Both the maps and the EIS continue to be inadequate by not fully
addressing the range of specific environmental impacts associated with
new or expanding energy corridors.

While newer draft maps are more specific than previous ones, the PEIS offers few
specifics on localized, anticipated environmental impacts associated with proposed
corridor routes. Additionally, the PEIS fails to provide detailed information regarding the 50550-001
tvpes of environmental impacts anticipated from both the initial construction, as well as
ongoing maintenance of these corridors. The PEIS also fails to discuss in detail the
specific types of energy that will be transported across specific corridors and where this
energy will be generated. Information regarding proposed new or expanding energy
production that will be associated with these corridors should be more thoroughly and
clearly discussed in the Final EIS, particularly if there are potential and anticipated
impacts to public lands.

In addition to these basic concerns, the following is a list of more site-specific issues
regarding impacts from corridors around Oregon.
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A. Northern Oregon

a.

How specifically will corridor 230-248 affect the Soosap Meadows Area
of Critical Environmental Concern? The DEIS indicates that energy
corridors will be constructed with reduced width in order to ‘minimize’
impacts to the Soosap Meadows ACEC. The DEIS needs to be more
specific on what these impacts will be to this important, rare alpine
meadow on the Salem District BLM.

How specifically will corridor 230-248 affect the threatened northern
spotted owl and Wild and Scenic Rivers in the Mt. Hood National Forest?
This corridor clearly bisects the national forest yet no specific
environmental impacts are discussed.

B. Southern Oregon

a.

How will corridors 7-11 and 7-24 affect the Cascade Siskivou National
Monument? This does not appear to be discussed in the DEIS, and this
National Monument’s location is not identified on the maps provided.
How will corridors 7-11 and 7-24 affect the wildlife migration on Siskiyou
Crest? This Siskiyou Crest is an important wildlife migration corridor
connecting the southern Cascades and eastern Oregon to roadless areas in
southwest Oregon and northern California.

C. Southeast Oregon’s High Desert

a.

Sage grouse - Sage grouse numbers are plummeting across the west.
Proposed Corridor 7-24 bisects areas that are strongholds for sage grouse
in Oregon, due to the number of active leks, i.e. north of Troutcreek
Mountains and south east of Hart Mountain National Wildlife Refuge. If
the future corridor accommodates transmissions lines, they will serve as
perches for raptors that will disturb sage grouse on the leks and prey both
on adults and chicks. Soil disturbance during construction, both from
transmission lines or pipelines, will impact leks, feeding and rearing areas.

Pronghorn - Large numbers of Pronghorn migrate between Hart Mountain
National Wildlife Refuge and Sheldon National Wildlife Refuge in
Nevada. Corridor 7-24 bisects the migration path between the two
Refuges, and both construction and maintenance of the corridors would
impact pronghorn movement. In addition, if the corridor is an above
ground pipeline, their migration would be negatively impacted
indefinitely.

Noxious weeds - Noxious weeds are degrading natural ecosystems across
the west and vast amounts of taxpayer dollars are allocated on an on-going
basis to eradicating, or at a minimum, controlling them. Construction of
energy corridors in near pristine areas would facilitate the invasion of

50550-002

50550-003

50550-004
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invasive alien species and degrade the natural habitat on which many
species depend.

ORVs - The energy corridors and their associated right of ways would be
tempting new routes for unscrupulous drivers of Off Road Vehicles. They
could also serve as entryways into areas that so far were not accessible to
these vehicles. ORVs would further degrade the natural habitat by
establishing new and illegal tracks and importing noxious weeds in their
treads.

WEAs - A number of Wilderness Study Areas would be impacted by the
energy corridors, chiefly among them Bowden Hills (3-118). Alvord Peak
(2-83), and to some lesser extent, Rincon (2-82), Spaulding (1-139) and
Guano Creek (1-132).

1. Bowden Hills: A large number of pronghorn and mule deer
winter in the WSA and their migration to their summer
feeding arcas might be adversely affected by the corridor.
The WSA is also home of the kit fox, which is on the
Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife (ODF&W) list of
threatened species.

2 Alvord Peak: Species potentially impacted by the corridor
are: mule deer, pronghorn, and sage grouse. Unique to this
WSA is the fact that it is used by the only migratory herd
of bighorn sheep in Oregon.

3. Rincon: Sage grouse are found throughout most of the
northern part of the WS A which also comprises crucial
deer and pronghorn winter ranges, as well as habitat for
bighormn sheep and kit fox.

4, Spaulding: Located between Hart Mountain and Sheldon,
this area is home to many mule deer and pronghorn. The
southern half of the WSA is spring kidding ground for
pronghorn. Sage grouse is present in relatively large
numbers. Some areas of the WSA are undisturbed and
corridor construction would potentially introduce non-
native grasses. A petroglyph art site would be at risk of
defacing by increased numbers of visitor due to easy
access to ORVs.,

5. Guano Creek: Guano creek is a perennial stream, home to
both the Sheldon Tui Chub. and Redband trout. Corridor 7-
24 would cross the creek and construction could disturb
riparian vegetation and cause sedimentation. Guano Creek
WESA is used in the winter by sage grouse and one lek has
been identified.

50550-004
(cont.)

50550-005
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f.  Other Wildlands - Proposed corridor 7-24 would bisect areas that although
not designated as WSAs by the BLM, do have wilderness qualities and are 50550-005
recommended to be designated as wilderness by conservation
organizations. Specifically, the corridor would go through the Proposed (cont.)
Hart-Sheldon Sage Grouse National Conservation Area.

D. Inventoried Roadless Areas Statewide
a. The DEIS mentions that two inventoried roadless areas in Oregon will be
; ; : R o 50550-006
impacted by proposed energy corridors, yet no further information is
provided. Which inventoried roadless areas are these, which corridors will
impact them, and how?

2. The DEIS fails to discuss cumulative impacts including associated new
energy production and development on or near public land associated with
proposed corridors.

A theme in previous Sierra Club comments was the need to analyze the
cumulative impacts associated with creating new energy corridors or intensifying use of
existing corridors. Simply put, the footprint of the energy corridors is much larger the
actual acreage they take up. The PEIS fails to identify or analyze the extent to which 50550-007
these corridors and the types of energy expected to flow across them (whether oil, gas,
hydrogen or electricity) lead to or encourage additional energy production, development
and extraction on public lands, or whether additional energy production proposals
associated with these corridors are reasonably anticipated. Thus, potential new energy
developments and the expansion of existing developments should be clearly noted on the
maps and in the DEIS and their potential environmental impacts should be identified and
disclosed. This type of big picture analysis is exactly the type of issue a Programmatic
EIS should address, and if specific information exists, it should be disclosed.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Ivan Maluski
Conservation Coordinator
Oregon Chapter Sierra Club

High Desert Comments

Irene Vlach

Oregon Chapter Sierra Club, High Desert Committee
Member
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From: carridoreiswebmasterg@anl. gav

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 3:41 A

To: mail_corridareisarchives; corridoreiswebmaster@anl. gov

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment YWWECDS0551

Attachments: 08021 4-Marshall_Magruder_draft PEIS_letter WAWWECDS0551 doc
W)

030214-Marshall_M

agruder_draft...
Thank wyou for wvour comnent, Marshall Magruder.

The comment tracking nunber that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSO0SS51. Once
the comrent respohse docuwment has kheen published, plesase refer to the comment tracking
nurkber to locate the response.

Comnent Date: February 15, 2008 03:41:1:z24M CDT

Enercgy Corridor Draft Frograswunatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDSOS551

First Name: Harshall

Last Name: Magruder

Organhization: indiwvidual

Address: PO Box 1267

City: Tiubac

Jtate: AZ

Zip: BE646-1267

Country: USL

Email: marshalll@magruder.org

Priwvacy Preference: Don't withhold nawme or address from public record
Attachment: C:%vDocuments and JettingshMarshall MagruderhDesktoph 1221%080214-Marshall
Magruder draft PEIS letter.doco

Juestions shout submitting comnents over the Web? Contact us atc:
corridoreiswebmasterfianl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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Marshall Magruder
PO Box 1267
Tubac, AZ 85646
14 February 2008

To Whom it May Concern:

Subject: Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (PEIS) for Utility
Corridors on Western Federal Lands, Comments Concerning

In general, the overall process followed by the various agencies has touched on many of
the issues involved with siting multi-purpose utility corridors on western federal lands. As
many have already commented, a starting point has been reached. The full NEPA process
remains as the existent PEIS needs specific tailoring before any rights of way can be
determined. An Environmental A sment for non-significant projects should NEVER be
assumed based on the preliminary information in this PEIS, since all projects covered by
this PEIS will have SIGNIFICANT Environmental Impacts.

50551-001

Some detailed comments.

1. Variable Corridor Widths. In the Scoping document, in footnote 1, a pre-Section 368
corridor was determined by using Section 503 of the FLPMA. This corridor segment,
number 234-235, was designated for one transmission line and one natural gas
pipeline. This prior to Section 368 action did not consider three transmission, two gas
and two liquid pipelines, thus, if an additional utility is planning on using this corridor, 50551-002
then, NEPA considerations remain critical. An option in this pre-Section 368 corridor
was provided so that it just skirted a designated roadless area. If a 3.500 foot wide
corridor is used, as implied in Table A (Appendix A), then the precept for its
determination (avoid the roadless area) would be violated. Such action does not appear
reasonable, thus, in certain parts of corridor 234-235, its width will have to be
considerably narrower than 3,500 feet. This flexibility MUST be included in the Final
PEIS, for all corridors, as environment background and local details are critical elements
in all land use decisions, even after designated in the Final PEIS.

2. Alternatives and Completeness. There is very little emphasis on Alternatives that
must be presented for all NEPA projects. The PEIS website has some references that
clearly show reasonable Alternatives. For example, the Argonne National Laboratory
report, ANL/EVS/TM/08-4, “The Design, Construction, and Operation of Long-Distance
High-Voltage Electricity Transmission Technologies,” provides a basic framework for
elements to make significant options available. For example, any corridor of 50 or more 50551-003
miles should consider both AC and DC with many environmental differences between
these two forms of electrical generation. Further, information provided in this document
briefly discusses dozens of elements that all projects must consider and must be
considered when performing the NEPA analysis. A better solution would be a very
detailed “checksheet” of required facts necessary for decision makers prior to making a
Record of Decision. This checksheet should be used as a cross-reference to determine
if an applicant has required information PRIOR to scoping for review by the public,
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government and regulatory agencies. The Applicant should show where in his proposal | 50551-003
contains the information required by the checksheet. (cont.)

3. Project Information. Some utilities do not provide the public and impacted
stakeholders with information necessary to gain local confidence or acceptance. This
results in negative public pre-conceived views. If the public only hears comments given
at a Scoping Meeting without prior background information, especially from the
applicant, local citizens will not receive the best information. Thus, highly recommend
that the applicant be required to hold local meetings with all parties impacted, that
detailed briefings and handouts be provided, that FAQs and websites be populated with | 50551-004
ACCURATE information that explain why the project is important, how it meets
requirements, what was considered and rejected and why, how it will be build and
schedules of key milestones. These basic facts must be clear, honest and complete in
advance of a Scoping Meeting. This may seem basic but when continually overlooked,
negative perceptions will continue. The public isn't as dumb at some utilities assume.
Education maybe necessary to again acceptance, especially, when they are the
ratepayers and have to pay for the project.

4. Cumulative Effects involving Water and Air. In the West, water is a dominate natural
resource and must be considered comprehensively for all decisions. When performing
the NEAP Cumulative Effects analyses, it is critical that the impact on the whole water
cycle be considered for the project. A natural gas pipeline or transmission line has very
little direct impact on water resources; however, each may have significant indicted
impacts. A 100 MW transmission line that will support another 50,000 families needs to
consider the water resource impacts that the line will for these new families using this
energy. At 200 gallons per day per captia, over 250,000,000 gallons are required. If the
end users do not have that water, where will it come from? How much water is required
to generate that 100 MW, based on the logical generation anticipated for this
community? If the community is already in an EPA non-attainment area, how will the
additional "exurban” commuters change the quality of air? Both ends and intermediate
points along the “system” must be assessed and extrapolated for the life-cycle of the
project, usually 50 or more years into the future. Anything less is an irresponsible,
incomplete, and misleading environmental assessment.

50551-005

Sincerely,

Marshall Magruder

marshall@magruder.org
520.398.8587
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 7:57 AM

To: mail_corridoreisarchives

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50552

Thank you for your comment, Mark Lewis.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSO05EZ. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 15, 2008 07:56:24AM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECD50552

First Name: Mark

Last Name: Lewis

Organization: Water Resource Institute

Address: 2515 E Thomas Rd #16-852

City: Phoenix

State: AZ

Zip: 85016

Country: USA

Email: mark@npva.net

Frivacy Freference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
We support the notion that AZ residents are connected to the 10 western states grid and 50552-001
must have more transmission options both going and coming inteo AZ. -

A portion of the transmission line corridor needs to support the construction of
transmission lines that could be reserved for non — carbon based energy transfers in and
out of the southwestern grid served by WAPA, SWAT membership and others.

The Southwestern portion of Maricopa County, and parts of La Paz County could generate 50552-002
4,200 MW of solar power, 2,000 additional MW of 3rd Generation Nuclear Fower, as well as
other traditional power generation supplies.

We should give an equal reservation of transmission access, for non-carkon based
generation plants as corriders are developed through Western AZ.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-56182.
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From: corridoreiswebmaster @anl.gov

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 11:13 AM

To: mail_corridoreisarchives

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50553

Thank you for your comment, .

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSH05E3. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 15, 2008 11:12:35AM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDS50553

First Name:

Last Name:

Address:

City:

State: UT

Zip:

Country: USA

Email:

Privacy Preference: Withhold name and address from public record

Comment Submitted:

The modified routing of the Millard Energy corridor as proposed by the Millard County
officials is a much better routing than the proposed route following highway 257. The
route following hwy 257 crosses many private land owners property, the Servier river 3
times, and runs very close to Delta City and surounding areas that are set for future 50553-001
development. The Millard county proposed re-routing is in an area that will not affect
future growth, says away from the river, and does not affect many private land owners.
There are many good articles and arguments for this re-routing that the Millard county
commissions have presented.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 11:14 AM

To: mail_corridoreisarchives

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50554

Thank you for your comment, BETSY PAHUT.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSH05B4. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 15, 2008 11:13:57AM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECD50554

First Name: BETSY

Middle Initial: A

Last Name: PAHUT

Address: 715 CHERRY

City: ANACONDA

State: MT

Zip: 59711

Country: USA

FEmail: pahuts@gmail.com

Frivacy Freference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

As a life-long citizen of Anaconda Deer Lodge County and the President of the Anaconda

Main Street Program, I have a deep concern for the future of our community. I strongly

support the energy corridor be situated in Deer Lodge County. We may never see an 50554-001
opportunity to bring revenue to our community from this land again. Due to the

contamination issues surrounding this location, we will newver see anything of value

lecated on this land and it is the prefect site for this project.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@@anl gov
Sent: Friday, February 15, 2008 3:14 PM
To: mail_corridoreisarchives; corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: Energy Caorridor Draft Programmatic EIS Cormment WWECDSO555
Attachments: PLAcommentsenergycorridors _WWEC Da0555. doc
L
PL&commenksensrg

weorridors_WWE. ..
Thank wvou for wyour content, Claire Mosedlew.

The comment tracking nwaber that has kbeen assigned to your commwent is WWECDSO0S55.  Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
nurbher to locate the response.

Comnent Date: February 15, 2005 03:13:Z28PM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDSOSSS

First Name: Claire

Middle Initial: H

Last Name: Moselley

Organhization: Public Lands Advocacy

Address: 10200 E. Girard Avenue

Address 2: C-141

City: Denver

State: CO

Zip: B0OZ231

country: USA

Emzail: clairefpubliclandsadvocacy.org

FPriwvacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: F:\cmoseley docuwment £iles'DOCSYFEDERALYFPLAcommentsenergycorridors.doc

Commment Submitctced:
Dear Sirs=: I attempted to fax mwmy comnents on the Western Corridors yesterday but the fax
failed. Following is the report I received back regarding the failure.

FAX FALILED
Customer No. T 2460303
Reference HNa. : 135472546
Billing Code 246303
Tour Fax To : 18665425504
To:Western Corridors DPEIS
Zent At : 0271472008 04:15:05 PM (GMT-7:00)

Has Failed Because : No Answer
Feport Version : 2.00
I hawve attached the comments as faxed and recquest that you consider them in your

deliberations on compents received because an effort was made to submit them on time.
Please contact me at 303-750-3333 if there is a problem with this regquestc.

Thank wvou.
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CLAIRE M. MOSELEY
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR
WWAW. PUBLICLANDSADVOCACY.CRG

10200 EAST GIRARD AVEMNUE, SUTE C-141, DEMNVER CO BO231 « PHOMNE (303) 303-750-3333 e CELL 303-506-1153 + FAX (868) 7182632
EMAIL CLAIREBPUBLICLAMNDSADVOCACY.ORG

February 14, 2008

West-wide Energy Corrider DEIS VIA Fax: (866)542-5804
Argonne National Laboratory

9700 S. Cass Avenue

Building 900, Mail Stop 4

Argenne, IL 60439

RE: West-wide Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Dear Sirs:

On behalf of Public Lands Advocacy (PLA), following are comments cn the West-wide Energy Corrider
Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (DPEIS). PLA is a nonprofit trade association
whose members include independent and major cil and gas producers as well as nonprcfit trade and
professional organizations that have joined together to foster environmentally scund exploration and
producticn on public lands. PLA supports Cengressicnal recognition in the Energy Policy Act of 2005 that
the current energy transmission and cil and gas pipeline infrastructure is seriously inadequate. It must
also he recognized by the federal government and the public alike that expanded cil and gas pipeline
capacity will be needed in the next 10 to 15 years to meet increasing demands of the US consumer.
Specifically, we support the acknowledgment that additicnal pipeline capacity is critically needed to
transport new supplies of natural gas throughcut the Mountain West and beyond.

BARRIERS TO ROW DEVELOPMENT

The DPEIS identifies existing barriers to infrastructure development in the western states, such as
“inconsistent agency procedures for granting ROWSs; inconsistent agency views on whether proposed
enerdy infrastructure projects would address near or long-term energy needs; a lack of coordination
among agencies that administer contiguous tracts of land when responding to applications for a ROW
across their respective jurisdictions; and the lack of coordination within agency offices regarding the
appropriate geographic locations of corridors or ROWs.”

The DPEIS alsc states, “Upon sighing Records-of-Decision (RODs), the BLM, FS, USFWS, and, if
applicable, the DOD would amend their respective affected land use plans to incorporate the corridor | 50555-001
designation. Corridor designation on these federa! lands would be defined by a centerline and width to
accommodate future proposed energy transport projects.”

Comment: Despite the intent of the process, there is ancther significant barrier to energy infrastructure
development in the western states that has not been identified in the DPEIS. Federal land management
agencies’ (LMA) have demenstrated an overwhelming lack of recognition of the need for additicnal ROW
corriders for cil and gas pipelines in their land use planning documents. While the DPEIS indicates that
“all public lands, unless otherwise desighated, segregated, or withdrawn, are available for ROW
authorization under the Federai Land Policy and Management Act of 1976 (FLMPA) by the appropriate
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PLA Comments on West-wide Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Page 2 of 4
February 4, 2008

land management agency,” LMAs routinely restrict new ROW development across public lands without
adequate justification. We recognize that in granting new ROW corridors the agencies must also take into
account other resource values; however, in general, they fail to recognize the unocbtrusive nature of
pipelines, particularly those that are buried, and their limited impacts on other sensitive values. | 50555-001
Therefore, in addition to identifying preferred energy corridors, we recommend that the final EIS specify | (cont.)
that LMAs are required to fully consider the need for improved access and development of new ROW
corridors in their land use plans. Moreover, it is critical that this consideration not be limited only to
corridors estahlished under this process.

CORRIDOR DESIGNATIONS

Under the Proposed Action Alternative, there would be approximately 6,055 miles of Section 368 energy
corridors designated in the West. The Proposed Action incorporates about 2,359 miles of existing, locally
designated energy corridors (or portions of these corridors) that are currently identified in federal land
use plans.

Comment: It is unclear why the Proposed Action incorporates only 2,359 miles of existing energy
corridors. In our previous comments, it was recommended that the DPEIS designate existing pipeline
corridors as energy corridors since it is probable that future expansion of existing pipeline infrastructure
would utilize existing routes. Those comments also identified several new projects that should be
included. While the DPEIS states on page ES-17 that the “unrestricted conceptual energy transport
network corridors were moved to take advantage of existing ROWs that could be expanded to
accommodate federal energy corridors without conflicting with other location factors,” the concern
remains that the Proposed Action has not gone far enough in identifying corridors where permit
application would be facilitated. It is critical that all existing power and energy transportation assets be
included in these proposed corridors to eliminate protracted delays in permitting currently being
experienced by the energy industry.

50555-002

In addition, with respect to cil pipelines, the FPEIS needs to make clear that the designated corridors do
not represent a preferred location. While the designated corridors may be preferred locations for some
electricity transmission facilities, this is not a feasible approach for cil and gas pipelines. In particular, the
unique characteristics of these pipelines and their related markets will make it nearly impossible to
identify all preferred locations through the PEIS process because it is currently unknown where new
development may occur. Therefore, we recommend that flexibility be maintained to allow individual oil
and gas pipelines to proceed without undue process delays.

CORRIDOR WIDTH

According to the DPEIS, “a corridor width of 3,500 feet was selected by the Agencies for the Section 368
energy corridors because this width would provide sufficient room to support muitiple energy transport
systems.”

Comment: PLA's members are concerned that the proposed corridor width of 3,500 feet may not always
be adequate to provide for all intended uses. In this finite space it is possible there would not be enough | 50555-003
room to accommodate all facilities. For example, to ensure safety, 15 feet of space is required between
various ROWs. It is imperative to carefully consider safety and integrity when co-locating facilities. While
electrical transmission lines and pipelines can often co-exist within corridors, several safety factors must
be considered, such as:

+ High voltage electricity transmission lines can induce currents in pipelines that can interfere with the
cathodic protection system that protects pipelines from corrosion.
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PLA Comments on West-wide Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
Page 3 of 4
February 4, 2008

+ Surface loads on pipelines from service vehicles for transmission lines can damage pipelines.

+ Adequate width is necessary to offset pipeline relief valves to avoid accidental ignition. 50555-003

+ In certain areas the corridor may be narrower due to local designations, topographic constraints, (Cont_)
endangered species habitat or poor suitability of land in which case co-location will be impractical.

CORRIDOR LOCATION

The DPEIS indicates, “As specified in Section 368 [EPAct 2005], these energy corridors would be
designated only on federal lands, not private lands. Applicants would be required to identify preferred
project-specific routes across and plan for gaining authorization to cross private lands. Project applicants
would secure authorizations across private lands in the same manner that they currently do, 50555-004
independent of the application process for corridors on federal lands.” ;
Comment: We recognize that federal agencies are reluctant to designate energy corridors on private
lands. Consequently, the proposed energy corridors are severely disjointed as depicted on the DPEIS
maps. We are concerned that diverse property ownership within the corridor will cause delay and
difficulty for any entity wishing to build assets within the corridor.

ROWS OUTSIDE DESIGNATED CORRIDORS

The DPEIS recognizes that the agencies do not have the authority to mandate that energy infrastructure
must be developed only within designated corridors.

Comment: However, the DPEIS has indicated that designated corridors will be deemed “preferred”
routes. It is impossible to predict where all potential oil and gas development will occur and the ROWs
required for delivery of the product to market. Consequently, designation of “preferred” routes in the
DPEIS must not preclude new ROWs outside these corridors in the future and must fully address the fact
there WILL be many ROW needs outside designated corridors. We urge that the FPEIS recognize and | 50555-005
disclose that:

+ Companies require flexibility to build pipelines in an appropriate place that will enable them to deliver
the resource to the consumer based upon market conditions

+ Companies need flexibility within projects and corridors to expand and reduce pipelines as the market
demand fluctuates

+ Designation of specific energy corridors without flexibility could pose a significant threat to national
security

+ ROWSs outside existing corridors must also be facilitated and permitted without delays

CORRIDOR PRIORITY

The DPEIS emphasizes that designation of energy corridors would not result in any approvals of site-
specific projects and that new projects within these corridors will still be subject to NEPA analysis and the
current approval process.

Comment: Despite the fact that no site-specific projects will be approved as a result of adoption of the | 50555-006
Record of Decision that will accompany the FPEIS, we strongly recommend that ROW activities within the
established corridors be designated “high priority” uses and that such priority must be recognized by the
LMAs. Without assurances that ROW projects have already been deemed appropriate within the
designated corridors, the exercise of preparing a PEIS will serve no purpose. In other words, while a
NEPA analysis will still be necessary to address technical and environmental issues, therefore it should
be unnecessary to prove the need for a ROW project.
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CONCLUSION

PLA appreciates this opportunity to provide you with our comments and concerns. Please do not
hesitate to contact me should you have any questions regarding our views.

Sincerely,

(_/('}(f_’,r_ ¢ @ 7_/.) )"\ a2 o (o 4 _\.—

Claire M. Moseley
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From: corridoreiswebmasteri@anl.gov

Sent; Friday, February 15, 2008 329 P

To: mail_corridoreisarchives; corridoreiswebmaster@anl gov

Subject: Energy Carridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment VWWYECDS055E
Attachments: EPA_Comment_Letter WAWECDS0556 pdf

ii!!
EP4_Comment_Letk

= _WWECDS0556....
Thank wyou for your comment, iAnhe Miller.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned Co your comoent is WWECDSOS556. Cnce
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comnent Date: February 15, 2008 03:28:42FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programoatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDSOS56

First Name: Anne

Last Mame: Miller

Organization: U3 EPA

Address: 1200 Penna Awve NIT

City: Washington

State: DC

Zip: Z0450-0001

Country: USh

Email: suriano.Elainefeps.gov

Priwvacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachwent: E:YElaine's Documents\EPL Comment Letter. pdf

Questions sbout submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmasterfanl.gow or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-5182.
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West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS
Argonne National Laboratory

9700 S. Cass Ave., Bldg. 900, Mail Stop 4
Argonne, IL 60439

Dear Sir/Madame:

In accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), and Section 309
of the Clean Air Act, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the
Department of Energy’s (DOE) and the Department of Interior’s (DOI) draft
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (draft EIS) for the Designation of Energy
Corridors on Federal Land in the 11 Western States. Our general concerns are
highlighted below with detailed comments enclosed for your consideration

The draft EIS evaluates the environmental impacts of designating energy transport
corridors on federal lands in eleven western states in accordance with Section 368 of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005. The coordinated effort of all the relevant land management
agencies is aimed at expediting future sitings of oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and
electricity transmission and distribution on federal lands in western states, and to address
growing energy needs in this region. When approved, the action will universally provide
an amendment to 165 land use or resource management plans. Pursuant to Section 368,
the agencies are expected to develop interagency operating procedures (IOPs) for 50556-001
implementing the approval of Rights-of-Way (ROW) for energy corridors to expedite
future upgrades to the energy grid.

To meet the goals described above, the draft EIS evaluated a No Action Alternative,
that would not designate land as energy corridors pursuant to Section 368, and the
Proposed Alternative, that would designate 6,055 miles of energy corridor in the Western
US. These corridors are based on environmental, engineering, and land use screens to
reduce potential environmental and land use conflicts. The Proposed Alternative is

! : Internet Address (URL) e http://www.epa.gov
Recycled/Recyclable @ Printed with Vegetable Oil Based Inks on 100% Postconsumer, Pracess Chiorine Free Recycled Paper
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considered to be the best approach to achieve new and upgraded infrastructure, improved
reliability and reduced congestion and the approval of ROWs for energy transport
projects across the Western States. Corridors are proposed to be 3,500 feet wide to
support multiple energy projects unless otherwise specified based on environmental or
management constraints.
50556-001
The draft EIS evaluated the No Action and Proposed Action Alternatives and (cont.)
removed from consideration eight other alternatives. Taken individually those
alternatives do not meet the purpose and need; we believe, however, that DOE/DOI
should consider combining in the final EIS meritorious elements from the rejected
alternatives that could offer a third, reasonable, alternative that would better satisfy the
requirement of analyzing a full range of alternatives.

The draft EIS states that the designation of energy corridors and amendments to
approximately 165 land use and resource management plans does not constitute a final
action; approval of ROWs and other on-the-ground actions would require additional
NEPA analysis. We agree with this approach. However, the final EIS should state 50556-002
whether the categorical exclusions (CEs) established by section 390 of the 2005 Energy
Policy Act, or existing reality CEs or other CEs, apply to land use or resource
management plans that are amended by the ROD.

The draft EIS concludes that direct impacts to "Waters of the US" (waters) would not
oceur as a result of the implementation of either of the alternatives presented in the draft
EIS (Appendix N-8). It appears, however, that this conclusion is based on outdated or
inappropriately scaled maps. For example, the Map Atlas provided in Volume IIT is at
such a large scale that it cannot be relied upon to accurately disclose the extent of waters
within the energy corridors under consideration. We believe that the information used in
the draft EIS should be updated and validated, if necessary with the use of aerial
photography and field analysis, and included in the final EIS. In a related matter, the
draft EIS states that the designated energy corridors will meet the requirements of the
Clean Water Act (CWA); we suggest that the final EIS provide more detail on how the
specific requirements of section 404 of the CWA apply to, and will be met by, future
actions.

50556-003

Section 368 charges the Secretaries with developing procedures to expedite actions
to construct pipelines and electric transmission and distribution facilities. Similarly, the
action agencies are charged with developing IOPs. These procedures will be critical for
implementing energy corridor designations. The final EIS should give more detail about
how these procedures would be developed, when they will be completed. and if this will
be a process that will be open to public review and comment.

50556-004
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Based on the potential for the underestimation of wetlands in the designated
corridors and the need for additional information, especially related to a wetlands
inventory and maps, EPA is rating the draft EIS as Environmental Concerns - Insufficient
Information (EC-2). The staff contact for this review is Elaine Suriano (202 564-7162).

Sincerely,

%7%/7&%)

Anne Norton Miller
Director
Office of Federal Activities

Enclosure

November 2008

50556-005
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EPA’s Detailed Comments
Designation of Energy Corridors in the 11 Western States

Calculation of Intersections and/or Proximity Events and Summary Tables 3.9-1,
3.9-2, and 3.9-3

It appears that the summary tables understate the number of features with corridor
intersections and/or proximity events. Tables calculate when designated corridors
intersect a particular Visual Resource Area (VRA) or other type, and not the multiple
numbers of times a designated corridor may actually intersect the same VRA. For
example, by reference to Appendix P-1, a designated corridor intersects the “Old Spanish
Trail”, a national historic trail in Colorado in four separate places or Western WY Energy 50556-006
Corridor segments (130-274, 132-136, 139-277, and 87-277). Table 3.9-2 and Table
3.10-5 report only a single feature, i.e.. the “Old Spanish Trail” has an intersection with a
corridor. The final EIS should determine how often the VRA will be intersected.
Optimally, tables should reflect both when and how often special resources are
intersected.

Designation of Section 368, 2005 Energy Policy Act Corridors and Existing ACECs

Although Table 2.2-3 indicates that no locally designated areas of critical concern
(ACECs) have been incorporated into the corridors proposed for Wyoming, it appears
that some ACECs were included in the proposed corridor designations. The draft EIS
acknowledges the possibility of corridor designations conflicting with sensitive resources
(Text Box 2.2-3 [page 2-13]); we recommend this apparent conflict be resolved in the
final EIS.

50556-007

Recommendations and Resources for your consideration:
We recommend that the following be reflected, as appropriate, in the final EIS:
o Renewable Energy Atlas of the West: Guide to the Region's Resource

Potential (http://www.energyatlas.org/) - to update the maps displaying
renewable energy resources on pages 2-17 and 2-20.

e Idaho National Laboratory Geothermal Energy Maps
(http://geothermal.inl.gov/maps/index.shtml).

e recent publication on Renewable Energy Transmission Needs in Nevada
referenced at:
www.nctimes.com/articles/2008/01/26/news/state/14 20 491 25 08.txt
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From: corridoreiswebmaster @anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, February 17, 2008 6:08 PM

To: mail_corridoreisarchives

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS0557

Thank you for your comment, Sharcn Schrock.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDS0O5ET. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 17, 2008 06:07:47FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDS0557

First Name: Sharon

Last Name: Schrock

State: OR

Country: USA

Frivacy FPreference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:

I have just discovered this project and the fact that my 20-acre farm in Oregon's
Willamette Valley is possibly in line to be crossed by the energy corridor. Public comment
time is cleosed? How do we know te comment if we don't even know this is going on? The maps
loock like a connect-the-dots puzzle and one can only imagine where the corridor crosses 50557-001
private land. I suspect whoever is making these maps is in cahoots with energy
speculators, l.e. Palomar, Morthstar, and their buddies, as the maps lock to be serving
their LNG proposals, using Oregon as the gateway to California. It is unfair te private
landowners to leave them out of this process. We need to see complete maps with
notification of each of us that will be affected. Thank you.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, February 18, 2008 12:44 PM

To: mail_corridoreisarchives

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50558
Thank you for your comment, j... johnstone.

The comment tracking numker that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSHO5BE. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 18, 2008 12:43:47FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECD50558

First Name: j...

Middle Initial: .

Last Name: johnstone

City:

State: CA

Zip:

Country: USA

Privacy Preference: Withheold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
Re: West-wide Energy Corridor Programmatic

There is no place for this forced landuse designation. W.E.C.Frogrammatic is a foul
bureaucratic controcl scheme to override grandfathered land use designations, regardless of
ownership & uniqueness, which reeks of old Mafia or perhaps Hitler's dream schemes. 50558-001
Scratch this scheme now please.

We"ve seen the likes of W.E.C.Pregrammatic before: -just say NO teo this malconceived
dictate over America...even if currently proposed as a western states LAND ABUSE scheme.

Think akeout it. Bye.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmasterBanl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, February 18, 2008 4:26 PM

To: mail_corridoreisarchives

Subject: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50560

Thank you for your comment, Richard Musser.

The comment tracking numker that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSH0560. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 18, 2008 04:25:25FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECD50560

First Name: Richard
Last Name: Musser
Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:
Dear Sir,
T would like to comment on the energy corriders that will harm sage grouse
populations. Sage grouse habitat is already very fragmented, and these corridors will 50560-001
further erode it. Mot only will habitat be reduced, but the support system for electrical
cenductors provides perfect elevated perching places for raptors that prey on sage grouse.
Flesase don't place elevated perches in sage grouse habitat---go around it, even if that
alternative is more expensive. Sincerely, Richard Musser

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-8182.
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Sunday, February 24, 2008 9:54 AM

To: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50561

Thank you for your comment, JOANNA KIRKPATRICK.

The comment tracking numker that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDSH0561. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 24, 2008 02:53:50AM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDS0561

First Name: JOANNA

Last Name: KIRKFATRICK

Address:

City:

State: ID

Zip:

Country: USA

Email:

Frivacy Preference: Withhold address only from public record

Comment Submitted:
The new Western Transmission Grid Should be Built through DOE-Mapped areas of HIGH 50561-001
RENEWABLE ENERGY SOURCES: OF WIND, GEOTHERMAL, AND SOLAR!

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmasterfanl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 4:38 PM

To: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50562

Thank you for your comment, Dominic DiPaolo.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is WWECD50562. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 25, 2008 04:38:16FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDS50562

First Name: Dominic

Middle Initial: A

Last Name: DiPaolo

Organization: Southern Oregon Land Conservancy
Address: B4 Fourth St.

City: Ashland

State: CR

Zip: 97520

Country: USA

Email: dominic@landconserve.org

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

The Southern Oregon Land Conservancy holds conservation easements on several properties
that have the potential te be impacted by the proposed West Wide Energy Corrider. Our
organization strongly requests that the proposed corridor be sited away from properties
with conservation easements. Doing otherwise would negate much of the hard work and
sacrifice of these landowners, this organization and the citizens of southwest Oregon to
ensure permenant protection of these lands. Tt would also counter Federal government
support for such veoluntary land conservation initiatives that come in the form of Internal
Revenue Code 170(h), donation of a qualified real property interest {a conservation
easement) to a qualified organization (a land trust). The IRS has granted tax benefits to
several of the landowners whose properties may be impacted because their donations
significantly benfit the public by providing wildlife habitiat and open space. Flease
site the West Wide Energy Corridor away from properties posessing conservation easements.
Thank you for hearing these comments.

Kind Regards,

Dominic DiPacle
Conservation Coordinator
Southern Oregon Land Conservancy

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmasterfanl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.

50562-001
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2008 6:29 PM

To: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50563

Thank you for your comment, Donald Clary Clary.

The comment tracking numkber that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDHO5G63. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 25, 2008 06:28:28FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECD50563

First Name: Donald Clary

Middle Initial: M

Last Name: Clary

Organization: Pechanga Band of Luiseno Mission Indians

Address: c¢fo Holland & Knight, LLF

Address 2: 633 West Fifth Street

Address 3: Suite Z100

City: Les Angeles

State: CA

Zip: 90071-2040

Country: USA

Email: donald.clary@hklaw.com

Frivacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: Ci\Documents and Settings\dclary\My Documents\West-wide Energy Corrider PEIS
letter.pdf

Questions akeout submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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H 0 I. I. 3 nd k3 Kni g ht Tel 213 896 2400 Holland & Knight LLP

Fax 213 894 2450 633 West Fifth Street, 21st Floor
Los Angeles. CA 90071-2040
www.hklaw.com

Donald M. Clary

213 896 2473
February 25, 2008 Donald.clary@hklaw.com

West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS
Argonne National Laboratory
9700 S. Cass Avenue

Building 900, Mail Stop 4
Argonne, IL 60439

Re: West-Wide Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement

The Pechanga Band of Luisefio Mission Indians ("Tribe") provides the following
comments upon the Draft West-Wide Energy Corridor Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (Draft PEIS). The Tribe appreciates this opportunity to comment upon the Draft PEIS
and notes that as consumers, developers of electricity projects, and, increasingly, operators of
utilities, tribes have an important interest in confirming that the development of the Nation's
transmission system is successful. The Tribe looks forward to cooperation with all other parties
to assure this success.

However, the Tribe believes that the PEIS process and, accordingly, the Draft PEIS, have
not adequately considered tribal concerns regarding the development of the western transmission
system. In this regard, the Tribe is troubled by statements that have been made by involved staff
indicating that that they had been specifically directed to make sure that any of the contemplated
transmission paths avoid reservations. The maps that have been included in the Draft PEIS | 50563-001
indicate that this direction has been implemented. The Tribe believes that the resulting failure
on the part of those completing the PEIS to consider both the needs and concerns of Native
Americans in this process will potentially lead to unnecessary conflict and difficulties in the
maintaining of existing transmission facilities and the construction of future facilities.

The Tribe notes that its reservation is not shown as being directly impacted by the paths
outlined in the current Draft Map. However, the Tribe notes that its reservation has been
consistently identified by a Southern California utility, San Diego Gas & Electric Company
("SDG&E") as a potential location for future electric transmission lines. As a matter of fact, the
Tribe was recently involved in a long and costly dispute with SDG&E over the construction of a
transmission line over its reservation.

50563-002

SDG&E failed to consider the significant impacts that the transmission line would have
had upon the historical and cultural resources of the Tribe. When these resources were
threatened, the Tribe took the necessary steps to protect those resources (and was successful in
doing so). The negative outcome of that project can therefore be directly traced to the
proponent's failure to consider and address the concerns of the Tribe. Failure to consider similar
issues in the context of the PEIS may lead to future conflicts and difficulties.
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West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS
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Moreover, it is apparent to the Tribe that the proposed corridors expressly contemplated
in the Draft Map are proximate to (but do not expressly include) many transmission paths that
may be currently contemplated by local utilities and that may impact many reservations. Upon 50563-002
completion of the PEIS (as contemplated in the Draft Map), these adjacent paths will then (cont.)
become arguably more justifiable, It is only fair and appropriate to consider the potential impact
that these additional lines will have when contemplating the Draft Map.

It is the Tribe's concern that, if these concerns and the other concerns of Native
Americans are not expressly incorporated and addressed in the PEIS, and the participation of all
potentially impacted tribes in the transmission planning process is not assured, substantial
problems and delays will be encountered in future projects. It is our sincere hope that this will
not be the case.

The primary concerns that the Tribe has for this process are as follows:

e Tribal sovereignty over reservation lands has not been adequately
considered. This has been demonstrated by an evident failure to
incorporate Tribal input in the location of the planned corridors. Although
consultation was initiated with some tribes (including Pechanga), there has
been no apparent follow-up or attempt to incorporate the tribes' comments
into the PEIS. For example, Pechanga, in its comments stated that, as, as
tribes are also responsible for their development and economies, the
location of transmission facilities on reservations should not be
categorically excluded from consideration during this process. Tribes
should be consulted concerning their willingness and desire to have
corridors located on their reservations. However, the Tribe has seen no 50563-003
indication that these types of inquiries have been attempted.

e To the extent it is anticipated that tribal lands may be designated as part of
any corridors, it must be determined (before such designation) that the
economic terms of such designation are acceptable to the potentially
impacted Tribe.

® Over the years, Native Americans' energy needs have frequently not been
met, even though major generation and transmission projects are often
actually located on reservations. On many reservations, power has been
unavailable, even though high voltage wires run overhead. This has had
an extremely negative impact upon the economic development of many
reservations. By avoiding reservations and not engaging in consultations
with tribes during this process, the DOE has perpetuated this deprivation
in the context of the PEIS, and the Draft Map.

e Tribal concerns related to the impact transmission projects will have on
historical and cultural resources, particularly sacred sites, have not been
adequately sought and certainly have not been recognized during this
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process.  While these points may have been discussed in initial
consultation, we are unaware of any follow-up on these matters. In this
regard, it should be noted that the companies and agencies dealing with
these issues often delegate them to consultants who are not concerned with
the tribe's interests, and who do not make the tribes partners in their
assessments. This has led to reluctance on the part of tribes to permit
transmission development on their reservations, and sometimes provided a
motivation on the part of the tribes to oppose development off their
reservations. As tribes develop the resources to contest such development,
such potential conflicts will become increasingly important.

In order to respond to these concerns, the Tribe believes that the PEIS process must be
broadened to include the following considerations:

L ]

The Final PEIS and Map must be developed through an inclusive process,
a process that provides government-to-government consultation and
specific assurance to Indian Tribes and others that their reasonable
concerns will be addressed in this process. This particularly includes the
consideration of historic and cultural resources in the Final PEIS and Map.

The process needs to be remedied to acknowledge that tribal governments
are sovereigns and that tribal leadership needs to be consulted and their
approval obtained throughout the planning, construction and operation of
transmission projects.

If Tribal cooperation for Transmission projects is to ever be expected, the
PEIS and the actual plans for each project must accommodate energy
needs on reservations, as well as the providing of transmission on
reservations for energy projects to be developed there.

The PEIS needs to recognize the need to provide transmission service off
the reservation to tribes, particularly as tribes develop generation projects
and form their own utilities to serve their traditionally underserved
reservations.

Tribes should be actively involved in all of the cultural and historical
resource work issues relating to the PEIS and construction of transmission
lines. This should include the retention of Native American contractors
that have approved by the tribe to undertake such work.

The PEIS needs to recognize the important role that the development of
renewable energy on reservations will play in the nation's energy future
and needs to provide for necessary transmission for these projects.

50563-003
(cont.)

50563-004

50563-005



Final WWEC PEIS

2828 November 2008

West-wide Energy Corridor PEIS

February 25, 2008
Page 4

The PEIS must recognize that, although important, transmission is only
one of the many planning considerations that communities face. If they
are to be constructed at all, transmission projects will need to be consistent
with the developmental aspirations of the communities in which they will
be located, and not constitute a threat to cultural or historical resources.

The PEIS should recognize that resources will often need to be provided to
tribes so that their adequate participation in the transmission planning
process can be assured.

Many tribes have cither formed, or are considering the possible formation
of tribal utilities. It can be expected that this trend will continue in the
future. The formation of these tribal utilities raises many questions with
regard to how they will be iniegrated into the existing transmission
system. The PEIS needs to expressly note this potential, and to provide
for the accommodation and participation of these tribal utilities in the
transmission planning process.

The PEIS and Final Map must take into account that the proposed
corridors expressly contemplated in the Draft Map are proximate to (but
do not expressly include) many transmission paths that may be currently
contemplated by local utilities. The PEIS and Final Map must address
these contemplated connecting paths and consider the significant impact
that these additional lines will have on tribes and the environment.

Finally, the Tribe requests consultation with the Department of Energy concerning the
PEIS and the Final Map in order that these significant concerns can be addressed. Moreover, in
order to assure that the PEIS process is successful and can withstand legal scrutiny, we
encourage the Department to seek such consultation with other Tribes as well.

We thank you for the opportunity to provide these comments to you.

DMC/gcel

Resp ly submitted

Donald M. Clary, Attorney for
Pechanga Band of
Luisefio Mission Indians

Copy: John Macarro, Esq.
James Cohen, Esq.

#5149223 vl

50563-005
(cont.)

50563-006
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, February 27, 2008 2:50 PM

To: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECD50564

Thank you for your comment, Andrew Bullen.

The comment tracking numker that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDH05G64. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 27, 2008 0Z2:50:20FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDS0564

First Name: Andrew

Middle Initial: J

Last Name: Bullen

Organization: Individual

Address: 10222 Councell Road

City: Cordova

State: MD

Zip: 21625

Country: USA

Email: abullenfearthdatainc.com

Privacy Preference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: H:\My Documents\UtilityCorridor\CmtsCCPowerltr0208.doc

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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10222 Councell Road
Cordova, MD 21623

February 27, 2008

Subject: NorthWestern Energy’s Proposed Utility Corridor — Crooked Creek,
Idaho

Dear Sirs:

Please accept these comments for consideration on the proposed power transmission
corridor through the Crooked Creek Valley in Eastern Idaho. Although I understand the
need to transmit electrical power from where it is produced to where it is in greatest
demand, the route of the proposed utility corridor passes right through a very ecologically
sensitive area. Consequently, I am strongly opposed to NorthWestern Energy’s proposal
to build a utility corridor through the Crooked Creek Valley in Eastern Idaho.

The Crooked Creek and Myers Creek valleys contain the last remaining healthy
population of greater sage grouse in the State of Idaho. The sage grouse population in the
western States had declined dramatically in the past thirty years due primarily to habitat
loss and degradation. The habitat loss has resulted largely from the conversion of sage
brush rangeland into irrigated agricultural land. Degradation of the habitat has been due 50564-001
chiefly to energy development on public lands. Sage grouse are very sensitive to the type
construction required to erect the transmission lines for the utility corridor. More
importantly, studies have shown that, once installed, the power lines cause significant
sage grouse mortality through collisions. Please consider other routes, such as the I-15
corridor, for the proposed transmission lines.

Thank you for considering the above comments on propose utility corridor through
Crooked Creek Valley in Eastern Idaho. If you would care to discuss these comments
further, please feel free to contact me at (410) 758-8160.

Sincerely,

Andrew J. Bullen
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Wednesday, February 27, 2008 6:14 PM

To: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECD50565

Thank you for your comment, Kimberly Kaal.

The comment tracking numker that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDS50565. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 27, 2008 06:14:09FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECD50565

First Name: Kimberly

Middle Initial: J

Last Name: Kaal

Drganization: Colorado Division of Wildlife

Address: 711 Independent Ave.

City: Grand Junctiocn

State: CO

Zip: 81505

Country: USA

Email: kimberly.kaal@state.co.us

Privacy Preference: Withheld name and address from public record
Attachment: C:\Documents and Settings\kaalk.WILDLIFE\My Documents\0il and gas\Energy
corridors EIS 0208\Energy corridors PEIS comment letter CDOW 0208.pdf

Comment Submitted:

We apologize that these comments are being submitted past the due date. FPlease accept
these comments on behalf of the State of Ceolorado, Colorade Division of Wildlife. Please
do not hesitate to contact us with any questions or concerns. I can be reached at (870}
255-6127. Kim Kaal CDOW Energy Liaison

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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STATE OF COLORADO

Bill Ritter, Jr., Govarnar
DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES

DIVISION OF WILDLIFE

AN EQUAL UPPORTUNITY EMPLOYER

Thomas £ Remington Director
BUBU Broadway For Witdfife-
Denver, Golurade 50218 Far f‘m}f}[,«;
Telephone: (303) 297-1192

wilninfia state o0 us

February 13, 2008

Argonne Nalional Laborotory
Y700 South Cass Ave,, Building 200, Mail Stop 4
Argonne, |L 60439

Re: Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement, Designation of Energy Cerridors on
Federal Land in the 11 Western States (DOE/EIS 0388)

Decr Argonne,

Ihe Colorads Division of Wildlife (CDOW) appreciates the opportunity to commeant on the
Programmatic Enviienmenial Impact Statemant (PEIS), for the Designation of Energy Corridors
on Federal land in the 11 Western States EIS 0386). Oclober 2007 Draft. CDROW
recegnizes the mandoate of this PEIS fo comply with the Energy Palicy Act of 2005 1o delineate
podential fulure lands for west wide energy transmission

o3

CDOW acknowledges lhere could be a benefit of this PEIS if energy development activity is
opfimized through consolidation of energy coridors, Hawever, consalidation is only beneficial
provided that the wicth doesn't expand so that wildiife maovaments are impaired.
Designation of Ihe erergy coridor could be gl iF It provides a mechaorism for
W also acknowladges that designating | 50565-001

e
&
5]

fransmission lhroughout the wesl, However, It designating these energy corridors telegraphs
into 20 years of chronic disturbance within the energy comridors, then COOW will likely have
significant concerns for wildlife in proximity 1o the energy conidors.

Because ihe PEIS only considers federal lands and no impacts were directly evaluated, it is
challenging to compile commeants with great tpecificity regaording impacts to wildlife and
natural systerms. Many of the privale lands contain important habitat such as: riparian areas,
winter range. sage-grouss haobifaf, sic: which arg extramely valuable to wildlife and oflen 50565-002
equally os important s thelr habitats on federal londs, CDOW intends to engage in review of
site specific proposals for energy fransmission outhorzations as they are made avalable to
ensure crifical and important habitats are not ireparably harmad, are not subject to confinual
disturbances, and that unrecloimed haobitat losses are ullimately compensated for.

COOW has several primary concerns regarding this BEIS:

DEPARTMENT OF NATURAL RESOURCES, Hams . Sherman, Fxecutive Directar
WILGLIFE COMMISSICN, Tom Burke, Chair « Claire O'Neal, Vice Chair » Robert Bray, Secretary
Members, Dennis Bugchler » Brad Cotrs « Jeffray Crawford « Tim (lenn « Roy McAnally » Richard Ray
Ex Offian Membare. Maris Shaman and John Stulp
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The firsf CDOW concern involves the PEIS Nafivnal Environmential Policy Act [NEPA) processss
In general, the proposed olfernatives, and purpase and need sfatemenl. The impacts of this | 50565-003
propesal were difficult fo analyze because there is insufficient detall regarding the nature and
extent of potential fulure impacis resuliing from deveiopment within energy corridors.

Only two altemnatives were scoped in the PEIS: the no action and proposed aclion
dlternatives.  Two dllernatives appears to be an incdeguate range of potential actions.
Especially since the proposed action would conceivably delineate the prefered location for
potenfially numerous fulure energy right of way [ROW) awtheorizations,  Furthermaore, |he
proposed aclion evaluates "mitigation and minimization” measures, bul doss not evaluate
“avoidance.” Specifically an alfernative thal cantemplates and analyzes “avaidancs'' aof
crifical, economically important. sensitive and unique wildlife habitats would be highiy 50565-004
beneficial, ond subsequently aligned with the CDOW's perceived objeclives of NEPA. The PHS
does state, however, that sensitive areas such as national parks, wilderness stucy areas. histaric
trails, el were avoided. While this is advantageous. CDOW strongly encourages evaluation
and onolysis of sersitive and irteplaceable wildife habitats at a much finer programmatic
scole and should include ot @ minimum: wetiands, riparian areds, black-looted Tene!
reinlroduclion areas, greater sage-grouse leks. breeding and nesling habital, big gome winter
ranges, migration cordors, partuition areas, ste.

CLOW has developed a composite map of these sensifive wildlife habitats (See Attachment
1) to delineate the areas of greates! wildife value, and theretore concern of CDOW. A
significant numizer and lineal extent of the proposed coridors are coincident with thaese
sensilive areas.  The species and seosonal aclivity used to develop this map are described
more fully in the High Prionly Habilal fable attached to this letter (See AHachment 2). Those | 50565-005
species or seasonal aclivily areas which receive scores of 9 or 10 (Very High) are shown in blue
on tha attached composite map. An alternative that evaluates more fully “ovoidancea” and
less Lifurcation of These important hahitats would result in a more comprehensive analysis than
is. cuntenily scaped by the proposed action,

The FPEIS slales Ihat energy franspert system redundancy and system failures are of concern,
Perhaps an alternative should scope consideration of larger, mare singular pipeline syslems 50565-006
ainc processing plants,

Mo Action Alternative. The process of designaiing @ corider dees nat have an elfect and
there will be no direct environmental impacts: however, the final outcome will likely have an
impact on the landscope and wildlife, Repsotedly throughout the PEIS itis implied that Ihe No 50565-007
Action alternative will have o greater impact on ecological resources than the proposed
action allemative.

Proposed Action Allernalive. "Far muliiple projects, potential project impacts may eccur at
fewer locations and over o smaller geographic area than under the no action altemotive.”
However, mulliple projects developad af the samie o naarby locations over a period. of time
produce impacts an ecelegical rescurces which collsctively accumulate. The PEIS dases nat
adequately address how cumulaiive impacts will be assessed and ultimately miligated for. It
is not stated if project crioponent perffarmancs (for example reclomation success or weed | 50565-008
miligalion) will facter inte approval of future ROW outhorizations. Or, whether future ROW
authorizations simply continue to underge an administrotive raview and are afforded ar
expadited approvol process. Will cumulative impacts be evaluated on a project by project
kasis, or does the PES circurmvent fulure NEPA project scoping through tederal qgency
administrative review and eliminate future opportunity for public comment?

CDOW reacted strongly to the stolement thot designation of an energy coridaor has “rio 50565-009
impact.” Although o coridor designation in and of itsalf does nal immediately translate 1o o
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ground disturbance, the comdors are areas where future ground disturbance is encouraged
and conseqguently “expedited.” |t is almost as if the ensrgy coridor designation condamns | 50565-009
the lands to repeated future disturbance,  This could be problematic from o wildlife (cont.)

management standpoint if the disturbances are chronic and not properly mitigated,

There wre no data fo specifically suggest that the proposed action alfernative is more
beneficial than the no action allermative, Howaver, one of the stated objectives is to expedite
or improve |he efficiency of fulure aclions, ond improve coordination. COOW encourages
improved coardination and routinely participates in projacts such as these ds d caoperating
agency. The PEIS states that future utilities are not required to be buill within the energy
cormdor. There are many pros ond cons to this and it seems to be countermraductive if the
purpose of the designation is 1o increase efficiencies. The advantages of colocation of
ulilities [tolesser ecological impacls) would be negated if exlensive disturbances associaled
with energy comidor construction are permitted within and outside of the designated encrgy
corricar,

Since no octual dota are included in the PRIS/NEFA analysis, the potential magnitude of o 50565-010
corider that s 2.500 to 26,000 feel wide are not adeguately addressed wilh respec| o the
inlluerce of thal much disturbance to wildlife and other natural systems, Furthermere the PEIS
states that “the scope of the analysis in the PEIS includes an assessment of any positive and
negalive environmental, social and eceonomic impacts of the allernalives.” The analysis in the
PEIS appears to fall short of this mork, For example, CDOW acknawledges advantages of
prediciability of future energy related authorzations, however, this also means he areas are
alimos| predisposed o iepealed perturbalions. Consolidation of energy caridars cauld prove
valuable if if serves to consolidate ROWs, CODOW recommends that disturbances be replaced
and compensated for through in kind or greater replacemenls (for example replace wellund
vegelalion at @ 2! rofic and mitigote disturbonce within winter range at 101 ratio).

The PEIS did nol cornsider conidors located on prvate lands, Therefore, all contemplated
impacls 1o ecological systerms are greafly underestimated in this PEIS.  Private lands in
Colorado  offen provide grifical ond  ireploceable wildlife habital.  Although CDOW
acknowledges the dfficultly of this, the analysis could be flawed If private lands ROW
agreaments cannot be obioined, causing @ shift in the caridor location, Furhermare, 11 s | 50565-011
apparen! |hal the energy coridors would likely cross faur State of Calorado State wildlife
Areqs (WA Bscalante, Piceonce, Junction Butte, and Bitterbrush. Data must be extrapolated
fo determine where cordors cross privale lands. ul 1 s svident the energy comidors are
planned lo cross fhese SWAS,

A second mojor COOW concem includes the expediiing of future ROW authorizations, CDOW
is concerned that the idenfificafion of energy comidars in this PEIS will effectively condemn the
lands under considerdtion. The PEIS sicies that "opplicants would not be required to follow
comidors, but if they did fhen projects would be expedited.”  This s disturbing because | 50565-012
specificity is locking in the PEIS vet, apparenily thare is sufficient detall to "expedita™ future
authorizadions. 1 iz unclear wheiher the PEIS conveys an almost automatic legal rght to
develop an orea within the comidor?

A third major COOW concern inciudes excessive ROW widths sfipulated in the PES. It is
unclear whether gas camying agreements or pipeline consolidation will be ane of the
altcomas encouraged by this PEIS.  The project could be beneficial if focililies were
slreamlined and disturbonces consolidotaed. However, In many cases, the energy coridor 50565-013
width is excessive and could therefore negatively impact wildlife. The PEIS indicates that
carmdar widths cdn vary fram 200 feel o 5.5 miles. For example, in Colorado o 200 foot
coridar s proposed near the Wilioms Tork, and conversely, o comidor width of 24,000 feet is
proposed near the western flank of Grond Mesg. This appears to be g greaf range of widihs,
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Further, a 24,000 oot ensrgy comidor on the western flank of the Grand Measa near Palisade
Colorado is excessive and unaccepiablie, os this area includes big game elk winter aNgde, | 50565-014
critical winter range. and fransitional range. Presence of extensive utilitiss could become g
Damier fo movement by wildlife,

In addition, twe of the energy condors in Colorado have varable wicths, Section #124-133
has o widlh spanning from 3,500 to 9,000 feet and section #132-133 has a widlh ranging from
2,250 1o 10,500 feet, The wide degree of width variability makes assassing impacts resulting 50565-015
frem ground or noise dislurbance; on sensitive species and big game habital problemalic.
CDOW implores DOE/DOE to narow the energy coridor widlh as much as possible within the
State of Colorado.

Furthermare, it seemed like an omission that the |-70 conidor (where there might be view shed
issues) wias not considered for designation of an energy camicor. This area is the location of so
many ulilifies and extensive disturbance has already and continues lo occur. Conversely an 50565-016
enargy comdor is designated within the Gunnison Basin, which has not experenced much
disturbance, The PES indicales that this comdor could represent an “unrestricled” wesl-wide
conceplual network of energy tfransport paths

A fourth muojor COOW concern includes issues with performance sfandords,  Performance
based standards need to be estoblished ahead of site specific project approval which:

a. Gslablish desired conditions that should be mainiained or restored post developrment,

b, Asaist in assurance that 1he desired conditions are being met, 50565-017

z. Establish pelential mitigation options to offset unavaidable impacts.

d. Establish o plan for monitoring efficacy of miligation measuras.

&. kstablish o mechonisrm lor applying adaptive managemeant principles if objeclives
are nal achieved.

The PEIS does nol disclose what the long ferm expected surface use ar anlicipaled surfoce
condition of the lands will be within these energy corridors. Tne PEIS “encourages consultation
with other agencies.” ond CDOW encourages cansultation whenaver possiole,  Lkewise
biclogical assessments and opinions preporad for energy development projects should also
be made available to CDOW for review and coemment. Tha PES indicatas that the BLM and | 50565-018
Farest service have “oclive widlife management programs which include 1] mainlaining.
improving. and enhancing wildlife spscies diversity, and 2) restoring disturbed and altered
habitat to oltain desired native plan! communities.”  The increase in energy developmen
projects landscope-wide prioritizes the need for such programs now more than ever,

CDOW is concemed aboul the nebulous but insvitahle future connected actions likely to
resull from this PEIS. These connacted oclions slevale the importance of reclamation
standards and methods for reclomation success assessment to manage the impacts of
multiple energy development projects.  Reclomation s aften challenging, especially in the
midst of parsistent drought conditions. Soils within he State of Calarado often contain o high 50565-019
salt content and fopsoll s ofien spass. Comervation of available topsail is imperative for
successful reclamation, and seil amendmants may be necessary lo achieve successul
reclamafion. Furthermore, suitable seedbed materiol moy need to be Imported in arder 1o
accelerate reclamaotion,

Many of the Bureau of Lond Manogement's Resource Management Flans [RmMPs) are
outdoted and consequently undergaing revision. For example several local RMPs are dated: 50565-020
Litlle Snake RMP 1989, Kremmling RMP 184, White River BMP 1997, San Juan/San Miguesl RMP
|785, ahd Uncompahgre Basin RMP 1989, Becouse these EMPs are outdated mast energy
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comdor widths will Tkely default 1o 3,500 feet, which s intolerabie for some habitals (iparian
areas) and species (soge-grouse).

50565-020

Nene of the RMPs have adequately quontified cumulative impacis of ongoing ensrgy-relatad (cont.)

developmen!, Cumulative impacts musi fruly be evoluated and assessed within tempaoral and
spalial boundaries of the defined energy coridomn. The discussion in the cumulative impacts
section within the draft PHS lacks sufficient detail and analysis fo evaluate how the cumulative
impacls lo wildlife resources will be assessed by Tuture site-specific projects.

A fifth mojor CDOW concemn includes impacts to sensifive resources and specias, new sclence
regarding sensitivity of species and encroachment on roadiess areas.

la reiterale, all assessed impocts described below are likaly to be greatly underestimaled
since the information provided in the PEIS was inadequate to determine which privale lands
would be affecled by the proposed cormidor and to evaluate tha resulling degradation and
gl - 50565-021
loss of wildlife habiton,
Itseams a generous conclusion of the PEIS to profess a 'no effect” determination on Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act (FSA). However, some of the lisled impacts o ecological
resourcas include: “hobitat fragmentation, wildiife disturbance, nabitat loss and madification,”
Furthermore, the PEIS states that 320 miles of surfoce waters would be crossad and intersecled
in lhe Slate of Colorade. This seems excessive.

Thie PEIS indicates that the scale is not defined enough to determine roadlass areas thal may
be impacted. and is assumed to not evaluate which species or habitats could be impacted,
The PEIS needs fo consider federal and state listed fhealenad and endangered and sersiljve
species. Some of the species being evaluated by the US. Fish and Wildlife Service [USFWS) for
a listing decision that would be impacted by development within the caridors include white-
tailed praiie dog (Cynormys leucurus), greafer soge-grouse (Cenlrocercus urophasiansus|,
Gunnison’s sage-grouse  (Cenfrocercus minimus). and Gunnison praife  dog [Cynaomys
gunnisoni). Federal, state and local conservation plans have bBeen completad or are being
completed for many of Colorada's threatenad and endangerad and sensifive specias
impacted by the proposed energy coridar, They include: greater sage-grouse, Cunnisen
sage-grovse. Columbian sharp-tolled grouse (Tympanuchug phaianelius columbianus), lesser
prairie-chicken (Tymponuchus palligicincutus), river oiter (Lonka canadcensis). Colorado River | 50565-022
cutthroat frout |Oncorhynchus clark pleurficus), humpbaock chut (Gila cypha), onytail chub
Gila eleguns), razerback sucker [(Xyrauchen texonus), Colorado gikeminfow [Pivehocheailus
lucivs) and bareal toad (Bufe borecs Dorecs).

The proposed coridor lecation and wigth will have many impacts on wildife species across
Colerado including: hobitat fragmentation, ioss and degrodation, potential for invasive weed
establishment, and potential animal mavemeni barriars. Incraased numan disturbances can
be expecied. With increased human activity from coridor caonstruction and maintendance
there can be on expected incregse in noise, vehicle (frucks and offraad) use, and potential
access o oreas. Any indusiry that Is largely comprisad of o fransient workforce can incraase
poaching Incidents, ROWs can alse create a nath of least resistance far predatars to access
prey maore eQsily.,

Gunnisen and Greoler Sage-Crouse, The proposed corridors, identified on public lands, cross
valualle habitat and specifically breeding grounds of the greater and Gunnisan SUgE-grousea.
Bolh species are corsidered sensitive species by BIM and species of special concern by 50565-023
CDOW. Both have been pefificned for listing under the ESA in recen! years. USFWS lisfing
decisions for greater and Gunnison sage-grouse are being challenged in courl.  Neither
greater nor Gunnison sage-growse became a major conservation issue unlil well after the
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completion of local RMP documents wearg written, BLM porlicipatad in the development of
and s a sighatory fo the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Conservalion Plan, compleled in
2005 and the Colorado Greater Suge-grouse Conservation Plan, completed January 2008 and
owaiting signafure. Both plans coll for expansion of curent sags-grouse protections [2.g., 0.6
mile o surface occuponcy (NSO} oround leks and expansion of nesling habilal liming
limitations within a 4-mile radius]. The CDOW and BLM have invested substantial resources to
proftect and improve habiiat for these species.

Within the identified corrider is valuable breeding, nesting, summer and winter habitat for both
grouse specias. The corridor travels thru the heart of the grealer sage-grouse accupied ranges
for Parachule/Miceance/Roan, Northwest and Middle Park populations. Five active greater
sage-grouse: leks are directly crossed by the comdor. Specifically, 3,100 acres within lek
prafection NSG arecs [within 0.6 miles of an actlive lek), 27,1462 acres of winter rangs and
40,70% aures of overall range for Greoter sage grouse caincide with the proposed enargy
comdor.

Twa oclive Gunnison sage-grouse leks are crossed by the proposed conidor and 2.400 acres
within lek predection N3G areos, 18.838 acres of winler range and 21,802 acres of averall range
are wilhin Ihe corider. Populations impacted include Gunnison, Cerrg/Cimarran/sims and
son Miguel: specitically, the Miramonte and Hamilten sub-populations within the San Miguel
population. Conidor segmenls that cross Gunnison sage grouse accupied range includas | 30-
274, 136-277 and 87-277.

At BLM request, CDOW analyzed ond developed greater sage-grouse core areas [that area
encompassing 50% of the breeding maies in eacch population) and proposed using these
areas o5 temporary refuges fo maointain sage-grouse populafions while all and ges 50565-023
developmen! proceeded in less important adjaocent habitats, Several comdor seégmeants crass
caore areas identified for greater sage-grouse: 126-133, 132-133. 73-133, 138-143, and 144-275.
The energy coridors localed within sage-grouse core areas would make application of the
core arsa concepl difficult, sspecially if other development disturbances are gdded 1o the
total disturbaince cap recommendgation,

(cont.)

Available evidence indicates that sage-grouse are highly sensitive o even [ow-infensity
disturbance associoled with energy develepment, particularly an leks and breeding areds but
also on winter range. Impacts to sage-grouse from the proposed coridor may include (1)
increased ground and cericl predation; [2) direct habitat loss from range condition changes:
(3} direct meralily during development and collsions. with pawer linas; (4) lass of breeding
grounds; and (5] increased disturbance during breeding and broodsraaring seasons,

CDOW recommends fiming restrictions on disruptive surface activitiss during the lekking.
nesting and brood-rearing period, minimizing human oresence using available lechnology
and timing restrictions, and reslore nolive vegetotion to disturbed argas, Additional
recommendations and strategies for grouse in relation to energy comidors and disturbances
are located within the Colorado Gregler Soge-Grouse Conservation Plan, specifically in the
Sirotegy Section and Appendix B: Gregter sage-grouse Disturnance Guideslings [2008) and in
the Gunnison Sage-grouse Rangewide Cansarvation Plan [2005).

Recommendations forcordor development in sage-grouse range include:
« MNosurfdace cccupancy (NSC) within 0.4 miles of o sage-grouse |ek,
* No developmeni or construction activity within winter range from | Dacamber
to 15 March,
»  No development or construction aclivity during the nesting period of | March
through 30 June within 4 miles of o lek.
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»  Operation ond maintenance activities near leks should nol occur between 300
a.m. ond 9:00 a.m. during breeding ssason (1 March to |15 Moy to prevent
disturbance to birds on leks.

« Core areos are not be developed ot greater that @ 1% surface disturbonce.

Columbian sharp-toiled Grouse.  Columbian sharp-tailed grause in Colorado are currantly
located only in Routt, eastern Mottat, and northemn Rio Blanco counlies. The speaies hos hwice
been pelificned for federal prolection under the ESA. Additional listing petitions are likely. The
Columbian sharp-tailed grouse is corsidered o sensitive species by BLM and a species of
special concern by CDOW. The Colurnbian sharp-tailed grouse conservation plan is cunently
being updated to develop slrategies 1o reduce impacts from unexpected levels of oll and gas
development,

The Columbian sharp-lailed grouse occupied range is fragmented by o north/south and
westfeast running comdor (segments 132-276, 138-143, 144-275). The comdor coincides wilk
2,919 acres of occupied ronge and 2,988 acres of winler range. Similar ta sage-grouse, sharp-
lalled grouse are senisilive 16 noise and ground disturbances. Impacts to sharptailed grouse
from the proposed comdor may include (1} increased ground and aeral predation; (2] direc
habilal less from range condifion changes: (3) direct martality curing developmont and
collisions with power lines; (4) loss of breeding grounds; and (5] increased disturbance during
breeding and brood-recring seasons,

Recommendalions for comidor development in Calumbian sharp-tailed range include:

o NSCHwithin 0.4 miles of a lek,

* Mo development or canstruction activity within wirer range from | December
1o 1h March.

* No development or construction aclivify during the nesting period of | March 50565-023
through 30 June within 1.25 miles of alek, (cont.)

« Operation and maintenance activilies should not be conducted near leks
between 3:00 a.m. and 9:00 a,m. durng breeding season (| March to 15 My
lo prevent disturbance o birds an leks,

Boreal Toads. The boreal toad occurs from 7,000 — 12,000 feal in elevation throughoul the
Southern Rocky Mountains. Once common, they have experienced o dramalic decline in
population over the pas! fwo decades. The boreal toad is presently listed as an aendangerad
species by the state of Celorado. The USFWS had classified the species as "waranted but
precluded” for ESA lisfing.  However, this designafion was recenily remaved while the
distincthess of the Southern Rocky Mouniain copulation is reevaluated, Boraal Tood hobitat
coincides with the energy corider in Grond and Summit Counties. It is recommendead in these
areas that the narrowest width possinie is applied.

Recommendations for caridor development in bioreal foad range include:
» N3O within e mile of identified breeding sites.

Blackfooled Femsts. The black-faoted ferst [Mustela nigrpes) s considered the rares|
mammal in Norlh America ang i3 lisled by the USFWS under the ESA as an endangered
species. Colorade is one of several states involved with the recavery of black-fogted ferets,
237 animals have been releosed in Coyote Bosin and Wolf Creek in northweastart Colorado
fram 2001 = 2007. The reinfroduction effort in northwest Colorado aned northeast Utah has
been a cooperative effort between BLM, CODOW, USFWS and Ulah Division of Wildlife
Resources. In 2007, 16 individuals were confirmed during surveys: including five kits from four
ditterent lillers.  The proposed energy comidor bisects the black-footad ferrel Wolf Creak
reinfroduction area in Colorado.  Approximately, 7.200 acres are impuacted by the energy
comdor. This segment, 126-133, includes a varable width fram 3.500 to 2,000 feat.
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Recommendalions Tor comdor development n block-footed teret reintroduction areas
includs:
= Avoid proiie dog colonies that have documentad black-footed femret sighlings.
» LUmit development of new roads with the Wolf Creek and Coyote management
Creds.,
o Limit speed limit 1o 25 mph from dusk 1o dawn.
» Close any new roads created by energy fransmission projects within the carridors to
unautharized travel.

Whilg-loiled ond Gunnison's Praiie Dog. Both praiie dog species were pefitionad for listing
under the ESA; while-tailed proiie dog in 2002, and Gunnison's praifie dog in 2004. Fallowing 2
years of review for each petifion, the USFWS determined thal both pelitions lacked substantial
scientific information to warrant listing and negative $0-day findings were submitted, Howaver,
in 2006 and 2007, lawsuils were filed to challenge the USFWS's $0-day findings for bolh species,
As a result of the lawsuits, the USFWS reconsidered ils decision and has agreed to conduct a
|2 month status review on white-tailed prairie dogs in 2009, A court ordered setflement on
Gunnison's praifie dog resulted in the USFWS conducting a 12 menth stalus review for the
species in late 2007, The final tederal register notice on this decision was published February 5.
08 with the resull that the moenlane portion (maostly in central and southwestern Colorado) ol
lhe Gunnison's praiie dog range 5 “waranied” for lisling as a threatened ar endangered
ipecies under the ESA but precluded by higher listing priorities.  This decision resulis in the
Gunrison's praiie dog being a 'condidate’ species for listing.  Annual reviews will be
conducled an the status ot the species

Approximalely 68,000 acres of white-talled praine dog and 32,000 of Gunnison's prairie dog
occupied ranoe will be potentially impacied by Ihe energy caridar, The coridar bisects the 50565-023
montane partion of Gunnigon's praiie dog populations in Calorado. The USFWS delermined (cont.)
ihat in [his porfien of the Gunnison's prame dog range. threats are of a high magnitude and
are imminant,

Possible direct adverse impacts to praine dogs associated with pipeline development include
(1) clearing and crushing of vegetafion: (2) reduction In available habitat due to construction
and road und pipeline development: (3) fragmeniation of available habitat; (4) displacement
and kiling of animals: 5] alteration of surfuce water droinage; and (4] increased compaction
af sails.

Indirect effects of energy development on praiie dogs and their ecosystem include ()
increased exposure fo shooters and OHV users because of improved access Into remate
areqs: (2) invasien of habiialh by invasive and noxious weeds; (3) behaviar alteration; and (4)
effects on gssocioled species. Shoating prassure s mast likely o increase due to edsier road
Qcoess, as compared to more remote coloniss,

Recommendations for pipeline development in white-talled praiie dog or Gunnison's prairie
dog range include:

s Minimize current and fulure Gunnison's praife dog and white-talled praiie dog
habilal loss and degredation using temporal and spatial planning; include
components related to connectivily.

= Develop polenlial mitigation measures [e.g. speed limits, seasenal road closures) to
improve habitat connectivity within Gunnison's praiie dog and white-tailed praife
dog range,

*  Minimize impacts to Gunnison's praiie dog and while-tailed praiie dog by adjusting
size, location, and pipeline construction based an topographic features and praiie
dog colony location.
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+ [nsure ropid inferim reclamation and revegetation with native weaed-fres seed in
Gunnhisen's praiie dog and white-iailed praife dog habitot,

s Mainloin reclamed areos ot weed-free sites within Gunnison’s praiie dog ond
white-igiled praire dog habital,

» Avoid corstruction on or in prairie dog colanies wherever possible,

+ Avoid consirucling pipelines in Managemen! Emphasis Areas described in the
Colorado statewide conservalion plan (currently being written).

= AVOId conshuction activities within and over oclive praiie dog colonies from |
March fo 30 June.

Kit-Fox, The kil Tox (Vulpes maecrotis) 15 listed as endangered in Colarado, ond i5s considerad
one of Ihe slate’s most vulnerable animals. Though probably never very comman in the state,
survey work completed in the mid-1990s estimated o population of less than 100 individugls
(Fitzgerald 1996). Follow up surveys ending in 2000 (Beck from 1997-2000) suggested that the
already small kit fox population in Colorade had declined substantially and the species was
close 1o esttirpalion. In 2007 CDOW completed a frack-plate survey of the speaies and found
only one frack during a survey ettort of 700 lrap nights. In the past, the kit fox wos subjec! 1o
raultiple threois including bounty hunting, carcass paisaning, and unregulaled hunling. Today,
fhweals include habital lass, interspecitic competition with coyotes and red foxes, disturbance
from off road vehicle use, decling in prey abundance, and urbarn encrogchmenl [Meaney el
cil. 2008,

The enargy cormiclor in Mesa and Delte Counties bisects aver 14,200 acres of kil-fox elalellls e
range. The segrmenl 132-136, in Mesa County. has a widlh of 21,120 feet, while the adjoining
segrmenl 132 134 has o width of 3500 feel, Segment 132,134 is excessively wide, Comidor
width should be resiicted lo the narowest widtn possicle.  Impacts of the cardar an kit fox
rmay include 1) increased martality from vehicular collisions: (2] habitat degradation: and (3) 50565-023
potential for behaviaral change due lo increased human disturbances. (cont.)

Recommendations for corridar developmeni in kil fox range include:
» Pre-development surveys in the develapment area to locate den and foraging sites
lo ovoid disturbances.
= At den sites, no construclion or develapment activity within % mile of den sites
between | February and | May.

Big Game. The maiority of ihe proposed energy cormidors in Colorado coincide with mule deer
[Colocoileus hemionus|, elk [Cervus canodensis), bighom sneep (Ovis Congdensis) and/for
pronghorn antetope  [Anfilocopre omericono]  winter rarge and  migralory  coriders,
particularly sensitive habitafs for These economically and recreationally important species.
Developmen! impacts in migratary comdors have magrified effects beyond the local area
due to use by migrating animals from considerable distancas away. The energy corridors
narth and west of Rangely [variable width, from 3.500 up to 2.500 and 10,200 feet) and on the
weslern flank of Grand Mesa [26.000 fesl wide) are excessively wide overays of Big gome
winter range. The mojority of the proposed cardidars is corsidered elk and mule deer overall
range.  Crifical mule deer ranges impacied include 189,459 acres of wintsr range, 73.437
acres of winter concentration areas, 1.623 acres of severe winter range and 115,772 acres of
summer range.  Crifical ek ranges crossed by the comidor include 182,447 acres of winter
range. 59,022 aeres of winter concentrotion areq, 59,178 acres of severe winter range and
8,744 acres of production areas,  Big hern sheep and pranghom anlelope are affected to o
lesser extent wilh 1,347 and 39,817 acres of winter range. respectively,

Generally, the fiming of disturbaonces, reciamation practices. widihs, and long ferm Use li.e,
fiming. duralion. fvpe, and amaount of ROW fraffic] of these coridors will be crifical in
delermining the impacts to big gome.  Construction and installation of ullilies on these
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pleelines during ihe months of duly through September would have the least amount of
impacts to big gome, Due o animal fidelity to winter ranges, big game winler ianges are
ireploceable and are habilols consistently occupled by animals during winter manths
therefore mitigation & very important.  Disturbonces within winter range can significantly
impact the canying copocifies of these herds and have lusting, lang term population level
effects os fo how these herds are maonaged, Winjer range is not easily replaced or recrealed
therefore mitigation s very important. This is an exiremely important consideration given the
economic imporlance of big game animals to the stale of Calorado,

Recommendations for corrider development in big game range include:

* Avoidance of surface disturbance 1o and construction aclivilies an alk, Mule deer o
pronghorn onlelope winter range from | January to 15 April.

« Avoidance of suface disfutbance to and construction activifies on bighom sheep
winter range tram | November to 15 April.

+ Avoidance of suface disturbance to and construction activities on elk and mule
deel production areas from 15 May to 15 June,

¢ MSQ within Rocky Mountain Bighorn Sheep Praduction Areas,
Identity crilical vegetative cover types and adjust development sites to avoid thess
Cres,

AgQuatic Species. Habilals for several fish species of federal and stale concern may be
impacted by the proposed coiridor. The species include the federally endangered and slale
threalened Colorado pikeminnow and humpback chub. the federally endangered and state
endangered bonylall chub and the siate species of spacial concern and Bl sansilive
specles Colorado River cullhroal traut, Colorado roundtall chub (Gitr rabusta), bluehead
sucker [Catosformus discobolusiland flannelmauth sucker (Castostamas lalipinnz).  Federally 50565-023
listed crifical habitats for many of the species have been designated. The State of Colorade
has invested haavily 1o ensure 1he suitability of river habital for these aqualic species. The
CROW s concemed about cumulafive impacts to these resources and how this may affec]
our ability lo make significant progress in the recavery and evenlual delisting of these specias
in Coloradn. CDOW and BLM are signatories to the Rangewide Conservalion Agreement for
Roundtall Chub, Bluehead Sucker, and Flannelmouth sucker (Utah Department of Matural
Resources, Division of Wildlife Resources, Publicafion Number 04-18, 2004). In addition, both
agencies are also signateries to the Canservation Agresment for the Colorado River Cutthracal
Troutin the Slales of Colorado, Ulah and Wyoming (CRCT Conservalion Team 2006,

(cont.)

Recommesndations far coridor development within crifical fish Rabiial include:

= Collect and analyze water somples 1o moniior water quality kefore, during and
affer occupation and document dota and changss.

* Design streom crossings 1o minimize the foftal number of crossings and so that
crossings are at or as near fo 90 degress to the direction of stregm flow.

* Construct sfream crossings should be “in the dry",

*  Avoidimpacts to trout during spawning and hatching periods.

*  Restrict frucks from crossing streams and ulilize appropriate and effective culverts
during construction activitias, which don's preclude upstream movement of fish.

s Avoid Lsing low water crossings.

= Consult with CDOW o determine localions for oridges or culverts that penmit fish
passage at gporopriate sirecm Crossings,

»  Confrol erosicn and sedimentation, and manage storm walter runoff; reclaim siles as
quickly os possible o restore vegetation,

» Control weeds along riparian comidors and manage livestock access to stream
crossings to maintain riparion comidor heallh,

«  Consider fencing riparion arecs.
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= Awvoid changes {o water guality and quantity.

*  Repairincised chonnels where excessive erosion and sedimentation is ocCuminy.

» Consider directional boring of pipeline crossings of perennial streams.

* Replace nob-nafive riparian vegetation such as tamarx gnd Russian olive with
appropricle native plantings such as cottonwaad or willaw,

Wildlife Summary, In summary, the proposed project will offect numerous wildlite species
across the stale of Colorada, The DOW maps and tracks species accurence orid habitat use
in Colerado for a number of species of interast. Of thase spacies mapped, 2/ are directly
impacted by the proposed cormridor on public lands (see Attachment 3). Mary crilical
habitats, such as breeding arecs, brood ond calving areas, nest sites arid impartant winter
range, are lraversed by the proposed comicor, The geographical scale and extent of the
project make it impossitle to gveid sensilive habitats. 1t also makes it impossitle to apply ane
recommended oplion fo protect these important habilats, 1+ is cdtical o work with local
cgency pemanncl during the planning phase and to put =fforl Torth to avoid nmpacling
species of greatest concern. The wildife of Colorado i experaencing habital impacts at an
unprecedenled rate, with increased human development, recreational apportunities and | 50565-023
energy devalopmen|. (cont.)

Ceneral recommendations for comdor development in wildlife habital include:

» Reclaim corridors with nafive seed mixes and establishing a moniloring pratacal to
delermine the success of such reclamalion and assass noxious weed IAvasion: s
critical.

= Minirize corridor widih to moximum extent possible to reduce the impacts fo wildlite
populations and their habitats.

»  Minimize the widths of these coridors to expedile the reastablishmenl of native
communities frem the odjacent undisturbed native communifies.

= Restict, minimize, and limit seasonal use of vericle traffic along the ROW lhal will e
reeded for maintenance of the ulilities in these corridars 1o lessen [he impacts to
wilddlife.

«  Limit repealed disturbances, Repeated disturbarnices can hiave greal and lasting
sffecls on wildlife behavior, habits and population carrying capacifies.

¢ Conduct habitat assessments, prier 1o developmeant and disturbances, to establish o
biaseline vegetation condition and inventory and to provide a basis for potential
wabilal improvement projecis if applicable and as o basis for monitoring.

A sixth major COOW ifem inciudes cormments on Inferagency Opsarafing Proceduras {IOPS).

Energy Conider IOP and Mitigation lssues

1) CDOW feels thal the IOPS and Mitigafion Meaosures (MMs) contained in the document
will not be sufficient 1o protect wildlife resources in Colorade unless they contain
mandatory non-discrelionary requirements, ond include clear references fo slate
specific recommiended praciice: fo protect  wildlife resources, For energy
development aclivities such os energy coridors, CDOW has developed the following 50565-024
non-discretionary seasonal fiming restrichions and no surfacs occupancy buffer zones:

SEASONAL TIMING LIMITATIONS:

o Mule Deer Winter Ronge—no development activity betweesn | January and 15 April

»  ElkWinler Range—no development activity between | January and 15 April

o Pronghom Antelope Winter Range—no development aclivity between 1 Junuary
and 15 Aprdl

» Bighom sheep Winter Range—no development activity betwesn | Movember and
15 Aprif
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Columbian sharp-talled grouse, plains sharp-tailed grouse nesting habitat [dareas

within 1.25 miles of aclive Ik sites) — no development activity between 1T March and

30 June,

Cik Froduction Areos—rio development activity betweern 15 May and 15 June.

Greater prairie chicken nesting habitol (areas within 2.2 miles of active lek siles) — no

development activity between | March and 30 June.

Greafer sage-grouse ond Gunnison sage-grouse nesting habitat (areas within 4

miles of aclive lek sites)—no developmen! activity between 1 March and 30 Junie.

Grealer sage-grouse. Gunnison sage-grouse, Columbian sharp-lailed grouse, plaing

sharp-talled grouse, grealer praifie chicken and lesser praiie chicken winter

habilol—no development activity between | December and 15 March.

Kit Fox Den Sites—mo conshuction octivity within 1/4 mile of den sites botwesn |

Faebruary and 1 May.,

Lesser proirie chicken nesting habital (areas within 2.2 miles al aclive lak sitezs) - no

development activity between 15 March and 15 July.

Switt Fox Dien Sites—no construction activity within 1/4 mile of den sites belween 15

March and 15 June.

Prarie Dog [Block-loiled, White-tailed, Gunnison’s)—no development aclivily in

aclive colonies between | March and 30 June

Black Footed Feret Release Arcas—no seismic or other development aclivily

between | March and | July in Praiie Dog calonies where Black-Fooled [arots

have been released or documented sinca 7001

Raptars (variable by species—defined in Craig 2001 —na developmeanl aclivity

within nes! bulfers or roost sites during Ihe dafined nasting or rogsting dates

® Bold Fagle Nest Sites—no development activity within 1/2 mile of active Bald
Eagle Ned Siles between 15 November and 31 July

" Bald Eogle Winter Roost Sites—no development activity within 1/2 mile of Bald

Cagle wWinter Roost Siles betwesn 15 November and 15 March except for

pefiodic visils such as al maintenonce and- monitoring work within [he buffer

tone after development which should be resticted lo the period batwesn

[0:00cm and 2:00pm.

Bald Eagle Winter Concentration Areas — no human disturbance within ciny

mapped winter concenirafion areas betwaen November |5 and March 15

* Ferruginous Hawk Nest Sites ond Allernate Nest Sites — no human disturbance

wilhin 1/2 mile of Ferruginous Hawk MNest Sites or Altermate Nest Sites betweaen

Febroary 1 and July 15

Golden Eogle Nest Sites—no development activity within 1/4 mile of active

Golden Fagle Nest Sites between 15 Decemiser and 15 July

Mexican Spolted Owis—-no development activity within and adigcent 1o

Mexican Spotted Owl Protecied Activity Centars (PAC's) between | March and

31 August

* Osprey Mest Sites—no devalopment activity within 1/4 mile of aclive Csprey Nosf

Sites between 15 December ang 15 July

Peregring Folcon Mest Sites—no development acfivity within 1/2 mile of active

Peragrine © Folcon Nest Sifes between 15 March and 31 July

Least Tern Foraging Areas—no developmeant activily within 1/2 mile of known leas|

tern production greas

Piping Plover Foraging Arscs—no development activity within 1/2 mile: of known

Piping Plover production areas

&1

NO SURFACE OCCUPANCY (NSO) AREAS:

Areas within Racky Mountain Righorn Sheep Pfroduction Areas
Areas within Desert Bighorn Sheep Production Areas
Areds within Mouriain Goat Production Arecs

50565-024
(cont.)
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« Argas within 0.6 miles of any greoter sage-grouse, Gunnison sage-grouss, grecter
piaine chicken and lesser praide chicken leks [strutting grounids)

= Areas within 0.4 miles of ony Columbian sharp-tailed grouse or plains sharp-tailed
grouse leks (strutting grounds)

»  Areaswithin Praifie Dog colonies with documentad Black-Faoted Ferrel sightings

»  Areds within USFWS designated critical habitat for Preble's Meadow Jumping Mouse
+  Areas within Lynx breeding habitat

« Arcoswithin 300 feet of high woter mark of mapped Least Termn nesling haobitat

= Areas wilhin 300 feet of high water mork of mapped Piping Plover nesting habitat

* Areas within /4 mile of active. inaclive or historic Bald Eagle nest sites

» Areas within 1/4 mile of octive Bald Fagie winter roost siles

e Arecs within 1/4 mile of active Ferruginous Hawk nests or alternate nest sites

= Areas within 1/4 mile of aclive. inactive or histaric Golden Eagle nes| sites

» Areds wilhin designoted Mexican Spotted Owl Protected Activity Centers (PAC'S)

» Areas within | /4 mile of active, inoctive or historic Osprey nest sites

» Areas within 1/2 mile of active. inactive or historic Peregrine Falcon nest sites

= Areas wilhin 300 feet of Southwest Willow Flycalcher niest sites and within 300 feal of
patential Southwest Willow Flycatcher habitat

+  Areas within 1/4 mile of Townsend's Big Eared Bal, Finged Myotis, and Mexican
Free-Taled Bat roost sites

«  Areos within 300 feel of any water within a Designated Cutlhroat Trout Habilat area

»  Areas within aguatic buffers defined in the species prioritizaticn documeant [varichble
from 300 feet 10 900 feet depending on stream classification)

s Areos within 1/2 mile of standing water bodies

»  Areas within | /2 mile of identified Northern Leopard Frog and Bareal Toad breeding
sites

Flease include. the above-referenced seasonal fiming restrictions and no suilace
ocoupancy butfer zones os mandaotory IOPs and/or mitigation measures for all phases
of engrgy conider develapment activities in Colorada. To facilitate this, Dlecse replace
the &' bullet on p. 3-231 with the following:

"ROW development, consfruction, operafion and maintenance aclivilies wil be
sublect fo stofe ond locally established wildlife and/or habilal protection orovisions.
Exceptions or modifications to spatial buffers or fiming limitations established by
stote and local agencies will be evaluated on a site-specific basis with concurrenca
from the federal odminisirator-and state and local wildlife agencies.”

This mitigation measure should appear as an I0P and be repeated in the
preconstruction. construction, operafion and maintenonce phases for  wildlife
miligation. Note that where an sxisting BLM Rasource Management Plan contains
more restrictive seasonal liming limitation or na surface occupancy stondard for ane af
the resources identified, CDOW will defer to the local BLM office recommendation and
the more restrictive standord.

The majority of the 10PS and MMs are currently warded in such o way thal they are
optional, Whether or nol they would apoly to o parlicular project  during
implemsntation appears to be up 1o the applicant or action agency for that parficular
project. For example, 10F Mo, 2, Section 2.4.3 (p. 2-33), states that "Project staff should
avoid harcssment o distubance of wildiife, sspecially during repraoductive courtship,
migratory, and nesting seasons.” This stalement is not protective af wildlife resources
because It is optional. CDOW recommends replacing  this statement with a
commitment that the opplicant will avaid harassment and disturbance of wildlife by
following the avoidance recemmendations of opplicable state wildlife agencies,

50565-024
(cont.)
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CROW recommends that all IOFPS and Mis regording wildlife resources, wildlife
hobilcls, reclomation, noxious weead conirol, stream crossings, and water resaurces be
modified to remove discretionary longuage such s "could,” "would," and "should.”
Riscretionary longuage in the |OPs and MMs should be replaced with non discretionary
language such as "will" or “must.” Without the remaval of discreltionary language in lhe
ICPs and MMs, The proposed action will not snsure adequate protection of wildlife
resources and habitals as individual project are implemented in the contemplialed
energy comdorns in Colorade,

The Tollowing SOPs and MMs are crtical 1o protecting wildlife resources in Colargdo,
CDOW recommends that the opfional requirements i thase SOPs ana MMs should be
mandalory for all projects implemented in the cantemplated energy comridors: in
Colorado:;

a. Seclion 240, I0P % 11,12, 13, 14

b, Section 242 1CP 1,3 4,8

¢, Section2.4.3,10P1,2.3. 4. 5.4, 7,89, 10

d. Section 3.8.4.2. Mifioalion Measures, all bullets on pages 3:221 through 3-235

CDOW recommends ncluding the following MMs as a modificalion aridl replacemern!
of the MMs that they crossreference

a, Directional boring will be used to place pipslines at river and siream Cressings
whenever possible 1o reduce surface distutbance and the need for consfruclion
activities in fiparian habitat, Low-watar fords and/or frenching al stream and
river crossings will e used only as a last resort, and if used, will be canstructed af
the driest fime of the year. If low-waier farcls and/of frenching is used, Ihe pro-
exisling sfream channel, including bed and banks, will be restored fo pre-axisting
conditions (replaces second bullet right hand column . 3223 last bullel and
third to last bullet p. 3-227).

B Any pipelines crossing streams or rivers will have remately actuated block or
check valves on both sides of the sheam or river. In aadition, pipelines wil be
deuble-walled pipe at rver crossings and includs spill/leck delection and o
spillfleak confingency plan that includes timely nofification to the appropriate
slale wildife agency and local USFWS ecological senice office (replaces
second 1o |ast bullst p. 3-257; last bullet . 3-235).

¢. Duiing pre-construction planning, project praponents will identity important,

sensitive, or unigue habital and bicta in the vicinity of a proposed project in
consultafion with state and local wildiife agenciss. Once these resources are
identified, project prononents will design the project to avaid potential impacts it
pessible. Where impac! uvoidancs is not possiole based on the best cvailable
lechnology, projec! proponents will plan to minimize and mitigale  the
anficipoted impacis to these resources per guidance from appropriare foderal
ogencies, and siofe ond local wildlife agencies.  Offsite compsnsalory
mitigation may be considered as o last reésort in concurrercs with state and local
wildllite agencies (replaces second and last bullet, night hand colurmn @, 3-228;
first full bullet . 3-229),

Refueling services for construction. operation, and maintenance will be located
a minimum of 500 fest from weflands, rivers, streams, springs, seeps, fiparion
areas, lakes, ponds. droinages. and other receiving waters,  The localion of
refueling areas will be designated for each phase of construction. operation dne
maintenance for all closses of eauipment and service vahicles.  Refueling
locations will be designed to include imparmeable secondary containment for

o

50565-024
(cont.)
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ccidental releases, regardiess of the applicabllity of $PCC regulations (replaces
third bullet @, 3-227).
services will be provided for construction, operation, ‘cnd
maintenance of facilifies in the ensrgy coridors. The location of sanitation
services will be designoled for ecch phase of construction, cperatfion, and
maintenance, and wil comply with specified 500-fuo| buffer requirement for
wetlands, nvers, streams. springs. seeps. tiparian areas, lakes, pands, drdinages.
and other receiving waters,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on {his vary impartant west wide snergy comdors
cesignedion PEIS.
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CRITICAL HABITAT POTENTIALLY IMACTED BY
ENERGY CORRIDORS

Consultation Species and Seasonal Activity Areas
{CDOW will consult on oil and gas development occurring in any individual or combination
of the species or seasonal activity areas listed below.)

HIGH PRIORITY HABITAT
ECONOMIC SPECIES AND SPECIES AT RISK (RARE, THREATENED AND ENDANGERED)
WEIGHTING FACTORS, REVISED January 29", 2008

IMPACT STATUS FINAL
SPECIES ACTIVITY AREA AND DEFINITION FACTOR | FACTOR | TOTAL | RANKING

Bald Eagle Active Nesl Site £ 4 2] Wery High

Mospeciic lecation in which a palr of bald eankes have al least
altemptad 16 nest within the last five vears, Any nes! iggatinn
that tan be direclly Lied 1o couristup. brasding. or brood
behavior s considared activa A buffer 2one exlends S miley
armnund @ known active rest

Rooat Site |5 4 9 Wiry High

Includes a bufler 2one exten /a4 mi
1hese fiees are uaually the 1allest aw
wintaring area and are primanly located «

L
(Ll

Bighorn Production Arca Weary High

Sheep That part af the overall range of tighorn sn
pregaant females during 8 spacific pedad
penod is May 1 to June 30 for Rocky I bighorm sheap
antd Fabriary 28 1o May 1 for deser bighorn sheep

i
Fs
L=}

Severe Winter Range Vary High

That part of the overall renge where 505
lbcatled when the annual gnow-pack is 5t
temparatures are at a minimum in the tvee worst winiers ou
ten |

n
&~
o

Winter Concentration Area Wery High

areater than the surpunding winier ra
safme period Used to dafine winter range i
wintars aut 6f ten

Black-footed Overall Range/Release Slte 5 5 10 Wery High
Ferret Thora arsas defined by USFWE where Blackfooted Fasrets
have been released into (e wild

Columbian Production Area 4 3 Wery High
Sharp-tailed An area that includes 90% of sharp-tailed arouse nesting and
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Grouse brood rearing hahitat  This s mapped 35 2 buffer zone of 1 25
railes around dancing grounds
Elk Froduction Area i ] wery High
That part of the owerall range of eik occuped by the famsles
fiorm May 15 1o June 15 for catving. (Only known areas are
mappad and this dess not inclutde all producticn areas for the
DALl
Migration Corridor 5 a Yoy High
A spacific map-abis sita through which large numbers of
animals migrate and less of winch would change mgralion
routes
Greater Sage Lek Site 5 L] Yery High
Grouse Areas hiown Lo be used by segesgrouse walbim the as 10
years from the date of mapping  Use” is dafined a8 1)radio
talematey locations 2) canfinned observabons of brds of sign
Ly relioble sources 3) documenied use rep unpublishadg
reporls o publicetions. (mapped by Uald binlogisis) Ruffarad
at 016 mikes
Production Argas 5 q Wary High
Anares thal would include the majarity of impanant sage
grousa nesting habiat Mapped as a buffer 2
around an scive el
Gunnisen Lek Sites 5 ] Yery High
Sage Grouse | freas known lw be used by sage-grouse wiihin the last 10
years fram thes date of mapping  “Use” is defined as 1)radio
telemetry locations, 2] confimed obsenalions of 301 Sign
Ly iehable scurces 3} documented uss repors unpublished
repons or publizations. (mapped by field biologists) . Buffered
o 0.6 miles
Production Areas g 9 Wery High
An area that would include the maganty of mporent sege
grouse ngsting habitat,. Mapped a3 & bufier zena of faur miles
around an active lek
Mule Deer . .
Migration Corridor 5 g ey High
# specfic mapable 2iis through whish large sy of
animals migrate and lose of which would chang gt
routes
Critical Winter Range 5 4 wery High
Definttion pending
Migration Corridor 5 9 Wary High
‘ Pronghorn g K
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Antelope A specitic mapable site through which lame numbess of ani

mals migrate and loss of which would change migralion routes
Western Fieid Sighting (Buffered) 4 Wery High
Boreal Toad All iocations where & documenied ohsarvation of any ife stage

of the boreal toad (leads fadpoles. andior eggs) has taken

place. These locations are represented gs point dela and are

. buttersd by BO0T for profsction purposes
Aguatic )
i ]

Habitats Rpcovaryiconservation waters Wery High

Lakes and rivar reaches confaining non-s
salmaniil species cumently under mana Pl
conservalion and recevery, buffered 10 100m  Includes native
wutthrosts. endanparad big-river spacies aasiem plams native
fish three-species (flanneimoulh sucker, blughe
roundlail chub) erd meuntain sucker Category 100

mid and natwe
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Non-Consultation Wildlife Species and Seasonal Activity Areas
(These species and seasonal activity areas do not trigger consultation on their own.
However, CDOW reserves the right to make recommendations on these species and
seasonal activity areas when consultation is triggered by another species or seasonal
activity area or when consultation occurs pursuant to a requested waiver of any Standard
Operating Practice.)

HIGH PRIORITY HABITAT

WEIGHTING FACTORS, REVISED January 297, 2008

ECONOMIC SPECIES AND SPECIES AT RISK {RARE, THREATENED AND ENDANGERED)

SPECIES

ACTIVITY AREA AND DEFINITION

IMPACT
FACTOR

STATUS
FACTOR

TOTAL

FINAL
RANKING

Bald Eagle

Inactive Nest Site

A farmer active nas! location inwhich neithas courtship
breeding, or brooding actividy has been obser L uny
during Lhe lest b years, A buller zone of & mds axtends
arourd an inaciive nEel

Nest of Unknown Status

Aneal 1hats inactive 1o at east 10 years and has nol bean
chatken

High

High

Thess arcas may be assocaled will roost sites

Winter Concentration Area

High

Bighorn
Shesp

Overall Distributicn

The aiea wiich encompesses all known geazonal aciivirg
afgas with|n the nhsarved rangeaf a t
papulation

laderats

Summer Concentration Arca

thraugh mid-Avgust High g
disturbance ey be characteri
high enargy dermands of lastatio !
and general preparation far the ngoers of (a1l @nd winter

High

Black Bear

Summer Concentration Area

That portion of the overall range of the 2pe
greater than the surrounding overall rangs o
from June 15 to Augusi 15

5 where a

g

Muderatg

Fall Concentration Area

Thal porlion of the overall renge oooup
Sepiamber 30 far the purposs of in
mast and herriss tooestablish fat reseives g th
hibernation perngd

High

Movement Carridor
A subjective indication of the qeneral direction of black bear
movement between seasonal use argas

%]

High
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Black-tailed
Prairie Dog

Active Colomes

An area whie @ ¢olony hes become established and has besn
decumented to be active within the past 10 years.

& High

Inactive Celonies

An ares where & colony has become exiablished and has been
ducumented to b8 Inactive within thie past 10 years

& Mladerate

Brazilian
Free-Tailed
Bat,
Townsend's
Bigj-eared
Bat, Fringed
Myotiz

Roosting Area

A place occupied by Bats including o 154 mule bulter, tha!
nravides sheller from the physical elemants. and protaction
from predation. Roos! sites for Brarilian Free-Tailed B;
tcally are astablished In caves of abandoned mines. ook
crevices and buildings. Thete ate fwo ditfarant typas of roosts
used by Brazimn Free-Taled Bate, depending on (he scason
ol use, and activity that oceurs al 1he roost, These differant
types of mosts are heled below,

Cay Roost A roest eecupmed by males or non-
reproductivie lemales duting panods of tamor or
inaefivity, during the warm Scasons

Matamity Rtosl A roost occuped by pregnunt or

0 bats, and young of lhe year, that can gathar
11 lat g numibeis duting tha iate spring and sun
feasons

[

7 High

Burrowlng
Owdl

Potential Habitat

Knowi PO colenies > Sacres. restrictions betwesn 31 and
g5

a Hingh

Columbian
Sharp-tailed
Grouse

Winter Range

Observad winter range of sharp-1aded grouse usually ina tall
shrub vegelative 1ype (greater than or equal ta 7 melers
within 3 miles of ek sitey  Shrub hefght shoukd atiow teeding
an huds by birds above nermal snow depths.

[

7 High

]

Elk

Winter Range

That part of the overall range of 8 spacies whera 50 parcant of
e mdviduais are located during the average five winlers out
of ten fram the first heavy snowfall 1o sprng green-up, o
during & site specific penod of winfer as dafined far asch DAL

(5]

[} Modarata

Severe Wintar Range

That parf ot the renge of a spetiss where S0 percent of he
Individuals are Incated when the annual snow-pack is &t its
miaxirum andior temperalures are 21 8 m f the hwe
worst winters out of ten. Tha winter of 198284 ks a good
example of 2 sevars winter

i High

Winter Concantration Area

Thal part of the winter range of 3 species where densthes are
2t laast 200% greater than the surrcunding winter rangs
density during the same penod bsed to dafine winter range in
the average five winters out of tan

B High
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Greater Sage | Winter Range z 4 & Maderate
Grouse Cbseved Winler Rarnge

Severe Winter Range 3 e f High

That parn of the winter range whete 99 persent of the

individuals @re loceted when annual snowpack in at its

maximum andior femperalures are at a minimum o the o

wirst winters oul of ten. The winters of 1983-84, or 88-57 are

good examples

Core Range 4 4 ] High

That range surtounding populehens consrdered by the

Terreyinel Sechion fo be moes! Impartant o popuiation stability

Freduction areae with the highest populal g we g

linkiad with large patch.sze sagebrush ha and axiendad 1o

include B0 of nesling habital for at least 50% of a population
Greater Lek Site A 4 8 High
Pr:'!irla Al Bres whaie greatar prairis chickans are known 10 have
Chicken displayed and bred in the past 10 years ent activity may

be active, inactive ar unknown. Lek sites ypcally. athough

nul slways, are localed on opan ddges. grass knolls. or shigh

flaes 0 tapography where vegetation Is sparse

Buffosed at 0.8 miles

Production Area L} 4 8 Iigh

An area which includes all nesting and trood reanng habiat of

he giealer prame chicken. Currently defined asa 2 2 mie

bulter zone araund sach active lek

Winter Range 3 4 7 Modierale

Areas wherg gresler praire chickens concentrats during the

winter o fead an small grain crops
Greater Nesting Area 4 3 7 High
Sandhill Sites Iacatinne where greater sandhill cranes were found o be
Crane nesting during fiekd surveys.
Gunnison's Active Colonies “ . 3 High
Prairle Dog An area whare a colony has become establishad and hag boen

dasumanted to be sotive within the past 10 yeers.

Inactive Colonias .

2 4 g Moderate

Anare whers 8 colony has becoms establiated and has been

documernted to be inactive within the past 10 years

Management Focus Area 2 d & Woderate

Cirafl areas develuped for the in-progress consarvation plan
Gunnison Winter Range 2 4 8 Moderate
Sage Grouse Observed winter rarge

—
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Severe Winter Range 3 4 7 High
That part of the winter range where 50 percent of tha
individuzls are lucaled whan annual srespack s at its
maximum and’'or temparafures are at a muoimem in the o
worst witters out of fen. The winters of 198384 ar 9797 3re
good cxainples

Kit Fox Overall Range 2 4 ] Moderate
Areas known 1o be utilizad by kit toxn Colorade

Lesser Prairie | Winter Range 3 4 7 Figgh

Chicken Areas whers lesser proinge chichens concanirate during the
winter 1o leed on small gram crops

Lynx Potential Range 3 5 3} High
Areuy having the highast prtential of s cocutrences i tha
slate  Thess areas usually contan positve, probabie or
passiblie repoits

Occupled Range 3 5 g High
That pan of the polential Range where populationg af Lynx are
known 10 gagl, Dhsinbutions of Lyns 3 determined thedugh
tracking of radio-coilar signals

Massasauga Overall Range

Crwarall Range for Massesauge (Sistrurus catenatus) in
Colorady, Overall Range is defined 35 3m arca a2
encompassas all known seasonal aglivity areas within tha
range of & population of Messasauga Maseasauga ar
typically assooigied withy shon-grags praine habi al
elevalions below 1 G75m (5.500f ) in southessiemn and aast-
cantral Coloradgo

3 £ g Madearate

Moose Summer Range 2 4 & Low
Thal parl of the overall rangs whers 0% of the indrvrduals are
located during the summer months. This summer time frama
will be delineated with specific stariend datas f hnioose
population within-ihe sfate (&% Masy 1 1c Sept 15). Summer
range & not necessarily exclugive of winter range

Concentration Area

That parl of the range of 2 spasies whers densi
higher than the surraunding area duning & spec

2 4 & Myslerats

Priority Habitat 3 F

Hahitat types assocmted with tha fnad and cover reguirements
vl mopse  Significant [ass of these habidals would change
mnose distibution ardior would adversaly affact tha
populaben. These habitat fypes include but ane no! frmited to
willow dominated ripanan areas, sub-chmax confarous forast
mixed with shrub lands, ey dense climax canfaraus forests

-4

High
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) Overall Range z 4 f Moderate
Mountain :
An area which encompasses gl known seasanal acivity areas
Goat i b X :
weithin the: observed rangs of 3 popuiation of mountzin goat
Concentration Area 3 4 7 High
That garl ¢f the overall range where densiles are 8t legst
200%: greatar than the surrounding srea
Froduction Area 4 4 8 High
That pail of 1he home range of A spetics occupied by tha
lemales during a specific pened of spnng. This perdad is May
15 to Jure 30 for moumain goats
Mauntain Suitable Habitat 4 3 I Higgh
Flover Shargrass wi bate ground? See VickiNicoke
Mule Deer Winter Range d L 5 Madarate
That part ¢f Ihe averall range whone S0 percent of the
mdiviiuals are Ipeated duiing the aversga five winters out of
fen fram i first hepvy:snowfall to spring green-up, of dunng a
Sile wpecihic pariod of winter as defined for each DAL
Severe Winter Range 4 4 g FHigh
That pan of the oyverall fanga whare G0% of the (hdividualy gea
localed when the annual snowpack 5 6l s mexmum andiar
tamparalures are al & miinum i Lhe Sea waret wintars gul ol
tan
Winter Concentration Area 5 4 a High
That part 6f the winter range where densiies are a1 least 2
qreater than (e surtounding winte: range dengity dunng
same penod used e define winter rarige in the average fi
winters ot of ten
Northern Figld Sighting (Buffered) B 3 B High
Leopard Frog | alllocations where & documantad steenation of any Ide stage
ol Ihe Northern Leopard Frog has taken pisce. Thaza
Iocatians afe represenied as point data and ars nufered by
200 meters Tor prolection purpnges
Peregrine Active Nest Site 5 3 ] High
Faleon A site where peregrne falcons nested or attempled 1o pest
within lhe pievious 5 yeare The nest el s id d by
& point location am the map. A ¥ mile buffer zone is drawn
around this point and 15 imsnded 1o he 2 = profected from
disturbanve or habitat alieration
Nesting Area 5 5] 3 High
Anarea which includes good nesting sifes and centeins one or
mere gotive or inactive nest locations. The boundarias
drawn based on professions! judgment 1o in
nesting habital n the wicinity. Usually these aress are mapped
a5 potygons sround cfiffe and Include 3 ¥ mile buffar
surrounding the cliffs
Plains Sharp- | Lek Site B 4 g High
tailed Grouse | Usually an open ares o eres of ow vagat er, usually
an a ridge o knoll where sharp-tailed grouse wadtgnsfy
| displey and breed  Clirrant aciivity may be scliva. inactive ar
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unknown. Bulfersd & 0.4 miles.

Production Arca

Anarea that incledes 90% of sharp-lailed grouse nesbing and
bresod regnng habilel. This s mapped as & buffer zone of 1 23
miles arcund dancing grounts

High

Winter Range

Observed winter renge of sharp-taled grousa usually in a tall
shrub vagetative bype (araater than or equal 10 #
withir 3.0 miles of leksites. Shrub height should allow [ nud.-ng
i buds by binds sbove nommal snow depihs

fa

High

Pronghorn
Antelope

Winter Range

That par of tha nvarall range whars 50 parcant of the
incividuals are located during e average five v
len from the Test heavy snewdall to spring green
site specific penod of winter ag defined for each DAL

ol of
during a

Severe Winter Range

That parl of the overall iangs where 90% of the indnsdu
|localad whan the annual enownacs is at f8 masimum an
fEmperatunes are ala minimum i the twe worst winteds oul of
ten

Maderate

High

Winter Concentration Area

That part of the winler range wheie donsibes sre ol least 20090
grealer than the swircunding winter fange cansdy dunng tha
same parind usad 1o defing wintar rangas in the average five

winters out of ten

Higl

Raptors

Active Nest Sites

Acsne whers raptors nested or atempled 10 nest within 1
previous § years: The nest sie itsell s we
localion en lhe map. A ¥ mie buffar zons = n'awn arcund this
point and Is intanded to bie a zane protected from disturibance
arhabitat alteration

High

River Otter

Owverall Distribution

AN ares which ENCOMPAssEs all mappen saasanst 51‘.‘!-\"‘1};
araas within the ohesrved rangs of 3 population of rive

High

Concentration Area

Arsaz whera oftars are Kacwn 1o concantrale Ofer sighti
and signs of otter activity ane higher i hese aress thenin
overall ranpe

EN

High

Swill Fox

Owerall Digtribution

The area which encompassas tha probable rangs of swift fax
in Colarade  These arzas are cumently modeied g the
following criteria; areas un lhe East Slops of Coiorado less
than 7000 teet in elevation; associated with shorgrase
midgrass praine or sandsagebluestem praines ooounng on
less sandy/lriable coils bulfered tw miles into adiacent land
use types: gnd with fragmented habitais less than 4 square
milas aliminatad

Moderate
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SW Willow
Flycateheor

Potential Significant Habitat

Areas having tha highsst patentist of southwestem willopey
flyeatcher occurences in Ine slate  These habitals are
currently modeled g5 laliows: thoee areas an the west siope of
Uelorado: south of the Colorade River, and in the San Lus
Valley that are less than of equal 1o 8500 feet in elevation and
are willhin 3001 of & stream. These habitats include arsas that
have besn survayed fot fiyeatehers as veell as areas (s
nat heen surveyed

NOTE: MANAGEMENT RECOMMENDATIONS:

The SVWwillow tiycatcher is a Fedaral Endangered Species
and is under profaction by the LFS Fish and Wildiife Servce
(LUEPWS) through Section 7 of lhe Endangeied Speces Aot
Consullalion with the USFWS needs to i print o federal
project devalopmant  Avcidance of o site reported s
cantaining fMycatchers s recommented snd may ba raquimd
during lhie bigeding season (Aprl M-August 16}

(]

High

White-tailed
Frairie Dog

Active Colonles

Anaraa where o colony has become esloblehid and has been
decumented 1o be aclive wihin 1he past 10 yaars

Fliggh

Inactive Colonies

An aren whare a cofony has become estubhshed srd hay been
dacurnented 10 b ingctve wilhm the past 10 yaars

a

G

Maclerate

Management Focus Arca
Draft armas devaloned for the In progiess conservation plan

P ool rate

White-talled
Ptarmigan

Overall Range

Overall Range 15 defincd @5 the probabls tange of Whita-tailad
Planmgen in Colorado as detaminad fram the follawing
criteria; Araas greater than 10,800 feel i eleval Colorado
B3AP vegetation lypes Mied Tundra. Meadow Tundra
Prastrate Shrut Turdra. Bare Ground Tundra Exposed Rock
Shrub Dominated WetlandRiparian, and Graminod/Fors
Dominated Wetiand

Mol eridize st

Winter Range

Winter Ranga is defined as an area ulilized n winier most
frequently where drainage basins al or sbove trealine and
Slieam churses below tresline fram 8 500 to 12 5008 elevaton
whars foed (willow) and roosting sies (sefl snow) are readily
available. Winter renge s bypically defined fram late October
Lhru mid=April

High

Wild Turkay

Production Area

Thosa araa(s) that are used by wrkevs for nesting dunng the
period from: March 15 (o Auvgust 15, Human ast ok
restricted in these areas during this penod

High

Roosting Area

Ponderosa pinie and collenwood trees of af least 107 dbh usad
by lurkeys for divrnal and noctumai perches

High

Winter Range

That part of the overall range where 80% of the indviduats ara
leeated from Novembar 1t Apnl 1 during the average five
winters out af ten

High

Winter Concentration Area

High
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That part of tha wintar range where densities are at laast 200%
greater than the sumounding winter range densily
Aquatic . 5 2 7 High
Habitats Recreation waters
Lakes and e reaches meneged for cold-waier and warm
watersport fishing Category 301 - 507
Non-managed waters 4 2 g Moderate
Lakes and pver reaches walh mixed specses or not managed
Calegory 00 - 700
Wetlands Wetland Habitat 4 4 f High
Ralineation to be determined
STATUS FACTORS
Aweighting asslgned to each specias based upon the following criteria
NUMERIC RANK Status
5 Federal Threatened or Faderal Endangerad Species
4 State Endangered, State Threatened, State Species of Economic Importance
3 Federal Candidate/Petitioned or State Special Concern
2 BilogicaliManagement Indicator Species or Sensitive Wildlife Species
1 All Giher Species
IMPACT FACTORS

Impact Factor is o subjective ranking used by CDOW biologists 1o assess the relative sensitivity of species or
seasonal activity areas to impact/disturbance by oil and pas activitics, The ranking scale runs (rom 1 {low
polential for impact) 10 3 (high patential for impaet). Sensitivity to impact includes a combination ol species
lile history and behavior. including tolerance of disturbance: the relative abundance of scasonal habitat arcas,
including whether the habilats are fixed points or not differential susceptibility to disturbance between
seasons of the vear: and other biological factors.
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TOTAL FACTOR RANKING VALUES

NUMERIC RANK POTENTIAL FOR
IMPACT

derale

High

8-10 Weary High

DIGITAL DATA DISCLAIMER:
Ihig wikdlife distribution map is a producl and property of the O ‘.IG-‘ea‘:& D
Resources. Care should be iaken in interpreting these @
informelien portrayed on these maps should not replaos fisld stu
& scale of 1:24000 or 1:50000, disciepancies may bacoms
rhengmena that are difficult 10 reguce 1o twe dimensions.

fWildife, & division of the Calérada Deparlment of Metural

& may accompany this map and should be referenced Tha

dias 19‘95%3"( rmore: lecaliesd planning efforts. The dats are tpically gathered al
The areas partrayad hera are graphic representations of
niputions ara fiuld: animal populations end their habitats are dynamic.

The Celorade Depatment of Natuial Resources iz nod respan

oh b liggle to the user for damages of any kind ansmy out of the use of
data or information provided by the Daparment, inciuding the instaiiz:

n of the daia or infarmation, its use. or Ihe results obtained fram its wse

ANY DATA OR INFORMATION PROVIDED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF MATURAL RESQURCES IS PROVIDED "A% 15" WITHOUT WARRANTY
OF ANY KIND, ETHER EXPRESS OR IMPLIED, INGLUDING, BUT NOT LIMITED T - IMPLIED WARRAMTIES OF MERCHAMTARIL ITY AND

FITHESS FOR A PARTICULAR PURPOSE . Dals ur information pr d b Depanmant of Matural Resourcas shall be used and relied upan
only at the user's sole risk, and (he user sgrees fo indamnify and he 2
employees T any Nability arising out of the use of the date o informa

5 he Depariment af Matural Resources, its officials, officers and
ovided

Each Activity Araa (s defined as stated below.
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SPECIES

MAPPED ACTIVITY

ACRES

Abert's Squirrel

Abert's Squirrel Overall Range

7,720

Eald Eagle

Bald Fagle Nes! Sites

Bald Eagle Roost Sites

Bald Eagle Summer Forage
Bald Eagle Winter Concentration
Bald Eagle Winter Forage

Eald Eagle Winter Range

198
2,333
7,387
4,050
34,761
108,871

Bighorn Sheep

Bighorn Sheep Summer Range
Bigharn Sheap Winter Range

4619
1,347

Black Bear

Black Bear Fall Concentration
Black Bear Summer Concentration
Black Bear Overall Range

13.872
16.269
212.018

Columbian Sharp-tailed
Grouse

Columbman Sharp-tailed Grouse Production Area
Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse Winter Range

Elk

Elk Migration Carridars

Elk Production Area

Elk Summer Concentration Area
Elk Summer Range

Elk Severe Winter Range

Elk Winter Caoncentration Aras
Elk Winter Range

Elk Overall Range

Columbian Sharp-tailed Grouse Overall Range

318
2.988
_5.219)
3.913
8744
2,519
71 544
59178
59,029
182.647
236.102

Great Blue Heron

Great Blue Heron Nesting Area
Great Blue Heron Foraging Area

Geese

Geese Foraging Area
Geese Production Area
Geese Winter Range

1459
2.A04
2,546
4.560
7,602

Greater Sage-grouse

Greater Sage Grouse Brood Area

Greater Sage Grouse Production Area
Greater Sage Grouse Severe Winter Range
Greater Sage Grouse Winter Range
Greater Sage Grouse Overall Range

287y
17,950
478
27162
40,708

Gunnisen's Prairie Dog

Gurmison’s Praine Dog Colonies
Gunnison's Praine Dog Overall Range

538
32,856

Gunniscn Sage-grouse

Gunnison's Sage Grouse Brood Areg
Gunnison's Sage Grouse Production Arsa
Gunnison's Sage Grouse Severs Winter Range
Gunniscn's Sage Grouse Winter Rangs
Gunnison's Sage Grouse Overall Range

7,373
15.482
16,863
18,838
21,802

Kit Fox

kit Fox Overall Range

14,318

Mpose

Moose Concentration Area
Moose Summer Rangs
Moose Winter Range
Moose Overall Range

1,635
14,288
1,844
15,298

Wt Goat

hMountain Gaat Overall Range

528

Wt Lion

Mountain Lion Overall Range

261,588

Mule Deer

Mule Deer Concentration Ares
Mule Deer Migratien Cerridars

2,148
5377
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Mule Deer Summer Range 115772
Mule Deer Severs Winier Range 91,623
Mule Deer Winter Cancentration Area 73,437
Mule Deer Winter Range 180,459
Mule Deer Overzll Range 261,996
Osprey Osprey Nest Sites 245
FPeregrine Falcon Peregrine Falcon Nesting Area 1,300
Peregrine Falcon Potential Nesling 5,467
Fheasant Ring-necked Pheasant Overall Range 656
Pronghorn Franghorn Antelope Migration Corridors 119
Pronghorn Antelope Perennial Water 3,637
Pronghorn Antelope Severe Winter Range 5915
Pranghorn Antelope Winter Cancentralion 124
Fronghorn Antelope Winter Range 3n 812
Pranghorn Antelope Overall Range 76,665
FPtarmigan White-tailed Ptarmigan Overall Range 572
River Otter River Otter Overall Range st
Scaled Quail Scaled Quail Overall Range G844
Swalt Fox Swift Fox Overall Range 616
Turkey Wild Turkey Qverall Range 72,998
Wild Turkey Production Area 8,805
Wild Turkey Winter Range 22,014
White-talled Deer White-tailed Deer Overall Range 1,905
White-tauled Praine Dog  |White-tailed Praine Dog Colonies 11,063
White-tailed Praine Dog Overall Rangs 68,188

November 2008
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Sent: Friday, February 29, 2008 4:17 PM

To: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov

Subject: Receipt: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECD50566

Thank you for your comment, Joan May.

The comment tracking numkber that has been assigned to your comment is WWECDH05G6E. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: February 29, 2008 04:17:19FM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDSO566

First Name: Joan

Last Name: May

Organization: San Miguel County

Address: P.0O. Box 1170

City: Telluride

State: CO

Zip: 81435

Country: USA

Email: attorney@sanmiguelcounty.org

Frivacy Freference: Don't withhold name or address from public record
Attachment: \mydocs\Planning\West-wide Energy Corridor\Draft Prog EIS Supplemental
Comments (02-29-2008).doc

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.
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SAN MIGUEL COUNTY

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
JOAN MAY ELAINE FISCHER ~ ART GOODTIMES

February 29, 2008
Delivered via electronic mail

West-wide Energy Corridor DEIS
Argonne National Laboratory
9700 8. Cass Avenue

Building 900, Mail Stop 4
Argonne, IL. 60439

RE: West-wide Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS). Supplemental Comments of San Miguel County, Colorado

San Miguel County, Colorado, electronically submitted its original comments regarding the above-
referenced PEIS on February 14, 2008 through a letter from Joan May, Chair of the San Miguel County
Board of Commissioners (“the Board™). Please consider this written comment as a supplement to, and
not as amendment of, the County’s previously submitted comments. Since the submission of the
County’s original comments. members of the Board have been advised that federal public land managers
who have been involved in the PELS process recommended segment 130-274 for designation as an cnergy
corridor based upon an existing underground natural gas transmission pipeline being located in the arca.

While the Board appreciates DOE’s consultation with appropriate land managers. the Board 1s disturbed
that no consultation occurred with San Miguel County - the entity entrusted by the State of Colorado to
regulate land use within its borders. We have specific agreements with other federal agencies to consult 50566-001
on all projects and proposals of mutual interest within our boundaries. That San Miguel County was not
consulted is a serious flaw in this process.

The Board and the people of San Miguel County would have proposed that any utility corridor across our
County. north to south. would take place further west of Norwood. in the region defined under our Land
Use Plan as the “West End Zone District” where population densitics are classified by the U.S. Census as
“frontier”” (evenly more sparscly settled than “rural™). We would very much like the opportunity, ¢ven at
this late date, to consult with the DOE and explore an appropriate route through BLM lands in this “West
End” region before any final PEIS is issued. The Board believes that this is the kind of appropriate
scoping consultation with affecied counties that should have been done at the beginning of the PELS
process.

Regardless if the DOE heeds our call for consultation, after speaking with USFS and BLM officials in our
region about this PEIS. the Board would like to supplement its carlier comments by insisting that any 50566-002
route through the Naturita Canyon section of USES land in our County be required to be undergrounded,
as 1s the case with other arcas of this proposed utility corridor.

Segment 130-274 1s located in proximity to Naturita Canyon, an area with exceptional scenic qualities
that both federal public land management agencies and San Miguel County have considered for protection
from future development. Currently, there are no aboveground energy transmission facilities located in 50566-003
the vicinity of Naturita Canyon. The route for a proposed 115kV electricity transmission line to be
constructed from Nucla to Telluride. Colorado, has been located to avoid Naturita Canyon.

P.O. BOX 1170 e Telluride, Colorado 81435 e (970) 728-3844 o FAX (970) 728-3718
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Supplemental

Comment Letier Sent To
West-wide Energy Corridor DEIS

February 29, 2008

Page Two

As a County with a significant resort and recreation economy, preservation of the scenic quality of both
public and private lands in San Miguel County 1s a priorily of paramount importance to the Board and
County residents. In addition, the area apparently proposed for a utility corridor through private lands
(while not noted on the maps provided, the likely private land routes can be inferred due to the proposed
route and existing topography) is increasingly rising in property value as expensive trophy home
development occurs in this part of our County. Establishing a utility corridor in this region could have 50566-003
serious negative consequences for the County’s resort economy and the high-value scenie qualities of this (cont.)
landscape. Accordingly, the Board requests that any designation of segment 130-274 for West-wide
Energy Corridor purposes through the PEIS process be expressly limited to its current usage for
underground energy transmission facilities. In order to preserve the exceptional scenic quality of the
Naturita Canyon area corridor segment 130-274 should not be designated for aboveground energy
transmission facilities.

San Miguel County appreciates the opportunity to provide this supplemental comment regarding the
West-wide Energy Corridor Draft PEIS.

Respectfully submitted,
/s/Joan May
Joan May, Chair

Board of County Commissioners
San Miguel County, Colorado
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From: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov
Sent: Friday, March 07, 2008 4:47 PM
To: corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov
Subject: Receipt: Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Comment WWECDS50567

Thank you for your comment, Karl Siderits.

The comment tracking number that has been assigned to your comment is WWECD50567. Once
the comment response document has been published, please refer to the comment tracking
number to locate the response.

Comment Date: March 7, 2008 04:46:37FPM CDT

Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS
Draft Comment: WWECDS0567

First Name: Karl

Middle Initial: F

Last Name: Siderits

Address: FO Box 17

City: Clancy

State: MT

Zip: 59634

Country: USA

Email: ksiderits@bresnan.net

Frivacy Freference: Don't withhold name or address from public record

Comment Submitted:

Thank you for giving me the opportunity to respond. I have several specific comments.
1. Insure that the towers, wherever placed, are not reflective. They should be dull
paint, or flame treated as in places in these mountains, they could be very cbtrusive in 50567-001
long distances, i.e., miles, if they reflected sunlight.

2. Do not allow lights on the towers, for airplane or whatever purposes unless the public
can comment on the specific towers. At Boulder Hill, aleng I-15, the several pulsating
lights can be seen for many miles, and in cloudy weather they form a bright "aurcra"™ that 50567-002
lights up the night skies. Be wvery careful about allowing lights on the towers.

3. Consider hawk and eagle alighting perches on top of the towers, working in concert
with the Audubon or State Fish and Game. Eagles utilize the highways and interstates for
searching for road kills. Where these towers are adjacent to these roads, consider a 50567-003
"safe" perch for these raptors. Try a couple. May save a raptor.

Thanks Karl Siderits 406-422-5643 Flease call if you have any gquestions about my
response. I would be pleased to discuss.

Questions about submitting comments over the Web? Contact us at:
corridoreiswebmaster@anl.gov or call the Energy Corridor Draft Programmatic EIS Webmaster
at (630)252-6182.



