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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name

American Wind
Energy Assoc.

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Comment ID

695-1913

571-1346

571-1347

571-1348

571-1349

571-1350

571-1351

Extracted Comment

Expanding the deployment of wind energy that the TWE Project and similar projects help tap and
deliver to market will have significant and measurable benefits for the environment. For example,
the currently installed wind energy base in the U.S. avoids nearly 100 million metric tons of carbon
dioxide annually, equivalent to over 4 percent of power-sector carbon emissions, or taking 17.4
million cars off the road. Depending on the resource mix in a given area, wind energy can displace
anywhere from 0.44 to 0.74 metric tons of carbon dioxide per megawatt hour. On average, wind
energy avoids roughly 1,300 pounds of CO2 for every MWh of wind generation. This means a
single turbine of average size will avoid over 3,000 metric tons of CO2 annually, equivalent to taking
more than 500 cars off the road.

Within Wyoming, the Project encompasses significant portions of lands (surface and mineral) owned
by either Anadarko, or one of its subsidiaries, and has potential to substantially affect ongoing
operations and Anadarko’s prospective development of oil and natural gas and other mineral
resources such as coal and oil shale.

The Project will impact both Anadarko’s surface and mineral interests.

Anadarko also owns a large number of Federal oil and gas leases in the land grant strip that could
be impacted by the future transmission line route. The final transmission line alignment and survey
is necessary for Anadarko to fully assess the potential impacts the line will have on its surface
estate. Therefore, the comments provided herein are general and applicable to all potential locations
of the line, but Anadarko further reserves the right to provide additional comments once a final
determination of the line location is made.

The Project appears to arbitrarily expand existing utility corridors in Region 1; thereby expanding
impacts to the surface landowner. The utility corridors should not be expanded. The DEIS must
evaluate the economic impact resulting from the loss of opportunity to develop private surface and
fee minerals caused by the Project.

Grants of right-of-ways (“ROW’s”) across BLM managed lands should correspond in time with
execution of fee mineral and surface owner access agreements. Given the checkerboard nature of
the area which the Project line may transverse, it is necessary not only to include in the project
coordination with fee landowners uses and rights but also to plan the route based on access
availability on fee lands. In addition, impacts to fee lands (environmental, social and economic) must
be considered when authorizing ROWSs.

The Project and DEIS must discuss manner and process access will be obtained in all situations
including the potential for eminent domain or utility condemnation of private property so that the
public may have opportunity to comment on any proposed process or action.

The Project and the DEIS must address protection against unauthorized use or traffic across private
lands.

L-1

Response

Your support for renewable energy transmission projects is noted. As described in Section 2.1.1 of the Draft EIS, no wind
projects are considered to be connected actions to this transmission line; therefore the resource savings of the current or
expanded wind energy base are outside the scope of analysis as a direct or indirect impact of this project. Section 5.3.1.2
of the Draft EIS (Cumulative impacts to Air Quality) discloses the GHG saving that would result in facilitation of the use of
renewable energy resources.

It is expected that the applicant would resolve conflicts with regard to mineral ownership and access. Due to the thousands
of miles of alternatives, it is not feasible to analyze all of the claims and leases for validity or potential commerciality, or
mitigate for all possible situations that may arise with regard to resource conflicts. It is also not possible for the BLM to
dictate the terms and conditions in agreements between the applicant and mineral owners or lessees. The BLM will issue a
ROW grant that is consistent with applicable regulations but recognizes that the applicant must acquire all access
permissions in mixed ownership situations and it is expected that mineral rights conflicts would be resolved prior to
construction. A major consideration with regard to perceived conflicts is that the DEIS analyzed 2-mile study corridors. The
proposed transmission line, when constructed, will occupy a 250-foot wide ROW. The 250-foot wide ROW should facilitate
resolution of many perceived conflicts. The terms and conditions of the ROW grant, as specified in 43 CFR Subpart 2801,
includes “the right [of the BLM] to require common use of the right-of-way, and the right to authorize use of the right-of-way
for compatible uses (including the subsurface and air space).” The BLM recognizes that subsurface activities (in this case,
mineral extraction) may not in all cases be compatible with the intended ROW use but as stated above, potential conflicts
must be resolved prior to construction. It also should be noted that although many unpatented mining claims have dubious
validity, it is the responsibility of the ROW grantee to conduct proper due diligence to ensure that legally valid mining claims
are respected and agreements are made with claim owners.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

See Section 2.5 for an explanation and purpose for defining the corridors for the EIS. The actual construction corridors
would typically be 250' or less in width (see Section 2.4.2 and Appendix E). Plan amendments are included as part of the
Project in Chapter 4 of the EIS to expand and create utility corridors as desired by the BLM in consideration of this Project
as well as other reasonably foreseeable projects. The width of these utility corridors proposed for amendment has been
reduced in the Final EIS to reflect better available information on Project siting. Analysis of proposed amendments on other
resource uses is disclosed in Chapter 4.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

Impacts to all lands, regardless of ownership or jurisdiction, have been considered and disclosed in the EIS.

Comment noted. As disclosed in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS, Western, as a federal agency investing in the Project, would
have the ability to acquire the rights needed under eminent domain laws prevailing in the affected states. However,
Western has committed to working with citizens and landowners to address any concerns regarding acquisition of any
private lands required for Project implementation, should it decide to participate. Western views effective public involvement
and engagement as a much more productive route than exercising eminent domain authority.

The Land Use, Recreation, Transportation and Access sections of the EIS identify the potential for the Proposed Action to
expand the existing roadway network and identify potential effects on public and private lands that would occur from
roadway use and construction. These discussions address the potential for incrementally increasing unauthorized access,
describe related adverse effects and identify existing commitment, Best Management Practices and mitigation, as
appropriate. Section 3.16.6 identifies a variety of existing commitments and Best Management Practices to keep traffic on
the authorized roadway network. Section 3.14.6.1 and 3.14.6.2 identify proposed mitigation requiring coordination with
landowners on placement of access roads and other surface structures. Section 3.14.6.2 will be augmented with additional
mitigation regarding closure methods for access roads on private lands.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp
Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp
Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp
Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Anadarko Petroleum
Corp

Andrus, Brock

Comment ID

571-1352

571-1353

571-1354

571-1355

571-1357

571-1358

571-1359

571-1360

571-1361

571-1362

571-1363

571-1364

571-1365

405-598

Extracted Comment

Access to Anadarko’s mineral estate may be limited or precluded by disturbance/density caps
associated with the Wyoming Core Area Policy and overarching regulations. Additive disturbance
may be created by the Project reducing the ability to develop within the five percent surface
disturbance cap within Sage-Grouse Core Areas, delineated in the Wyoming Core Area Policy. This
disturbance would potentially then need to be reclaimed/mitigated for in advance of future project
approvals. The DEIS must evaluate the economic impact resulting from the loss of opportunity to
develop private surface and fee minerals caused by the Project.

Anadarko has active mining leases and other mineral interests which should be analyzed in the
DEIS. The proposed Project may affect Anadarko’s subsurface interests. The DEIS must evaluate
and discuss such impacts both under current operations and prospectively and take into
consideration the legal rights afforded to the mineral interest holder under applicable laws, including
but not limited to the General Mining Act of 1872, 30 U.S.C. 88§ 22-42, the Mineral Leasing Act of
1920, 30 U.S.C. 88 181 et. seq., and the Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976, 43
U.S.C. § 1744 et. seq.

Evaluation of mineral value affected should be made a condition of approval for the ROW, and
considered in the National Environmental Policy Analysis (NEPA) review conducted by the BLM.
The ROW must also include as a condition of approval assessment of all mineral resources and
clearly state the "accounting of damages" should apply to all potentially recoverable minerals on
Federal, state and fee mineral resources and not just current mine operators.

Resolution of private property mineral and access agreements should also be completed prior to
authorizing BLM ROWSs.

Given past development trends and rapid advances in mining technologies, as is evidenced by
recent shale plays around the country, Anadarko believes that it is highly probable that many
portions of its lands potentially affected by the Project could be accessed, within the life of the
Project, for mineral development, especially coal, oil and natural gas. Placement of transmission
lines over minerals has the potential to negatively impact their development.

The BLM should mandate shared infrastructure resulting in co-locating transmission lines on
common towers/structures. This consideration should include combining the proposed Gateway
South and TransWest Express Transmission Lines.

The DEIS should further evaluate cumulative impacts to the surface, if the Project parallels existing
transmission line corridors across lands in the Checkerboard.

Construction of two parallel single-circuit lines will have a 25 to 30 percent increase of additional
disturbance in comparison to single structure towers. Such additional disturbance should be avoided
by using one, not two, lines.

Private access to mineral right holds for trona, coal, oil and natural gas resources and other surface
and mineral resources, must be maintained to the fullest extent practicable and in accordance with
the law. The Project and its associated ROW should be subject to relocate transmission lines and
towers and/or subside the surface, where requested by the mineral rights holder.

Grants of ROW'’s across BLM lands should correspond in time with execution of fee mineral and
surface owner access agreements. ROW authorizations should not precede resolution of private
property mineral and access agreements.

The Project should to the maximum extent possible and/or practicable utilize established energy
corridors.

In the DEIS the BLM should address the manner and process access will be obtained in all
situations including the potential for eminent domain or utility condemnation of private property so
that the public may have opportunity to comment on any proposed process or action.

The DEIS should evaluate and disclose the economic impact to Federal, state, and local taxes (ad
valorem and severance) that results from loss of fee trona, coal, oil, and natural gas production due
to the Project.

we had also had concerns with the power line if they put roads down there. We have some allotment
here in Utah where we winter cattle. And as the population's grown, the roads have become better.
We experienced quite a lot of vandalism. People shoot holes in our water troughs, cut holes in the
fences and let the cattle out. So, if the access road was good, we were a little worried about that as
well.

L-2

Response

Chapter 5 of the Final EIS was revised to include the latest cumulative impacts on the disturbance/density caps you
reference. Potential economic impacts resulting from lost opportunity to develop private surface and fee minerals are
speculative at this time as additional mineral development could occur without creating additional surface disturbance in
these areas using directional drilling or other methods. Additionally, as noted in Chapter 5 of the Final EIS, the contribution
of the Project to the cumulative disturbance is zero to very low because of the location of the transmission line within
designated corridors.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

Project implementation using common tower structures with other projects was considered but eliminated from further
detailed analyses. Section 2.7 of the Final EIS was revised to include the rationale for this elimination.

Shared infrastructure other than tower structures has been considered to the extent practicable through colocation with
existing facilities. This is discussed Section 2.2 and reflected in the resource sections of Chapter 3 of the Draft EIS.
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS analyzes the cumulative disturbance and resource impacts to surface resources from the Project
and past, present, and reasonably foreseeable future actions.

Project implementation using common tower structures with other projects was considered but eliminated from further
detailed analyses; Section 2.7 of the Final EIS was revised to include the rationale for this elimination.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

If approved, execution of the ROW grant for the TransWest would conform to all applicable BLM regulations regarding
ROW grants and the required consideration of current valid existing rights.

The range of alternatives developed by the lead agencies includes alternatives to maximize the use of designated utility
corridors. They are discussed in Section 2.2 and disclosed in 3.16.6 of the Draft EIS.

Comment noted. As disclosed in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS, Western, as a federal agency investing in the Project, would
have the ability to acquire the rights needed under eminent domain laws prevailing in the affected states. However,
Western has committed to working with citizens and landowners to address any concerns regarding acquisition of any
private lands required for Project implementation, should it decide to participate. Western views effective public involvement
and engagement as a much more productive route than exercising eminent domain authority.

See response to Comment ID 571-1346.

Text was added noting the potential for isolated conflicts with future mineral development. However, the likelihood and
potential for such conflict are low and the effect small. None of the alignments pose conflicts with known recoverable trona
resources. Oil and gas recovery can still occur in proximity to transmission lines.

Discussion on potential increased access to grazing allotments has been added to the livestock grazing impact discussion.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name

Bailey, Laura, Kevin,
and Rex

Bailey, Laura, Kevin,
and Rex

Baker, Bruce

Baker, Bruce

Baker, Bruce

Baker, Bruce

Baker, Catherine

Baker, Catherine

Basin & Range
Watch

Comment ID

406-734

406-735

102-4

102-5

102-6

102-7

191-701

191-703

199-250

Extracted Comment

We've got 120 acres you are supposedly supposed to be going over on, but there's a total of 600
acres, and we use all that for farm ground. We have fences up and grazing for cows, and in future
years you can't do anything else with the ground. It's a major transmission line, and it effects our
whole life, and there's nothing we can do. The property value will just be zero, and there's nothing,
and that's my main concern is it's ruining our family tradition that we've had and livelihood of what's
been happening on past years and future years.

I know a power line is going to come. It's just a matter of being smart about where they are going to
put it that will be the less impact on the community and us that are involved that have private
property. And there's really no benefit as far as the county residents and the Nephi transmission.
You're going all way through, and there's no benefit for the community itself.

We have four existing power lines on the property now, and during this same process basically we
were told "Well, if you don't want to cooperate and agree with this, we'll just condemn your property
and take it.

The Executive Summary grossly overstates the potential energy delivered by the project by using
irrational math and the maximum peak power capacity of the least likely alternative.

It misidentifies the energy destination as southern Nevada; while the terminus of this project is in
southern Nevada, the energy destination is southern California

The proposed route and the preferred alternative are proximal to several historic trails including the
old Spanish National Historic Trail. The potential for public experience of historic resources is highly
dependent on setting. A remote, undeveloped viewshed contributes greatly to a quality setting and
rewarding experience. Our ability to appreciate the effort and sacrifices made by our ancestors who
used these historic trails to pioneer the west is forever diminished with every impact to the cultural
resources and the general viewshed.

If our Public land management agencies want to allow the use of Public land for energy
transmission, they should develop a master plan for this development.

We have documented via proven genealogies that more than 40 of the victims were Cherokee and
we will expect protections under the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act of
1990 (Novak 26). In telephone conversations with both the Cherokee Nations’ Historic Preservation
Officers in OK and NC, we learned that they cannot participate as consulting parties, because Utah
is outside their legal jurisdiction.

Mountain Meadow is a National Historic Landmark (NHL) and listed on the National Register of
Historic Places and covers the area where there will be construction. In addition, the “visual impact”
on the NHL would be “irreversible and irretrievable” and not at all in line with the guidelines set down
in the Section 106 process by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (Bureau of Land
Management).

The Transwest DEIS comment period needs to be extended an additional 60 days. There are so
many conflicts over this route and the alternatives that we will need more time to work out the
specifics over issues brought on by each alternative.

In particular, there are issues with desert tortoise habitat and the Sunrise Mountain Wilderness
Study Area that will need more time to work out.

L-3

Response

Compensation for economic losses is provided for through negotiations, although not necessarily to the full satisfaction of
either party. Quality of life and other considerations may factor into those negotiations. However, monetary values cannot
be assigned to all impacts, nor are there assurances that either party will be fully satisfied with the outcome of the
negotiations. Revisions to the text were included in Section 3.17.5.2 to identify the potential for dissatisfaction with the
outcome of negotiations and limits on capturing quality of life values in ROW negotiations.

Comment noted. As disclosed in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS, Western, as a federal agency investing in the Project, would
have the ability to acquire the rights needed under eminent domain laws prevailing in the affected states. However,
Western has committed to working with citizens and landowners to address any concerns regarding acquisition of any
private lands required for Project implementation, should it decide to participate. Western views effective public involvement
and engagement as a much more productive route than exercising eminent domain authority.

The information in the Executive Summary is correctly excerpted from Chapter 2 (and/or Appendix D, PDTR, which was
supplied by TransWest and represents the Proposed Action).

Chapter 1 and the Executive Summary of the Draft EIS correctly identify the terminus of the energy transmission proposed
under this project as southern Nevada. This provides a logical terminus in that it allows for the power to be moved to a
variety of locations within or beyond southern Nevada. The final destination of that power is speculative and may extend
outside of southern Nevada and will vary based on market demand. Because this ultimate destination would not be
influenced by the lead agencies' decision and is speculative, it is outside of the scope of this EIS. Appendix D
acknowledges that the proposed +600 kV DC transmission system could serve the needs of the broader region of Utah,
Arizona, Nevada and Southern California.

Section 3.15.4.4 contains an extensive analysis of potential impacts to the Old Spanish NHT resulting from the proposed
project, which includes an analysis on changes to setting along the trail.

The January 2009 West-wide Energy Corridor (WWEC) Approved Resource Management Plan Amendments/Record of
Decision for the Designation of Energy Corridors on BLM-administered lands in the 11 Western States is the "master plan”
for energy development transmission in the TWE project area. Developed in response to Section 368 of the Energy Policy
Act of 2005, the WWEC designated energy transport corridors on federal lands in eleven Western states to foster future
projects to deliver electricity, oil, natural gas, and hydrogen to markets and users in the 11 western states and take into
account the need for upgraded and new electricity transmission and distribution facilities to improve reliability, relieve
congestion, and enhance the capability of the national grid to deliver electricity. The WWEC-designated energy corridors
were considered in development of the Proposed Action and alternatives for the TWE project. Section 3.14 (Land Use) and
the Land Use Summary of Impact tables in Chapter 2 of the Draft EIS disclose mileage within WWEC-designated corridors
by alternative.

In the case of NAGPRA, the BLM will comply with the NAGPRA regulations and will consult with the appropriate Indian
tribes and lineal descendants. Proof of lineal descendancy may be required, depending on the circumstances of the
discovery.

The NHL is located over 1 mile away from the closest alternative and any proposed ground disturbance. The other
proposed alternatives are over 25 miles away from the NHL. Visual impacts to the Mountain Meadows National Historic
Landmark have been addressed in detail in Section 3.12, Visual Resources.

The BLM determined that a 90-day comment period was sufficient for comment on the Draft EIS and declined to extend the
comment period further. Please note that a 90-day comment period is double the required comment period required for
EISs for site-specific projects and meets the requirements for comment periods for EISs analyzing land use plan
amendments. These requirements are detailed in the Council of Environmental Quality Regulations for the Implementation
of the National Environmental Policy Act (CEQ regulations), the BLM NEPA Handbook (H-1790-1), and the BLM Land Use
Planning Handbook (H-1601-1).
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name

Battle Pass Scenic
Byway Alliance, Inc.

Battle Pass Scenic
Byway Alliance, Inc.

Battle Pass Scenic
Byway Alliance, Inc.

Battle Pass Scenic
Byway Alliance, Inc.
Battle Pass Scenic

Byway Alliance, Inc.

Bellah, Jerry

Bellah, Jerry

Big Mountain
Campground and
Ockey's Ranch

Big Mountain
Campground and
Ockey's Ranch
BLM

BLM

Comment ID

379-579

424-623

424-624

424-625

424-626

185-695

185-699

440-745

440-747

165-1215

165-1216

Extracted Comment

In summary, the Draft EIS analysis FAILS to justify why BLM selected Alternative I-Dover Alternative
I-A. This document must be revised to rightly choose Alternative I-A in the Final Environmental
Impact Statement.

The State of Wyoming Culture & Parks Department and Office of Tourism are trying to promote
ways to and from the scenic byway, and that includes 789, because it's a pretty sparse, barren road.

Looking at what was being proposed, our big concern is that the BLM plan does not address the
economic impact. Tourism is the second biggest business in Wyoming, and it's promoted very
strongly. It is something to do here, and it helps lots of little businesses. So in getting -- keeping our
roadways as free and open as we can to encourage people to travel is very, very important.

We worked very hard to keep viewsheds and keep the power lines out of where the traffic was so
people would see pretty much the natural beauty, and that's what | think has to happen here, also.

This particular scenic byway, you have to be scenic, and there's five other items. You have to have
at least one of those to be a scenic byway. We have wildlife, natural history, historic history,
geology, all of those things. We have all of them on this.

I'm very pleased to see that the Draft EIS was finally released in July 2013. It looks like you left no
stone unturned and looked at every potential or possible environmental impact under the sun, and
disclosed it in the document. Now is the time to act, and | ask that you please do everything you can
to rapidly complete the environmental analysis and issue the Record of Decision and ROW grants
S0 we can get to work.

You've been studying the TWE Project long enough, and the Draft EIS has enough environmental
data to allow you to make the decision to move this project forward and get the Final EIS done
quickly. We can't keep on waiting for the significant jobs that the BLM acknowledged would be
created thanks to the TWE Project. Our industry is seeing a decline in our region so job creation is
more important than ever. According to the Western Electricity Coordinating Council’'s 2012 “State of
the Interconnection” report issued in July 2013, “the current year, 2012, experienced a significant
decrease in the miles added to the (transmission) system compared to the previous five years. In
2012, the Western Interconnection added just over 600 miles of new transmission, an increase of
less than 1 percent.”

I would now like to refer to page c-117[2b] of your impact material. Roaded natural recreation. If this
requirement is necessary on forest land, why would you crowd another line with unsightly towers
into what was once the beautiful Salt Creek or Nephi Canyon area? Now it is overcrowded with
towers, poles, and power lines wherever you look.

Why is there not an environmental impact study done for private land showing the effects upon the
lives of people?

General, Section 3.12, Appendix |

We appreciate the monumental analysis effort reflected in this draft and the improvements since the
last draft to make it easier to read, follow and find references.

Section 3.12.1.2, Page 3.12-1: VRM Classes do prescribe the amount of physical modification
allowed to the character of the landscape as well as to what may be perceived (aka attention
captured) by the “casual observer” (aka people in the area). The determination is a compound
analysis. It is very important to recognize people/viewers role in the determination of meeting the
visual objectives set in RMPs. According to H-8431, plan conformance is determined by conducting
a contrast rating analysis to understand the extent of the physical change as “contrast” plus an
assessment of how that contrast will attract attention of the public who would be exposed. Since
this effort did consider 9 exposure factors and described them in section 3.12.6.1, it would be fair to
make it clear here that both assessments were needed and performed. In that light, the description
of each of the VRM Classes written in the paragraph will need to include the allowable levels of
attention captured...which they do in the Table 3.12-1. Possibly a solution would be to drop the
definition provided in the text and refer to the table?

L-4

Response

In their selection of the preferred alternative for the TransWest Express project, agency decision-makers reviewed the Draft
EIS and considered the alternatives and their relative impacts on resources, as well as corresponding public and agency
input. The agency preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS was chosen to meet the agencies’ purpose and need
and applicant objectives while balancing federal land managers’ multiple use mandate. Please note that more detailed
descriptions of how competing resource uses were weighed in determining the agency preferred alternative will be provided
in the Final EIS.

Thank you for your comment reminding the agency about ongoing efforts to promote tourism visitation to/on the Battle Pass
scenic byway across the crest of the Sierra Madre and Wyoming highway 789. None of the proposed transmission line
corridors parallel the byway for any extended length, although Alternative I-C would cross over the byway near its western
terminus in the town of Baggs. Impacts to scenic byways and backways are discussed in Section 3.12, Visual Resources,
and Section 3.13, Recreation Resources. There were no changes in the analyses presented in this document in response
to this comment.

Thank you for your concern regarding the role of roadways in promoting Wyoming tourism. The proposed project would
involve very few crossings of public highways in the state, none of which is an interstate or major U.S. route (see Section
3.16). The FEIS was revised to note the establishment of the Battle Pass Scenic Byway.

Thank for your comment regarding local efforts devoted to influencing the location of power lines. Your comment has been
carefully considered by the BLM but has not resulted in changes to the analyses presented in the FEIS. Impacts to scenic
byways and backways are discussed in Section 3.12, Visual Resources, and Section 3.13, Recreation Resources.

Thank you for your comment extolling the scenic and other characteristics of the Battle Pass Scenic Byway. Your comment
has been carefully considered by the BLM but has not resulted in changes to the analyses presented in the FEIS.

However, Section 3.13 (Recreation) was updated to acknowledge the state's formal designation of the Battle Pass Scenic
Byway.

Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for your comment.

Roaded natural is not a requirement necessary on forest land; it is a land classification under the USFS Recreation
Opportunity Spectrum, wherein moderate evidence of humans is allowed. It is preferable to concentrate transmission lines
into one corridor that is already disturbed visually, rather than visually impact multiple areas with single lines, which disturbs
a much larger area.

This analysis is presented in Section 3.17, Social and Economic Resources. Additional analysis of the potential impacts to
private landowners can be found in Sections 3.1, Climate and Air Quality, Section 3.12, Visual Resources, Section 3.14,
Land Use, and Section 3.18, Public Health and Safety.

Thank you for your comment.

The FEIS has been changed to append the clarification into the paragraph about VRM Classes.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response
BLM 165-1217 Section 3.12.2.1, Page 3.12-2: The scale of VRIs are not necessarily appropriate for assessing Field investigation's integration with the VRIs, site-specific landscape scenery for non-BLM lands, and desktop
specific projects...so part of the analysis for a project would be to conduct a “site analysis” where analyses has been clarified in Section 3.12.2.1.

agency VRI provide the initial information but then, more specific information is developed for the
project site to understand the existing condition of landscape characteristics, visually sensitive
stakeholders and the way interaction occurs (direct or indirect/symbolic means). This was done by
Merlyn Paulson and it would be appropriate to explain the relationship of data sources that exist and
were pulled in with additional information developed in order to assess environmental impacts of this
Project.

BLM 165-1218 Section 3.12.2.1, Page 3.12-3: The BLM 8410-1 handbook defines the VRI Class in Section V(A)(1) Comment noted. The text has been reviewed to ensure it is careful not to give VRI class more credit than it can afford as a
as: ‘“Inventory classes are informational in nature and provide a basis for considering visual values stand-in for scenic value.
in the RMP process.” What we gain from the VRI class is the concept that “scenic value” is the
integration and interplay of the three inventory factors at any one place—the landscape
characteristics, the people and how the interaction occurs between them equals scenic value. The
agency VRI recognizes the three factors but at a scale that is most appropriate for a high-level and
broad understanding of what exists. The VRI Class itself loses explanatory detail of the underlying
factors during the synthesis but the index created provides a quick way to initially take in the three
components at the same time which helps when considering large amounts of acreage & many
resources. Be careful not to give that index more credit than it can afford to provide as a stand-in to
describe “scenic value” of the affected environment at a level to assess effects caused by this

Project.

BLM 165-1219 Section 3.12.2.2, Page 3.12-3: Do you mean VRM Class objectives are established during the RMP ~ Comment noted. However, all plans affected by this project have established VRM Class objectives during the RMP land
land use planning process? Not all of BLM’s LUPs “result” in VRM Class assignments. Some FO use planning process.
have elected to not set them, which is not of course recommended.

BLM 165-1220 Section 3.12.2.2, Page 3.12-4: When BLM management selects a VRM class objective to assignto  The section has been appended with the suggested paragraph and intent of BLM H-1601.

an area, are we sure we want to say that the decision only considers the VRI and the value of visual
resources? This is a point that was commented on in the previous draft. | will copy that comment
here for convenience: ‘Additional policy that applies and more clearly outlines what is to be
considered to develop VRM classes comes from FLPMA, 43 U.S.C. 1701 Sec. 202(c)(1-9). This is
highlighted in BLM Manual 1601 .03A(4). Particularly applicable is this text: ”...in developing land
use plans, the BLM shall use...the inventory of the public lands; consider present and potential uses
of the public lands, consider the scarcity of the values involved and the availability of alternative
means and sites for realizing those values; weigh long-term benefits to the public against short term
benefits.” Please see BLM H-1601-1, Appendix C, pg. 11. VRM classes are to be selected in
balance with management consideration of the VRI, other resources and land use priorities.

BLM 165-1221 Section 3.12.4, Page 3.12-5: This first sentence suggests that Physiographic Provinces include The section has been updated to reflect the text provided in the comment.
human/cultural interest which they do not by their definition. Consider rewording this to reflect that
this study organized information within the analysis area by the physiographic boundaries, then
identified within those boundaries, places of human and cultural interest. Would it be clearer to say
something like this: “The analysis area was first broken into Physiographic Provinces (Fenneman
1931), then within each Physiographic Province the study identified significant and well-known
natural features, cultural elements and other locations of significance to people and are shown on a
map in in Appendix I, Figure 1-9.”

BLM 165-1222 Section 3.12.4.1, Page 3.12-5: With regard to categorizing developed vs. natural landscapes, were  Yes, elements of density, size and scale of existing modifications were included both from the ground perspective and
elements of density, size and scale of existing modifications part of the criteria? Was this done from  based on themes in GIS. All of the project's alternatives were investigated on-site by the visual resources analyst
the ground perspective of a viewer or based on themes in GIS? We need to be careful of and organized as themes in GIS. Agricultural fields (crops, not pastures) are considered developed. Pipeline ROWS are

generalizing too much and making too broad of assumptions. Agricultural fields, although a human typically revegetated as linear grass corridors in shrub and tree environments, and roads and trails were designated as to
modification, may be considered by the general public to be “natural” in comparison to a residential their surrounding landscape.

development. Many pipeline ROWs that are buried and once revegetated tend to go undetected

and preserve the “natural” look and feel of the landscape to the general public. Roads and trails,

such as OHYV trails could read on the landscape as “developed”.

BLM 165-1223 Figure 3.12-1to 4 Thank you for your comment.
Very readable and informative maps. Thank you for including.
BLM 165-1224 Section 3.12-5, Page 3.12-10: Regarding the statement “A region’s landscape character creates a The section has been updated to reflect the text provided in the comment.

“Sense of Place,” and describes the visual image of an area.” Since landscape character is not the
only factor that creates a “Sense of Place” but it is a significant factor, it may be more accurate to
state this differently. Possibly something like this... “The landscape characteristics of a region often
add significantly to individual and community “Sense of Place” by providing a memorable and
identifiable image.”
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS
Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response

BLM 165-1225 Section 3.12-5, Page 3.12-10: Physiographic provinces do describe patterns of landform, The section has been updated to address this concern.
vegetation, and water which influence human settlement patterns and cultural features, but this
sentence implies that cultural features are defined by, rather than influence by physiographic

provinces.
BLM 165-1226 Section 3.12-6, Page 3.12-12: Would it be more correct to label this section “Scoping of Visual Based on direction from the BLM, this section has been relabeled, "Issues, Considerations and Impacts Methodology for
Issues and Concerns”? The current label sounds like this section contains results of the analysis. Visual Resources." Public scoping items were limited.
BLM 165-1227 Section 3.12.6, Page 3.12-12: Would it be more correct to label this section “Scoping of Visual The process and results of the analysis are consistent with direction from the BLM and USFS Project leads. The Visual
Issues and Concerns™? The current label sounds like this section contains results of the analysis. Resource analysis provides an assessment of environmental impacts as well as compliance with land use plans. Areas of
identified non-conformance for visual resources, as well as other resources, are then considered in depth in Chapter 4 as
Regarding Compliance VS Impacts any proposed land use plan amendments resulting from the analysis in Chapter 3.

Regarding the general content of this section, the topic of “compliance” needs to be separated here
and throughout the write-up of effects. Compliance is not an “issue” in the sense of NEPA
(environmental effect). Compliance with existing LUP is a legal requirement required by

FLPMA. The BLM and USFS are unable to authorize any action that does not conform with the
existing land use plans. That is why it is the first step taken when a proposal is made. Itis an
administrative “issue”, in a sense, but it is not an environmental “issue” as defined by NEPA.

A notable difference between the assessment of plan conformance and the assessment of
environmental effects is that the determination of plan conformance is performed against an
administrative baseline, VRM Classes (a decision about how the resource is to be managed). The
identification and assessment of effects (aka impacts) is to be made against existing conditions...the
“affected environment”.

Determining plan conformance is necessary to go forward with processing a proposal and is
therefore included in the EA or EIS. However, to AVOID CONFUSION that the determination for
plan conformance IS also the analysis of environmental effect, it needs to be clearly described and
reported separately from the affected environment and environmental effects sections (see H-1790-
1, 1.5; also see 43 CFR 1601.0-5(b)).

The approach to determine conformance with VRM Class objectives established in RMPs is clearly
described in H-8431. The approach to identify and assess environmental effects to scenic values is
not specifically provided. The VRM program policy does not provide specific NEPA guidance but
defers to agency policy & guidance in H 1790-1. See H-1790-1, Chapter 6.

According to agency NEPA planners, the determination of conformance (or non-conformance) is
typically part of Chapter 2 after the alternatives are presented.

Mitigations associated with VRM Class conformance and bringing a non-conforming project into
conformance must also be made clear from mitigations recommended to reduce impact to scenic
value.

The references and handling of VRM Class conformance as part of the environmental effects
sections of this draft are a shortcoming and will need to be corrected throughout the draft.
BLM 165-1228 Section 3.12.6, Page 3.12-12: Where are the visual issues and concerns listed that had been Public scoping comments as they relate to visual resources were limited. The applicable public scoping comment is
identified during scoping? Could they be listed or referenced here?EISs are to provide thorough yet  presented in Section 3.12-6, first paragraph.
focused analysis of issues and concerns about consequences to the environment—and in the case
of “scenic values”, to the human environment. The purpose of an EIS is to provide government
decision makers information prior to a decision so they may make well-informed decisions that best
protect, restore, and enhance the environment. Issues and concerns raised internally and externally
to the BLM define the extent of what needs to be studied for each program or resource (See H-
1790-1, Chapter 6). This step in the NEPA process is fundamental.What are the issues & concerns
about scenic values related to this proposal and its alternatives? Who has the issue or
concern? What is the basis of the issues or concerns?The absence of articulating scoping issues &
concerns is a significant deficiency of this draft.
BLM 165-1229 Section 3.12.6, Page 3.12-12: There are several places in this section where the word “impact” was  Text has been added to imply a noticeable change in place of impacts, where applicable.
used when it would be more correct to say “issue” or “noticeable change.” There is a difference
between change and impact as meant in NEPA analysis. A Physical change does not always equal
impact. Please review the use of the term “impact” and correct throughout the visual sections of the
draft.
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Commenter Name
BLM

BLM

BLM

BLM

Comment ID
165-1230

165-1231

165-1232

165-1233

Extracted Comment

Section 3.12.6, Page 3.12-16: In reference to the top paragraph. Thank you for stating
assumptions regarding impacts clearly. With the understanding that FLPMA has charged the BLM
to manage “scenic values” and according to NEPA, “scenic values” are most appropriately a part of
the “human environment”, the assumption made that disturbance to people’s views would affect the
human environment is understandable but the assumption that physical alterations made, in and of
themselves, would cause impact to the human environment is not as understandable.

Based on the way “scenic landscapes" are defined in this study, they are a record of the form, line,
color or texture of landforms, vegetation mixes and existing structures within the study area. What in
that definition links this factor to the issues or concerns raised that could affect the human
environment? How would a change to the form, line, color and texture of the landscapes affect the
human environment (the way people live, work, play or otherwise engage and interact within a
place)? The link appears to be missing.

The results of the analysis of “impacts to the scenic landscapes” are simply the results from the
visual contrast rating analysis which describes how the Project would alter specific aspects of the
landscape character. How is that impact to the human environment? Merlyn had to do this work to
determine plan conformance and, per BLM request, has included the results of the contrast rating
analysis in Appendix | because they are valuable to the BLM to understand how the Project will alter
the SQ inventory factor throughout the analysis area. However, for the evaluation of environmental
effects, without also considering who would be visually sensitive to a change in landscape character
and how their scenic value would be affected by a change, the record of change to the physical
landscape characteristics or traits falls flat in meaning.

For example the public may, through living, working or playing; acquire and hold scenic values that
contribute significantly to their quality of life, economic livelihood, value of their home or workplace,
or the places in which they recreate or to which they travel. All of this occurs irrespective of the SQ
rating. The assumption that the rating system of “A”, “B”, and “C” are reflective of scenic value held
by people for a specific place is a stretch. A community may value the big open views of rolling
sage-brush plain and visually identify that landscape with their “sense of place” but that landscape
would likely rate out as a “C” landscape with “low visual value” and on that basis alone, any visual
alteration to the “C” landscape would be considered to cause “low impact”. Did that “C” landscape
rating adequately represent the actual publics “scenic value” of that specific landscape? Likely

not. How does this study then reconcile the discrepancy between actual scenic values held by
people with ratings based on qualities of classic design exhibited by a landscape?

The topic “Impacts to People” already appears to look at how the Project would affect scenic values
and alter the human environment because it includes land, people and exposures. Could the topics
be merged?

Table 3.12-3, Page 3.12-16: Thank you clearly identifying “impacts to X” from “Compliance”. This is
now clearer than in the previous draft. As mentioned in an earlier comment, compliance needs to be
put into its own section and not be included in the environmental effects sections.

Section 3.12.6, Page 3.12-16: Regarding the first of the three bullets at the bottom of the page,
please explain how “visually important landscapes” are identified. Are they identified through
scoping? Are they assumed important based on SQ rating?Regarding the last bullet in this

list. Compliance would not indicate “significant impact”. Change that is not found to be compliant
with VRM Classes set in RMPs need to be identified and addressed. The only way to address them
would be to 1) alter the proposal (aka alter the POD design or prescribe mitigation measures), 2)
alter the RMP VRM Class, or 3) deny the action. RMP Compliance is assessed by following the
guidance in H 8431. Compliance is NOT an impact to the human environment. It is management
concern. The Project may be in compliance with the LUP and the alterations may be in allowable
limits, yet the Project, due to its specific components and design, could still cause impact to the
human environment.It would be erroneous and a serious deficiency of this analysis to categorize
situations of non-compliance as impacts to the human environment. Please correct throughout.
Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-17: The first sentence under “Impact Parameters” is confusing. Could
it be stated this way: “Impacts were assessed based on an analysis of contrast caused by the
Project, visually sensitive stakeholders and places considered visually significant, and how the
visually sensitive stakeholders would experience the Project.” Again, compliance is included here
but is not a parameter to assess impact to the human environment.

Response

Adjustments have been made to the section. Absent community surveys about the personal value individuals hold for
landscape in their neighborhood, the standard BLM and Forest Service scenic quality factors are in effect. This study is
unable to merge the topics of impacts to people and impacts to scenery, due to the inherent divisions in the BLM and
Forest Service visual systems.

The process and results of the impacts and compliance analysis are based on direction from the BLM and USFS Project
leads.

The Final EIS has been edited to reflect this comment. The process and results in the section are consistent with direction
from the BLM and USFS.

The text has been edited to reflect the comment.

L-7
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Commenter Name
BLM

BLM

BLM

BLM

BLM

BLM

BLM

BLM

BLM - Caliente Field
Office
BLM - Caliente Field
Office

BLM - Caliente Field
Office
BLM - Caliente Field
Office

Comment ID

165-1234

165-1235

165-1236

382-580

609-863

609-864

609-865

609-866

699-1786

699-1788

699-1789

699-1791

Extracted Comment

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-17: Regarding the paragraph introducing the 9 “criteria for determining
visual contrasts”.

1) These criteria are not meant to determine visual contrast as stated. They are to assess ways
people will be exposed and the attention that the change will capture.

2) Why are criteria #8 & 9 included? They seem most aligned to the identification of visually
sensitive publics more than as exposure factors.

Section 3.12.6.3, Page 3.12-27: How are these impacting the human environment? Are they
altering the way segments of the public will live, work, play or otherwise interact?

Section 3.12.6.3, Page 3.12-28: Regarding the subtopic “Mitigation”. Mitigation measures that are
being prescribed to bring a non-conforming project into conformance need to be clearly identified
separately from mitigations that are to reduce impact. See previous comments about making
“conformance” its own section and include mitigations there as appropriate.

I've done a review of the document, and have comments as follows: In Volume IIl on page 3.13-91
and 92.

Under the heading "Alternative Ground Electrode Systems in Region IlI" This paragraph states that
the Meadow Valley Il alternative would have the greatest impact on dispersed recreation
opportunities because of the distance from the corridor compared to the other alternatives that have
shorter transmission line lengths and smaller footprints.

This is not correct. Most recreation use in this area is motorized trail use. The transmission line
length doesn't affect recreation as much as the acreage to be fenced around each Ground Electrode
System. Dispersed use numbers are much greater in the Mormon Mesa area than that in the
Meadow Valley Il area. Therefore, the greatest impact would be from the sites on or near Mormon
Mesa.

Use estimates in the areas listed above are based on staff observation.

Alternative C for Transwest Express has a number of cultural resource conflicts in the eastern parts
of Sevier county and western parts of Emery County. Alternative C crosses the Quitchupah Creek
drainage in western Emery County. While no ethnographic work has been done in this part of the
drainage, the Southern Paiute view this drainage, including portions beyond those studied in Sevier
County, as important both culturally and spiritually.

Further up the drainage, in Sevier County, the RFO has recognized the creek in its RMP and
Quitchupah Creek Road EIS as a place of significant cultural value both for archaeological sites and
its importance to the Southern Paiute people. The cultural concerns in the Sevier County portion of
Quitchupah Creek are some of the main reasons an alternative outside the Quitchupah Creek
Canyon was selected in the Quitchupah Creek Road EIS. If Alternative C is taken into further
consideration, an ethnographic study with the Southern Paiute will almost certainly be requested
and needed. If the ethnographic study or consultation reveals Southern Paiute cultural concerns with
the area, these concerns might be difficult or even impossible to mitigate.

Alternative C also crosses the Saleratus Benches in the eastern part of Sevier County and runs
along Denmark Wash in western Sevier County. Both of these locations contain some of the most
dense locales for National Register eligible archaeological sites in Sevier County. Alternative C will
not only destroy these important sites, but may prove costly because of the amount of data recovery
that will be necessary in these locations. The transmission line access roads could also contribute
to indirect impacts to those sites by increasing access to the areas.

Finally, Alternative C also crosses designated portions of the Old Spanish Trail (OST) corridor in
western Emery County and eastern Sevier County. The viewshed in this section of the OST remains
largely unchanged from its historic context. Only Highway 10 in Sevier County alters the visual
landscape from what travelers along the trail would have seen during the trail's period of use. If
Alternative C is selected, some sort of mitigation would likely be needed to mitigate the effects of the
line and the towers in this area.

The Panaca Summit Archaeological District is a listed property not just an eligible property and it
should be listed with all of the other Listed National Register Sites and Archaeological Districts.
Executive Summary: None or one plan amendment would be required. The BLM Caliente (Nevada)
FO plan may be affected. This is misleading see amendments section.

ES 3.15 Special Designation Areas

Within Region Ill, Fourth paragraph, Correct portion to portions

Social_and_Econ Table 3.17-3 Selected Social Characteristics

Change column Two spelling FROM Number of Resident TO Number of Residents

L-8

Response
The text has been edited to reflect the comment.

The text has been edited to reflect the comment.

The process and results for the section are based on direction from the BLM and USFS Project leads.

Text was revised in Section 3.13.6.11 to state the Mormon Mesa-Carp Elgin Road (Alternative 11I-B) and Halfway Wash
East (Alternative IlI-A) would have the greatest impacts because they have the largest permanent footprints in a popular
dispersed recreation area.

Comment noted. Tribal consultation between the BLM, Western, and the Southern Paiute currently is ongoing. As of this
date, no locations of tribal concern have been identified by the Southern Paiute through the consultation process.

Comment noted. Tribal consultation between the BLM, Western, and Southern Paiute currently is ongoing. At this time,
the Southern Paiute have not requested an ethnographic study nor have they identified any specific locations or properties
of tribal concern.

Comment noted. As stated in Section 3.11.6.2, an intensive Class Ill inventory would be conducted after the final route is
selected by the BLM and Western. The inventory would be conducted with enough lead time to allow for NRHP
evaluations, impacts assessments, and resolution of adverse effects. Avoidance would be the preferred method of
"mitigation," and can be achieved by locating the transmission line foundations away from eligible sites or by spanning the
eligible sites. Avoidance by either of these methods would greatly reduce data recovery costs.

The Programmatic Agreement developed for this project includes an appendix that defines procedures to identify and
evaluate effects to historic properties for which setting, feeling, and association are aspects of integrity. Any minimization or
mitigation measures necessary to address adverse effects identified through that analysis will be included in historic
properties treatment plans developed specific to each state. This detailed analysis of historic properties' setting and
associated treatment plans will be completed only for the final route selected by the agencies, concurrent with the Class IlI
field inventory.

All references to the Panaca Summit Archaeological District as a listed site have been revised per the comment.

The executive summary is only intended to provide a snapshot of the information presented in the document and more
detail in provided in the plan amendment chapter. However, the statement is true in that depending on the alternative
selected, either none or one plan amendment is proposed in the Caliente FO.

Text edited as requested.

Text edited as requested.
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Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response
BLM - Caliente Field  699-1792 4.0 Federal Agency Land Use Plan Amendments: Change LAST sentence of Page 4-5 The suggested change has been made to the text.
Office FROM Maps depicting with the required plan amendments TO Maps depicting the required plan
amendments.
BLM - Caliente Field  699-1793 Amendments P4-44: For P4-44 the last section of 4.4.13 could be clarified. Suggest this section be  An amendment is no longer needed for this area based on the updated preliminary engineered alignment and associated
Office changed as follows: For Alternative C, Map 23 and Table 26 (p. 115 and 119) associated with RMP refined transmission line corridor received from the Applicant for the Final EIS.

decision SD-3 would be amended as follows for 9 miles (new text in bold italics, including a new

footnote #15): Table 26 (Excerpt from EYDO RMP)

Management Prescriptions for ACECs Kane Springs (57,190 acres) Management Activities

Management Prescriptions Land Use AuthorizationLimited9/avoidance2/exclusion area 1515 A one-

time exception is granted to accommodate one high-voltage transmission line through the ROW

exclusion area adjacent to U.S. Highway 931
BLM - Caliente Field  699-1794 CH 4 Amendments P 4-63 An amendment is no longer needed for this area based on the updated preliminary engineered alignment and associated
Office Change FROM The 9 miles of utility corridor that would require a plan amendment would cross or refined transmission line corridor received from the Applicant for the Final EIS.

overlap with intermittent streams and various waterbodies. The amended area would overlap with

one mile intermittent streams.TO The 9 miles of utility corridor that would require a plan amendment

would cross or overlap with intermittent streams and various waterbodies. The amended area would

overlap within one mile of intermittent streams.
BLM - Caliente Field  699-1795 Page 4-94 And Table 5-30: Alternative C will require the most EYDO work for ESA and plan An amendment is no longer needed for this area based on the updated preliminary engineered alignment and associated
Office amendment. Especially with Kane Springs and Desert tortoise Gopherus agassizii Page 4-94: refined transmission line corridor received from the Applicant for the Final EIS.

Impacts to reptiles(e.g., desert tortoise, banded gila monster) and raptors would be more

pronounced within this FO due to available habitat, and sensitivity to disturbance. This proposed

plan amendment alternative would cross 276 acres of critical habitat and 3 acres of potential habitat

for desert tortoise. Also see Table 5-30 Region Ill: SDAs Within Shared 2-mile Transmission Line

Corridor forth same point.

BLM - Caliente Field  699-1796 Nevada State Office: The Sunrise Instant Study Area needs to be released by congress prior to any  Section 3.15.4.6 of the Draft EIS (page 3-87 et al.) indicated use of a future corridor through the Sunrise ISA would be

Office new land use authorizations can be issued within this area. contingent upon Congressional action releasing the ISA from further wilderness consideration. This text was updated to
indicate that the 2014 Consolidated Appropriations Act (2014 Act) H.R. 3547-309, Sec. 115 (a) released the Sunrise
Mountain Instant Study Area (ISA) from further wilderness consideration and study and the area is to be managed in
accordance with the adopted land management plan (i.e., as part of the Rainbow Garden ACEC). As such, the Sunrise ISA
has been removed from the special designations areas analyzed in Section 3.15 but the Rainbow Garden ACEC remains.

BLM - Colorado 699-1787 The ACECs in the Ely district are not PROPOSED, they are ACECs as identified in the Ely District Section 3.15 of the Draft EIS does not refer to any Ely District ACECs as being proposed but not designated.

State Office RMP.

BLM - Colorado 700-1741 Executive Summary, 2nd Paragraph: The first portion of the paragraph states that impacts would The section has been edited as follows:Second paragraph, first sentence changed to: Visual resources impacts to the

State Office occur, but only within the context of physical change and contrasts. But change and contrastin and  human environment would occur during the construction phase of the Project and would be caused by the effects of
of themselves must not be misconstrued as impacts to the human environment (NEPA's focus). The  vegetation clearing within the ROW and ground disturbance for access roads, transmission line, terminal, and electrode
sentence beginning “Direct impacts to people and scenery would be expected to be high and bed construction. Second paragraph, third sentence changed to: In undeveloped areas, transmission line elements would
contrasts would comply with BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class IV management contrast with existing characteristic landscapes to a moderate to strong degree and impacts to the human environment
objectives,” hints at clarification—noting that while impacts are expected to be moderate to high, would be moderate to high. Second paragraph, fifth sentence changed to: In all cases, construction and operation activities
contrasts would nonetheless comply with VRM Class IV objectives. In this strategically important occurring in the immediate foreground of the observer would causes greater impacts than those appearing at a further
introductory paragraph, please consider making the important distinction between impacts to the distance. Second paragraph, a six sentence added as follows: Impacts to the human environment are considered
human environment (existing baseline conditions) and conformance with BLM’s VRM Class independently from conformance with BLM Visual Resource Management (VRM) Class Objectives, or consistency with
objectives (administrative baseline) more transparent. Thank you! USFS Visual Quality Objectives (VQO)or Scenic Integrity Objectives (SIO).

BLM - Colorado 700-1742 Appendix |, Visual Resource Inventory Classifications: VRI classes are not defined in BLM’s 8400 The appendix has been changed to reflect the comment.

State Office policy manual. Its 8410 inventory manual states that they are only “informational in nature and

provide the basis for considering visual values.” The first sentence of this section goes further,

stating that VRI classes “represent the relative value of the visual resources and provide the basis

for conserving visual values...” Please consider the need to 1) strike “conserve” and replace it with

“consider,” and 2) then relate that consideration to the second sentence of the draft which explains

those values to be considered are the inventoried scenic quality, visual sensitivity, and distance

zone classifications of existing conditions.
BLM - Colorado 700-1744 Appendix I, Compliance with Agency Management Objectives: The second sentence of the first The appendix has been edited to reflect the comment.
State Office paragraph is incorrect, stating “The recent visual resource inventories have not yet been included in

the current BLM RMPs.” VRIs are never included in any RMPs but are instead used to inform the

selection of VRM Class objectives in RMPs. Please correct.
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700-1745

Commenter Name

BLM - Colorado
State Office

Appendix |, Residual Landscape Scenery Impacts and Residual Sensitive Viewers Impacts: The
first of these sections states that “Landscape scenery impacts were determined based on the
comparison of contrasts with the scenic quality inventory of the affected environment.” The second
section states that “Sensitive viewers' impacts were determined based on the comparison of
contrasts with sensitivity/user concern levels, distance zones..., and visibility of the Project.”
Because a) NEPA requires assessing environmental effects to the human environment, and b)
inventoried VRI components describe the three components of that affected environment, these two
narrative sections suggest that the draft hasn’t yet integrated project effects to both elements of the
affected human environment—concerned publics and the landscapes, features and views that
concern them:

1st: Change itself as measured by degree of contrast must not of itself be considered as impacts to
the human environment unless it can be shown that this change adversely (or beneficially) affects
identified visually sensitive and/or concerned publics.

2nd: The second section referenced above appears to more directly get at effects to the human
environment because it relates the project landscape contrast to both identified viewer sensitivities
and project visibility/distance zones—it appears that all three have been integrated in this second
analysis. IOW, you've already done the integration in this section.

What then is gained by representing the first section (“Residual Landscape Scenery Impacts”) as if it
were an altogether separate analysis of impacts? If we allow ourselves to be tripped up by the 8431
manual’s use of the word “impact” (“tripped up” because that word is clearly used there in reference
to “having an effect on"--Webster’s) and not in the NEPA sense of effects to the human environment
brought about by landscape alterations as. Besides, change in and of itself could only equal impact
if affected publics could reasonably expect that BLM public lands were to be preserved (as in NPS’
parklands charter).

Please therefore consider integrating text that follows the first section header within the text which
follows the second—and changing section titles accordingly. This appears to be a significant
deficiency in the draft. Correcting it would:

#1) demonstrate how the analysis integratedly addresses the affected human environment, and

#2) avoid assigning impacts to changes irrespective of their effects on that human

environment. Thank you very much!

Appendix |, Table 1-5 Visual Resource Inventory Classes Affected by the Project: Because changes
to inventoried VRI classes are merely the manualized result (using the classification table) of
changes to VRI components (and therefore less definitive), would it be feasible to instead or in
addition show what actually changed: scenic quality, visual sensitivity, or distance zones?

BLM - Colorado
State Office

700-1746

BLM - Colorado
State Office

700-1747 Appendix |, Table 1-10 Visual Contrast Criteria and Impact Factors: This table illustrates the degree
to which the first section referred to in comment #4 above overlaps the second. How can the listed
factors be considered as “Impact Factors” if they do not serve as an index of landscape alteration
and therefore impacts to visually concerned publics sensitive to those changes? Columns 3 “View
Distance,” 4 “View Duration,” 5 “Angle of Duration,” 6 “Light Condition, and 9 “Relative Scale” all
pertain to either relative visibility or noticeability. But Columns 10 “Scenic/Historic” and 11
“Residential” depict conditions of affected scenery. Whatever impacts to the human environment
are caused by changes to scenic quality (noted in the previous tables) could easily be factored into
this chart—thereby avoiding the connotation (or is it denotation?) that change in and of itself is an
impact.

L-10
Response
The appendix text has been edited to reflect your comment.
Table I-5 discloses the VRI Class (Class Il, 1lI, or IV) crossed by the Project and the extent of the crossing. It is not intended

to show possible changes to the inventoried VRI classes. Such changes would be based on the results of user
sensitivity/user concern surveys of publics with interests in those landscapes and associated distance zones based on their
locations in each landscape. It is possible to estimate changes to the scenic quality ratings based on inventory criteria and
those are included in the previous section.

The "connotation that change in and of itself is an impact" is accurate for the Project, in no case is there an increase in
scenic quality. There are no changes based on effects of the Project that are not a high, moderate, or low impact to the
human environment. Each of the items in the chart supports the overall impact analysis for each KOP. The scenic quality
change analyses are not based on current KOPs.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

Comment ID

700-1748

700-1749

700-1750

700-1751

700-1752

700-1753

700-1754

700-1755

700-1756

Extracted Comment

Appendix |, Table I-11 Landscape Scenery Impacts: This table only classifies “Landscape Scenery
Impacts” as Low, Moderate and High but fails to explain what they are or why they are classified as
listed. There is a footnote (number 1) following the word “Classifications” in the last column, but no
footnote appears in the draft. This draft appears to fall short on this. NEPA is very clear on this. In
the BLM's 1790 NEPA Handbook:

Section 6.7.1 Affected Environment states: “The affected environment section succinctly describes
the existing condition and trend of issue-related elements of the human environment that may be
affected by implementing the proposed action or narrative. The CEQ regulations discuss “human
environment” at 40 CFR 1508.14; the term broadly relates to biological, physical, social and
economic elements of the environment.” (emphasis added)

“Effects can be ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the components,
structures, and functioning of affected ecosystems), aesthetic, historic, cultural, economic, social, or
health. Effects may also include those resulting from actions that may have both beneficial and
detrimental effects; even if on balance the agency believes that the effects will be beneficial (40 CFR
1508.8).” [emphasis added]

Appendix |, Table 1-12 Scenic Quality Classes Changed by the Project: The draft is unclear on both
the character of these changes (are they before or after mitigation?) and the purpose for their
inclusion here (is it to articulate changes to existing VRI classifications? Or what?) This appears to
fall short.

Appendix |, Table 1-13 High Sensitivity Viewers — After Mitigation: Unlike the previous table, this
one makes clear its intent to portray conditions after mitigation. Secondly, while the title reads “High
Sensitivity Viewers” the last column reads “Impact.” Despite the title, the intent appears to be the
latter. Yet there is nothing in the table describing the nature of the impact. And what does it mean
that there are “High, Moderate, or Low” impacts to high sensitivity viewers. Seems unintelligible.
Appendix |, Table I-14 Moderate Sensitivity Viewers — After Mitigation: See comments for Table I-13

Appendix |, Tables |-15 & I-16 Compliance or Consistency with BLM VRM Classes...Before and
After Mitigation: Changes before and after mitigation cannot readily be compared by presenting
these as two separate tables. This could easily be facilitated, however, by adding another column to
Table 15 to which the last column from Table 1-16 would be added. Please do this so that readers
can readily determine mitigation effectiveness.

Section 3.12.1, Page 3.12-1, Regulatory Background: Relevant sections of NEPA directing that
environmental assessments analyze effects to the human environment (see comments

above). Those requirements are conspicuously missing from this section. Despite the absence of
BLM guidance on how to do this for visual resources, these NEPA directives are particularly relevant
for “scenic values,” as stated in FLPMA. This appears to be a significant shortcoming of the draft.
Section 3.12.1.2, Page 3.12-1, BLM Resource Management Plans: This synopsis of VRM Class
objectives is incomplete. VRM Class Objectives specify both 1) levels of change to the
characteristic landscape and 2) the degree to which management activities attract attention. This
section of the draft omits that second component of each objective (see BLM 8410 Manual). The
draft has this right in Table 3.12-1, but not in this section of the narrative.

Section 3.12.2.1, Page 3.12-3, Visual Resource Inventory—VRI Classes: This states that “VRI
classes represent the relative value of the visual resources and provide the basis for considering
visual values in the resource management planning process.” By contrast, the 8410 manual states,
“Inventory classes are informational in nature and provide the basis for considering visual values in
the RMP process.” All three matter. This distinction is not inconsequential, for the visual values to
which the 8410 manual refers are portrayed by scenic quality, visual sensitivity and distance zone
classes. The VRI classes themselves do not represent the relative value of visual resources; they
are merely combinations of scenic quality, visual sensitivity and distance zones that are
automatically determined by the classification matrix included in lllustration 11 of BLM's 8410
manual.

Section 3.12.4, Page 3.12-5: Baseline Description. This section is still under the larger sub-
heading, 3.12 Regulatory Background. That background in the draft includes both VRI classes (the
existing conditions baseline that portrays the “Affected Environment” to which NEPA anchors Eas)
and VRM class objectives (the administrative baseline as portrayed in approved RMPs. What's in
this section of the draft looks good but is incomplete without adequately differentiating among these
two contrasting baselines, because the draft appears to alternately address both. This needed
clarification appears to be very important.

L-11

Response
The appendix text has been updated to reflect your comment.

This is described in the appendix text under Residual Landscape Scenery Impacts and indicates the change after
mitigation. Yes, it is to articulate changes to existing VRI classifications based on changes to the scores in the scenic
quality ratings.

This is based on the impact parameters in Section 3.12.6.1 Methodology and Tables 3.12-5 and 3.12-6. A footnote is added
to the appendix Table I-13.

This is based on the impact parameters in Section 3.12.6.1 Methodology and Tables 3.12-5 and 3.12-6. A footnote is added
to the appendix Table I-14.

The appendix Table I-15 has been edited to reflect your comment.

NEPA directives have been added to the section under Regulatory Background.

The text in the section has been appended based on the comment.

The text has been augmented to address this concern.

The section has been edited to address your concern.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response
BLM - Colorado 700-1757 Section 3.12.6, Page 3.12-6 et. al., Impacts to Visual Resources: There are several significant The section has been edited to address this comment based on direction provided by the BLM project leads.
State Office problems with the second sentence of the first  on p. 3-12-16 and the first § under this header on p.

3.12-12:

The statement on p. 3-12-12 fails to adequately differentiate between “impacts” (the existing
conditions baseline) and “compliance” (the administrative baseline). About “Potential impacts...” it
states, “These include potential impacts to people (the viewing public), impacts to scenery, and
compliance with visual resource management objectives or consistency with USFS scenic integrity
or visual quality objectives.” This is untrue, for compliance with VRM objectives must not be
represented as a part of impact analysis because it is gauged by approved VRM class objectives
and not by the affected environment as required by NEPA. The first two parts of the statement on p.
3-12-12 (quoted above) appear to be on-target, but they are contradicted by the second sentence of
the first § of p. 3-12-16 which states, “The analysis of visual resources impacts is based on the
assumptions that disturbance of people’s views and changes in the scenic landscape are impact
parameters.” This makes no sense because:
« The statement on p. 3-12-12 already explains that the analysis goes beyond the assumptions
stated here.
« And indeed the work that Merlyn Paulson has done looks at the concerns of affected visually
sensitive publics in particular, and does not simply assume the existence of impacts simply on the
basis of unspecified view disturbance or change.
The third sentence of the first § on p. 3-12-16 states further that, “In addition, non-compliance or
inconsistency with agency management objectives indicates impact significance.” This is not true
and indicates further confusion between administrative and existing conditions baselines. Impacts
must be assessed against the affected environment as required by NEPA. That environment is
initially described by VRIs, and is supplemented by public input obtained from scoping meetings,
etc. Non-compliance with agency objectives has nothing to do with the affected environment and
NEPA impacts because VRM Class objectives are administratively determined.
Remaining sentences of the first  on p. 3-12-16 shift gears by describing physical characteristics of
the transmission line and types of accompanying landscape change in general. But we must not
represent these as impacts if they cannot somehow be related to the affected human
environment. Once again, change # impact. To comply with NEPA, changes in and of themselves
must not be misrepresented as impacts to the human environment. The nature of those effects, not
the change, must be described.
Please correct.
BLM - Colorado 700-1758 Section 3.12.6, page 3.12-16, Table 3.12-3 Analysis Considerations for Visual Resources: Two The section has been edited to address concerns in this comment as directed by the BLM and Forest Service project leads.
State Office sections of this table are unclear and/or incomplete. These comments echo some of the same
concerns identified above. 2nd Row: Landscape change in and of itself must not be misrepresented
as an impact to the human environment. The challenge is to demonstrate how change affects
particular elements of the affected human environment. To be more specific: « In terms of affected
landscapes, features, and views, would the project impact: 1. Scenery that is particularly valued? 2.
Publicly prominent views, landmarks or icons? 3. Special areas? 4. Adjoining lands?  In terms of
affected publics sensitive to scenic values, does the project impact: A. Towns or urban
communities? B. Rural residences or ranches? C. Business and industry? D. Recreation-tourism
and leisure visitors? E. Other travelers? As mentioned in the above comments, it is unclear why
these two dimensions of impact to scenic values are not better integrated. 3rd Row: This table still
falls under “3.12.6 Impacts to Visual Resources,” but the third row is not impacts (existing conditions
of the affected environment) but compliance (administrative conditions outlined by agency
objectives). Consistent with the above remarks, this part of the table needs to be placed in another
section of the draft to avoid confusing it with NEPA analyses.
BLM - Colorado 700-1760 Section 3.12.6, Page 3.12-16, Text that follows Table 3.12-3: Comments immediately above apply The section has been edited to address these concerns as directed by the BLM and Forest Service project leads.
State Office here also:
« 1st bullet: foreground degradation of scenic quality cannot be considered an impact if the affected
human environment adversely affected is not identified.
« 2nd paragraph does this.
« 3rd paragraph: again and again, compliance with VRM objectives (administrative environment)
must not be represented as visual resource impacts (affected environment).
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Commenter Name

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office
BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office
BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

BLM - Colorado
State Office

Comment ID

700-1761

700-1762

700-1763

700-1764

700-1765

700-1766

700-1767

700-1768

700-1769

700-1770

700-1771

700-1772

Extracted Comment

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-17, 3.12.6.1 Methodology: The 2nd ¥ on this page is inadequately
integrated with the second. This is now sounding like a “broken record” because the deficiency
shows up so many times in the draft. This separation of VRI scenic quality from public sensitivity
and distance zones throughout the draft is problematic. Impacts to “scenic values” requires looking
at all scenic values—which for the BLM involves scenic quality, visual sensitivity and distance
zones. The challenge then is a) to integrate these components and b) document how the analysis
links the public concerns of visually sensitive publics across affected landscape features and views
to the elements of the human environment affected by the proposed project. See comment 17
above for more detail in this regard.

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-17, 3.12.6.1 Methodology: The 3rd  on this page should be in another
section dealing with VRM Class compliance since it is not part of NEPA impact assessment.
Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-17, Impact Parameters: This sentence also needs help: “Impacts were
assessed by comparing the Project’s visual contrasts with landscape scenery, sensitive viewers, and
compliance and consistency with BLM and USFS visual management objectives, respectively.”

« The first part of the sentence starts off right—including scenic quality and visual sensitivity—but
omits visibility (i.e., distance zones).

« For the nth time, the second half is not impact assessment (i.e., existing conditions baseline) but
compliance monitoring (i.e., administrative baseline).

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-17, Last Paragraph: NEPA's impact assessment requirements cannot
be met by looking at Scenic Quality in a vacuum from the visual sensitivity of affected publics and
project visibility, as the draft affirms it has done. Because all components of scenic value need to be
integratedly assessed, it makes no sense to state that, “Landscape scenery impacts (Table 3.12-4)
were determined based on the comparison of contrasts with the scenic quality inventory of the
affected environment (Appendix 1, Figure 1-11 and Appendix |, Table 1-11).”

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-18, Table 3.12-4 Landscape Scenery Impacts: This table does not
depict impacts as it states, but only degrees of visual contrast instead. This is problematic.

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-18, Table 3.12-5 Sensitivity Level/User Concern Impacts: This table
appears to misrepresent variations in the visibility of project contrast as impacts. Once again,
change # impacts.

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-19, First Paragraph following Table 3.12-6: This discussion of
compliance with BLM VRM objectives belongs in an RMP compliance section because the analysis
is based on the RMP’s administrative baseline rather than the existing conditions baseline as
required by NEPA.

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-19, Table 3.12-7 Impact Level Criteria:

Row 1, Line 1: Project dominance in Class A or Class B landscape scenery must not be equated
with High impacts.

Row 2, Line 1: Project co-dominance in Class B scenery must not be equated with Moderate
impacts.

Row 2, Line 3: It is not clear why the project's parallel location to existing linear projects would
render it as having moderate impact.

Row 3, Line 1. Project dominance or co-dominance in Class C landscape scenery must not be
equated with low impact.

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-19, Table 3.12-8 BLM Compliance: This table does not belong in the
impact section for the same reasons given multiple times in the above comments.

Section 3.12.6.1, Page 3.12-20, 3.12.6.2 Impacts from Terminal Construction and Operation: This
narrative should be adjusted in accordance with the previous observations as required by NEPA's
logic that requires identifying not just change but effects to the affected human environment.
Section 3.12.6.3, 4, and 5, Page 3.12-21 et al.--3.12.6.3 Impacts Common to all Alternatives and
Associated Components, 3.12.6.4 Region |, and 3.12.6.5 Region Il. These narratives should all be
readjusted consistent with the above noted deficiencies to meet NEPA'’s requirements.

Section 3.13, Page 3.13-10, Figure 3.13-1 Region | Recreation Areas: Where are the environmental
effects of the potential Ground Electrode Sites depicted in this figure (lying just east of the Little
Snake River in the Great Divide area) on both scenic values and recreation addressed?

L-13

Response
The section has been edited to address these concerns as directed by the BLM and Forest Service project leads.

The presence of VRM compliance in this section, in addition to impacts to the human environment, is based on approved
precedents and direction from the BLM project leads.
The section has been edited to reflect your comment.

Thank you for your insight. The narrative is based on approved precedent and direction from the BLM project leads. In
addition, the text has been updated to clarify the integration of these elements (scenery, sensitivity, visibility, and
distances).

Thank you for your insight. The narrative is based on approved precedent and direction from the BLM project leads. In
addition the text has been updated in include clarification of the integration of scenic quality, sensitivity, visibility and
distance zones.

Thank you for your insight. The narrative is based on approved precedent and direction from the BLM project leads. In
addition, the text has been updated to include clarification of the integration of scenic quality, sensitivity, visibility and
distance zones.

The discussion is in the visual section based on approved precedent and direction from the BLM project leads. It is also
located in the RMP compliance section, to the extent applicable to the Project and as approved by the BLM.

Equating the levels of scenic quality with impacts is based on approved precedent and direction from the BLM.

This table is present in the visual section based on approved precedent and direction provided by the BLM project leads.

The text has been edited and augmented to reflect your comment regarding the human environment and impacts vs.
contrasts.

The text has been edited and augmented to reflect your comment regarding contrasts vs. impacts to the human
environment.

Recreation impacts from these ground electrode sites are discussed in Section 3.13.6.9 under the heading "Alternative
Ground Electrode Systems in Region I" on DEIS page 3.13-46 and in Table 3.13-22 on DEIS page 3.13-47. The Little
Snake East and West ground electrode sites have been removed from the analysis in the FEIS.

Visual impacts caused by ground electrode sites are discussed in Section 3.12.6.2.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response
BLM - Colorado 700-1773 Section 3.13, Page 3.13-16 , Table 3.13-5 Federally Dispersed Rec Opportunities w/in Region | Wild horse viewing was added to the text for activities within the Field Office in Table 3.13-5 and within the South Sand
State Office Little Snake FO Row: Consider adding wild horse viewing for Sand Wash Basin. The Yampa River Wash SRMA in Table 3.13-6, both in Section 3.13.5.1. Text regarding flatwater boating on the two rivers and sightseeing in

is mentioned as being hydrologically intact and that the portion between Craig and Maybel receives the Great Divide and Little Snake River areas was added for the Field Office in Table 3.13-5 in Section 3.13.5.1.
intensive recreation use. But the draft does not appear to mention flat water boating on either the

Yampa or the Little Snake River. Also, the Great Divide area and Little Snake River environs are

valued for their “big open” and relatively undeveloped old west character for sightseeing.

BLM - Colorado 700-1774 Section 3.13, Page 3.13-17 & 18, Tables 3.13-6 Federally Managed SRMAs & Table 3.13-7 State Text was added to Table 3.13-6 indicating the trail itself is not a SRMA, but partially lies within the Little Yampa Canyon
State Office and Locally Managed Recreation Areas within Region | SRMA. The relationship between the SRMA and the State Park was clarified in both Table 3.13-6 and Table 3.13-7 in
In Table 3.13-6, The Yampa Valley Trail is not an SRMA, although portions of it lie within the Little Section 3.13.5.1 by adding text that states Colorado Parks and Wildlife is the primary manager of all Yampa River public
Yampa Canyon SRMA. In both tables, the overlapping relationship between Little Yampa Canyon access sites, including those on BLM lands, under a cooperative agreement with BLM.
SRMA and Yampa River State Park is not made clear in the draft.
BLM - Colorado 700-1775 Section 3.13.6, Page 3.13-29Impacts to Recreation, 2nd  Lines 5-8 define recreation opportunities  The definition of recreation opportunities in Section 3.13.6 was modified to include human-controlled conditions and
State Office “as the combination of the natural elements....and human-controlled conditions....that create the services (e.g., roads and trails, developed sites, facilities, guiding services). The definition of recreational expectations in
potential for recreation and may include dispersed or specially managed opportunities.” Private Section 3.13.6 was modified to include users knowledge, preferences or desires ("...having prepared for the desired
sector visitor services, such as those provided on-site by both river boating and upland hunting/OHV  recreational experience [given their knowledge, preferences or desires]). Knowledge encompasses both prior experience
outfitters and guides also play a significant role in producing dispersed recreation opportunities in and expectation of an experience given knowledge gathered from promotional marketing and outreach materials. The
this area.The same 1 also defines “recreational expectations” as assumptions, and further defined definition of user satisfaction in Section 3.13.6 was modified to include recreational desires along with recreational
“user satisfaction” as the subjective evaluation of the degree to which activities and experiences expectations.

meet those expectations. This is not completely accurate. Public recreation-tourism desires or
preferences, not mentioned in this paragraph, play a greater role influencing satisfaction than the
draft’s silence on this matter indicates. In addition, expectations are more conditioned by factors
such as promotional marketing and outreach materials, and prior experience than they are simply
assumptions. Thus satisfaction tends to hinge more on the degree to which recreation-tourism
outings enable participants to achieve their desires. Expectations therefore condition what publics
believe is there and whether they believe it can satisfy their desires.
BLM - Colorado 700-1776 Section 3.13.6, Page 3.13-29 Opportunities have been removed from both numbered statements and replaced with "desires" in Section 3.13.6.
State Office Impacts to Recreation, 3rd
Consider changing items 1 and 2 in response to the above comments. Also:
1. This sentence is more than a bit upside down: recreation opportunities include the chance to
engage in outings and activities; within desired physical, social and operational settings; and to
achieve desired experiences and other recreating benefits. Each area, not activity, has its own
complement of recreation opportunities.
2. ltis the degree to which recreation opportunity components line up with individual participant
recreation-tourism desires that determines satisfaction (i.e., Were they able to engage in their
preferred activities, within their preferred settings, access their desired services, and achieve their
desired experiences and benefits?).

BLM - Colorado 700-1777 Section 3.13.6, Page 3.13-30 thru 32 It is understood that people within each activity group may participate in more than just the primary activity that the group is
State Office Sections 3.13.6.1-3.13.6.7 centered around. Therefore, the impact analysis describes general recreation impacts, such as setting (scenery), access,
The problem with approaching the analysis by groups of recreation activities is that these are not noise, etc., as well as impacts to specific user groups.

“airtight” categories. For example, it is well-understood that many who view or hunt wildlife drive
OHVs and enjoy the scenery. Likewise scenery has been shown to be important to boaters,
anglers, and non-mechanized participants as well. Further integration is needed to avoid a “plastic”
analysis of impacts on the affected human environment.

BLM - Colorado 700-1778 Section 3.13.6.8, Page 3.13-38 In Section 3.13.6.8, the SRMA sentence has been revised to indicate the line would not be located within any SRMAs.
State Office 3.13.6.8 Impacts Common all Alternative Routes.... Because Alternative I-A would not impact a SRMA, impacts to lands within the Little Snake FO are covered under the
[] Under SRMA, 5th Paragraph: “Within the Little Snake FO”: heading "BLM Dispersed Recreation Areas" within Alternative I-A in Section 3.13.6.9. This section states the alternative
“No SRMAs would be located within...” Did you mean the 250-foot-wide transmission line would not  "...would affect recreationists by displacing visitors due to area closures, noise or visual presence of construction...". The
be located within any SRMAs—since the proposal is not to locate SRMAs? text also describes impacts to hunter and wildlife user groups. Economic effects are discussed in Section 3.17
But would the proposed action’s alteration of the landscape: Socioeconomics.

« Adversely impact key aesthetic elements of the affected recreation-tourism human environment:
a) recreation-tourism participants? b) and/or businesses that depend on those participants? c)
Affected communities, economically?

 Either with respect to SRMAs or outside them?

BLM - Colorado 700-1779 Section 3.13.6.8, Page 3.13-38 et al. The specific environmental impacts that would affect the user groups present in the project area are described in Sections

State Office All Impact Sections 3.13.6.1 to 6. In addition, general environment changes that would affect the experiences of dispersed recreation users are
Please consider the need to tighten up these narratives so that they go beyond merely describing described in Section 3.13.6.8. In Sections 3.13.6.9 to 12, effort was made to be specific regarding what environmental
change to describe elements of the recreation-tourism human environment impacted by that changes would affect recreation users, such as construction noise, human presence, traffic, etc.

change. Thank you!
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response
BLM - Colorado 700-1780 Page 3.2-1 The paragraph in Section 3.2.1.2 was revised according to the suggestion stated in the comment.
State Office Move ALL of this 1st paragraph, except the last sentence of 1st paragraph to be a new separate

paragraph below this sentence in the last paragraph of that section, “Other Ims include WO-IM-2012
140 and 141 (BLM 2012a,b).”.

Otherwise, this order is confusing, and gives history we have since mostly moved away

from. Should show current laws and policy first for BLM, then the history paragraph, then transition
to the USFS paleo info.

BLM - Colorado 700-1781 Table 3.2-2 Table 3.2-2 in Section 3.2.5.1 was revised according to the suggestion stated in the comment.
State Office The Uinta Formation should be PFYC 5 (or 4-5, but not 4), as the Colorado part is listed PFYC 5 in

the White River Field Office (Meeker, CO).
BLM - Colorado 700-1782 Table 3.2-2 Table 3.2-2 in Section 3.2.5.1 was revised according to the suggestion stated in the comment.
State Office The lles Formation should be PFYC 5 (or 4-5, but not 4) as the Colorado part is listed PFYC 5 in the

White River Field Office (Meeker, CO
BLM - Colorado 700-1783 Table 3.2-2The Dakota Formation should be PFYC 3-5, as those parts of Colorado affected rank it Table 3.2-2 in Section 3.2.5.1 was revised according to the suggestion stated in the comment.
State Office PFYC 3
BLM - Colorado 700-1784 1st Paragraph, Alt A: Several PFYC unit numbers are incorrectly listed as roman numerals. Hence  Suggested changes have been made to the text.
State Office “category 111" should be “PFYC Class 3", “V” should be “PFYC 5”, and “PFYC II” should be “PFYC 2"
BLM - Colorado 700-1785 3rd Paragraph, Alt B: “Category lll and V PFYC areas” should be “PFYC 3 and 5 areas” Suggested change has been made to the text.
State Office
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1797 Please replace the FFO comments submitted on August 2nd with the attached updated comments The replacement of comments has been made. Each comment has an individual response.
Office attached to this email.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1798 The Sevier Playa Project is designed to recover potash and other solid leasable minerals through The Sevier Playa Project was added to the reasonably foreseeable future action list for Region Ill and the Chapter 5
Office evaporative concentration of saline brines from the sediments of the Sevier Playa, a normally dry analysis was updated appropriately.

lakebed. The playa is approximately 26 miles long by an average of 8 miles wide and covers

approximately 140,000 acres. The potash extraction located on BLM-leased lands and the

processing facilities located on SITLA-leased lands will not require a BLM ROW. The “off lease”

ancillary facilities that will require a BLM ROW grant include:

* Power lines « Gas pipelines » Water pipelines ¢ Rail facility « New spur track ¢ Access roads and

other facilities as needed.

(see original letter for additional information regarding this project)
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1799 The proposed project is a utility-scale wind energy generating facility of 160 megawatts (MW) to be The Long Ridge Wind Development Project was added to the reasonably foreseeable future action list for Region IIl and
Office located on 35,920 acres of Bureau of Land Management (BLM) land and 3,680 acres of State land, the Chapter 5 analysis was updated appropriately.

approximately 26 miles southwest of Delta, Utah. The project would include up to 107 turbines and

would require an underground electrical collection system, roads, a substation and switchyard, an

operations and maintenance building, up to three permanent and six temporary meteorological

towers, and associated temporary and permanent structures and interconnect the facility into an

existing 230-kilovolt (kV) transmission line that crosses the project.

(see original letter for additional information regarding this project)
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1800 This wind energy site testing and monitoring grant authorizes the installation of two (2) met towers The Energy of Utah-Long Ridge Wind Development Project was added to the reasonably foreseeable future action list for
Office on approximately 27,566.54 acres of project land. This grant is issued for three (3) years and Region |1l and the Chapter 5 analysis was updated appropriately.

expires on December 31, 2015. The FFO will provide shapefiles of the project area granted. An

amendment (to add Met towers and maybe adjust the project area) and an assignment are being

planned for this ROW grant. (BLM is waiting for the ROW application.)

(see original letter for additional information regarding this project)
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1801 Section 2.4.2.1 Project Description Within Section 2.4.2.1 of the Final EIS, decommissioning was added, as well as summaries of construction, operation,
Office The first paragraph states, “All of the details on proposed Project facilities, construction methods, maintenance, and decommissioning by facility type.

Project operation, and maintenance practices, including vegetation management, are provided in

Appendix D.” There is no mention of where details on decommissioning can be found. Add

“decommissioning” to this sentence, since decommissioning is also described in Appendix D, the

PDTR.

The second paragraph gives a very brief summary of construction activities/disturbance. Add a brief

summary of construction activities by facility. (Examples can be provided upon request.)

The third paragraph gives a very brief summary of operation and maintenance disturbance

areas. Add a brief summary of operation and maintenance activities by facility. (Examples can be

provided upon request.)

Add an additional paragraph with a very brief summary of decommissioning disturbance areas and

decommissioning activities by facility.
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BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office
BLM - Filmore Field
Office
BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

BLM - Filmore Field
Office
BLM - Filmore Field
Office

Comment ID

698-1802

698-1803

698-1804

698-1805

698-1806

698-1807

698-1808

698-1809

698-1810

698-1811

698-1812

698-1813

698-1814

698-1815

698-1816

Extracted Comment

Section 2.4.3.1
First paragraph, last sentence, add “that” between “require an” to read “Design Option 3 would
require that an AC substation be constructed ...”

Table 2-23, 2-24, 2-25, 2-26

These tables describe the summary of resource impacts by region. In many cases, under the
resource topic column, the phase of the project during which impacts would occur is listed. The
construction and operation phases are the only phases mentioned. Many of these same impacts
would occur during the maintenance phase and again during the decommissioning phase. The
table should be edited under each resource to identify impacts that would occur during the
maintenance phase and/or the decommissioning phase.

Section 3.5.6.5, Region IlIThe following statement should be deleted from the analysis of Alternative
IlI-B and I1I-C. « “Alternative 11I-B (Alternative 111-C) would cross in the vicinity of the Little Sahara
Sand Dunes Recreation Area. Due to the sandy substrate, shifting topography, and winds in the
area, reclamation would be difficult and most likely would not be successful. See Section 3.3, Sails,
for more detail.” The alternatives impacted by the Little Sahara Sand Dunes are Alternatives II-A, 1I-
D, and II-E. Add this information to the analysis for these three alternatives.

Section 3.5.6.5, Region I

Delete the following text from the Region Il Conclusion.

« “Alternative 111-B and Alternative IlI-C would cross in the vicinity of the Little Sahara Sand Dunes
Recreation Area, which would be difficult to reclaim. For more information, see Section 3.3, Soils.”
The alternatives impacted by the Little Sahara Sand Dunes are Alternatives II-A, II-D, and II-E. Add
this information to the analysis for these three alternatives in Region II.

Section 3.7.6.5, Region I

Alternative 111-B (Agency Preferred), first paragraph, fourth sentence, change “U.S. Highway 6” to
“U.S. Highway 6/50".

Section 3.12.6.3: A portion of previous comment (111-192) not adequately addressed. Design
Option 3 — Facilities and impacts would not be the same as the proposed action as stated in this
section. Facilities and impacts would be different, due to facilities being constructed near IPP that
would not be part of the analysis under the TWE proposed action or alternatives.

Table 3.12-17: Previous comment (111-188) is not adequately addressed. Alternative IlI-A and
Alternative I1I-C, Segment 470, Human Environment, delete U.S. 6 and add U.S. 6/50. The table
shows “Old 6 and 50", but the current highway U.S. 6/50 is also crossed.

Table 3.12-17: Previous comment (111-187) is not adequately addressed. For Alternative IlI-A,
Alternative 111-B and Alternative 11I-C, Segment 450, Human Environment, add Brush Highway.
Table 3.12-17: Previous comment (111-189) is not adequately addressed. For Alternative IlI-C,
Segment 460, Human Environment, add Old U.S. 6/ 50 and the current U.S. 6/50.

Table 3.12-17: Previous comment (111-190) not adequately addressed. Change “Chrystal Peak
Rd” to “Crystal Peak Rd” in the following three locations in the table.

« Alternative IlI-A, Segment 480;

« Alternative IlI-B, Segment 480; and

« Alternative IlI-C, Segment 480.

Section 3.13.6.9, Region |

BLM Dispersed Recreation Areas, first paragraph, last sentence, add “corridor” after “2-mile
transmission line”.

Table 3.13-13 : Table refers to “Mountain Meadows Massacre Site” yet elsewhere in the document
this site is referred to as “Mountain Meadows NHL and Site”. If a change is necessary, use
consistent terminology throughout document.

Section 3.13.6.1, Region lll: Second full paragraph, first sentence, refers to “Mountain Meadows
Massacre site” yet elsewhere in the document this site is referred to as “Mountain Meadows NHL
and Site”.

Table 3.13-31: Numerous places in this table refer to “‘Mountain Meadows Massacre site” yet
elsewhere in the document this site is referred to as “Mountain Meadows NHL and Site”

Section 3.14: Previous comments, (111-194, 111-195, 111-196, 111-197111-199, 111-203, and
111-204), were all in regard to the DMAD Reservoir. The Response to all these comments stated
that references to DMAD Reservoir were deleted from the recreation section and were added to the
land use section. All references to DMAD were removed from the recreation section; however, the
lands section contains no reference to the DMAD Reservoir.

Add references to the DMAD Reservoir to the lands section as stated in the Responses.

L-16

Response
Section 2.4.3.1 has been edited as suggested.

The Chapter 2 summary tables in the Final EIS were edited to include project phase including construction, operation ,
maintenance, and decommissioning.

The requested text has been deleted from the analysis of Alternative 11I-B and IlI-C, and added to the analysis discussion
for Alternatives IlI-A, 1I-D, II-E, and II-F.

The requested text has been revised as requested, and included in the FEIS as part of Alternative II-F because of the
adjusted routing of that alternative.

Text in Section 3.7 has been modified to address comment.

The impacts have been addressed in the section under design options.

The section has been updated to reflect the comment.

The section has been edited to reflect the comment.

The section has been edited to reflect the comment.

The section has been edited to reflect the comment.

The text in Section 3.13.6.9. has been revised as requested and to reflect the FEIS refined transmission corridor.

The name of the site was changed to "Mountain Meadows NHL and Site" in Table 3.13-13 in Section 3.13.5.3 to be
consistent with other sections.

The name of the site was changed to "Mountain Meadows NHL and Site" in Section 3.13.6.11 to be consistent with other
sections.

The name of the site was changed to "Mountain Meadows NHL and Site" in Table 3.13-31 in Section 3.13.6.11 to be
consistent with other sections.

The DMAD reservoir was added to Section 3.14.5.1, Region Il Summary, Table 3.14-14 and the impacts analysis narrative
for Alternative 1I-C.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS
Comment ID  Extracted Comment
698-1817

Commenter Name

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

Section 3.14.5: Region lll, first paragraph, second to last sentence, change to read, “MWC Phase llI
(Millard and Beaver counties) is a wind development planned on state and private land. The ROW
application for MWC Phase IV was a 400 MW project planned on BLM, state and private land. Due
to the expiration of the Production Tax Credits and their bid for a Power Purchase Agreement not
being selected, this ROW application has been withdrawn.”

Section 3.14.6.4: Alternative 1I-F (Agency Preferred) doesn’t include the statement, found in the
analysis of Alternative II-B and Alternative II-C regarding being inconsistent with the goals of Millard
County, etc. Alternative II-B and Alternative II-F follow the same route through Millard County so the
Millard County analysis should be consistent.

Add the following analysis to the Alternative II-F (Agency Preferred) analysis. “There are no
identified incompatible land uses within these communities; however, because this alternative would
not be located within the WWEC in Millard County, it would be inconsistent with the goals, objectives
and implementation strategies of the Millard County General Plan and would require a General Plan
and Utilities Corridor Map amendment prior to the approval of any required land use application(s).”

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1818

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1819 Section 3.16

Previous Comment (111-271) not adequately addressed. Consistent use of acronyms — Use of
“environmental justice” or “EJ” and use of “Las Vegas Valley” or “LVV”". The global search and
replace has apparently not yet been done.

Figure 3.16-3: The railroad between Fillmore and Delta should be removed on this figure also. It
was already removed from Figure 3.16-2.

Section 3.16-6

Previous comment (111-250) not adequately addressed. Edit was not made to text as noted in
Response. Change “right of way” to “right-of-way” or “ROW” if use of acronym is appropriate here.
Table 3.16-7

Previous Comment (111-269) not adequately addressed. U.S. Highway Crossings — The correct
highway number, “U.S. 6/50” was added under the Alternatives IlI-B and IlI-C. Under Alternative IlI-
A change “U.S. 6” to “U.S. 6/50”.

Section 3.18.7.4: Alternative Il-A, first paragraph, second to last sentence on page, states, “Sand
dunes within Alternative II-A also may affect the safety of workers and the public during construction
and operation (see Section 3.3 for further details).” In the analysis of Alternative II-A, 1I-D, and II-E
add more detail as to how sand dunes would affect the safety of workers and the public during
construction and operation, i.e., guy wires are a visually obscure safety hazard, guy wires pose a
potential safety hazard to ATV riders in the Little Sahara Recreation Area, the shifting sands could
reduce the distance from the ground to the conductors or undercut the structure and guy wires, and
the dangers of construction in sand, etc. | know that TWE said they could just install taller towers to
mitigate the distance from the ground to the conductor, but | didn’t see that noted in the document
either.

Figure 3.20-2, Figure 3.20-3: LWC Units 156 and 181 show on Figure 3.20-2 but do not show on
Figure 3.20-3.

Page 3.20-5, All Figures

Previous Comment (111-270) not adequately addressed.

« All figures in the DEIS incorrectly identify the highway between Delta, Utah and Ely, Nevada as
Hwy. 6 in Utah and Hwy. 50 in Nevada. This highway needs to be labeled as U.S. 6/50 in both Utah
and Nevada.

BLM - Filmore Field
Office
BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1820

698-1821

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1822

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1823

BLM - Filmore Field
Office
BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1824

698-1825

Section 3.20: The LWC tables in the DEIS are inaccurate for the FFO. Tables should reflect “TBD”
(To Be Determined) upon completion of LWC inventories in the FFO. No current data exists due to
lack of previous data from 1979 inventories. We have no data for the units shown in the LWC tables
in the DEIS.

AECOM will be completing inventories of the following additional units: 186, 199, 107, 153, 155,
139, 157, 159, 160, and 161. Inventories on Units 155 and 163 were recently completed by the
FFO. The result of the inventories will determine which units have LWC. The data collected will be
added to the LWC tables, figures and analysis in the FEIS.

Chapter 5 The following projects need to be added to the reasonably foreseeable impacts in Region
11l of the TWE Project analysis: Sevier Playa Project and Long Ridge Wind Development

Project. The Long Ridge Wind Project (site testing and monitoring) needs to be added to
cumulative impact analysis. Additional information on each of the above projects is included in the
attached August 7, 2013 update to the FFO Cumulative Project Considerations table.

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1826

BLM - Filmore Field
Office

698-1827

L-17

Response
The status of the Milford Wind Project was updated in Section 3.14.5.

The analysis for Alternative II-F has been updated to include the same information contained under the discussions for
Alternatives II-B and II-C regarding incompatibility with Millard County goals, using the language noted in the comment.

The proposed corrections noted in the comment have been made as requested.

Figure 3.16-3 was revised as suggested.

The proposed correction has been made as requested.

The proposed correction has been made as requested.

Text was modified within Section 3.18.7.4 to further describe safety measures within areas with sand dunes.

This was in error. Figure 3.20-3 has been updated to reflect recent inventory information for the Final EIS and has been
reviewed to ensure all units are displayed on the appropriate figures.

The mapping of transportation resources uses the ESRI Major Highways dataset (2005) as the source of attribute
information.

Section 3.1.6.5 discloses the impacts of the alternatives in Region Il to the transportation network. In this section, the
highway referenced above is cited as US-6/50. Figure 3.16-3 has also been edited to include the US-50 designation in
Utah; however, the remainder of the figures have not been edited because the highway numbering is inconsequential to the
map content.

The Final EIS has been updated to reflect recent data from lands with wilderness characteristic inventories conducted in the
Fillmore Field Office.

The Sevier Playa Project and Long Ridge Wind Development Project were added to the reasonably foreseeable future
action list for Region Ill and the Chapter 5 analysis was updated appropriately.

2015



TransWest Express EIS Appendix L L-18

Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1828 Figure 5-5 Chapter 5 of the FEIS was revised to address this comment.
Office The area identified as the Milford Wind Farm should be relabeled as the Milford Wind Corridor Wind

Farm. The area shown should be revised to remove MWC Phase IV since this ROW application has
been withdrawn and remove the area for the site testing ROW UTU-83210 which has also been

withdrawn.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1829 Table 5-8 Chapter 5 of the FEIS was revised to address this comment.
Office The Magnum Gas Storage Project shows the construction timeframe from 2012 — 2014. Change
the construction timeframe to 2014 — 2016.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1830 Table 5-8 Chapter 5 of the FEIS was revised to address this comment.
Office Renewable Energy row — change the sentence regarding Milford Wind Corridor Phase IV to read,
“Phase IV (Millard County) the ROW application has been withdrawn.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1831 Appendix C, Table C.5-1: RANGE-4, third to last sentence, delete “41” from this sentence, “. .. The measure in Table C.5-1 has been revised as requested.
Office Install a by-pass gate adjacent to existing cattle guards to 41 prevent damage by heavy equipment.”
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1832 Appendix C, Table C.3-24 Text edited as requested.
Office Previous comment (111-377) not entirely addressed. First row, Description column, last sentence,
change “lines” to “line”.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1833 Appendix D The requirement by the BLM West Desert District referenced in this comment was included as additional mitigation
Office Previous comments (111-387, 111-404, and 111-422), regarding the Fillmore Field Office and West  prescribed within the special status wildlife and recreation Final EIS sections (Sections 3.7 and 3.13, respectively).

Desert District not approving the use of guyed structures except in specific locations, has not been
addressed in the DEIS or Appendix D, PDTR. The DEIS text does not mention this issue or analyze
the varying range of impacts from the construction, operation, maintenance and decommissioning of
the different structure types. Impacts from guyed structures include: guy wires extend over a wide
project footprint, guy wires are a visually obscure safety hazard, guy wires pose a potential threat to
sage grouse and other avian species, and guy wires pose a potential safety hazard to ATV riders in
the Little Sahara Recreation Area,

A call to AECOM revealed the following reasons why these comments have not been addressed —

« This requirement was not in any of the RMPs.

« AECOM wanted to leave it up to TWE to make changes to the PDTR and follow-up with BLM.

*« AECOM didn’t want to put a stricter stip. In the DEIS and then have to back-off to a less strict stip.

In the FEIS.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1834 Appendix D These comments have been submitted to TransWest for consideration and inclusion in their updated POD document that
Office Previous comments (111-388, 111-390 through 111-400, and 111-403), have not been will be included with the Final EIS. An updated PDTR was not provided prior to the release of the Draft EIS.

addressed. The response to comments indicates that these comments were forwarded to TWE for

their consideration. No changes were made in the PDTR as a result of these comments.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1835 Appendix D, Section 3.7 Appendix D in the Final EIS was revised as indicated.
Office The last paragraph and bulleted list refer to Table 9 which identifies the phase(s) during which each

mitigation measure would be implemented. Add an additional bullet —

¢ D - decommissioning
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1836 Appendix D, Table 9 Appendix D and Appendix C (Table C.2-1, TWE-32) in the Final EIS were revised as indicated.
Office Ecological Resources, No. 32, Phase(s), now shows P, C phases. Add “O” (operation and

maintenance) and “D” (decommissioning) to this list. The text in the fourth column, “Description of

Mitigation Measure”, already states that this mitigation measure applies to ROW construction,

restoration, maintenance, and termination activities.
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1837 Appendix G, Table G-1Response to previous comment (111-408) is inadequate. This change still The text has been updated as requested in Table G-1.
Office needs to be made. Table G-1, page G-28, change “Broadbeard beardtongue” to “Neese narrowleaf

penstemon”. This change was made in other locations in the EIS in response to previous comments

(111-95, 111-232). Refer back to the comments and responses referenced.

BLM - Filmore Field 698-1838 Appendix |, Table 1-17 Text edited as requested.
Office Previous comment (111-412) not adequately addressed. Table 1-17, Segment 360, KOP-F-

11, Delete “Nat” from “Little Sahara Nat Rec Area Road”
BLM - Filmore Field 698-1839 Appendix |, KOP F-11 Text edited as requested.
Office Previous comment (111-412) not adequately addressed. KOP F-11, Visual Contrast Rating

Worksheet, Section A, Number 4, Delete “Nat” from “Little Sahara Nat Rec Area Road”
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS
Commenter Name Comment ID  Extracted Comment

Bradfield, Randall 411-604 And then another thing is we hear that there's two more lines coming through. And if that one goes
through there, most likely the others will follow, and they only have to go, what is it, 250 feet away
from that one? And they could just keep moving closer up to our cabin, until they go right across it,
because it's the only logical place they could go.

Bramall, Max 413-606 I'm wondering why they have to have the wind farm in Wyoming when there's so much wind down
by Beaver. This line would not be necessary except for maybe a hundred miles. The wind in
Wyoming -- | worked out there as a surveyor — and the wind is so violent that they have to turn the
turbines off anyway, and down in Beaver it's a constant wind all the time.

Unless they own property out there and they want it on their property, | don't see any reason for it,

Buckner, Kelly 104-23 Remove all references to Daggett and Piute Counties. None of the alternatives pass through their
borders.

Buckner, Kelly 104-24 WAPA has the authority to condemn private property in order to gain access or ROW to build any of
their projects. Is this disclosed anywhere?

Buckner, Kelly 104-25 There seems to be no rationale with the way the resources are sequenced or how that chapters are

organized. When all else fails, list the resource topics alphabetically.

Buckner, Kelly 104-26 Purpose and Need seem a bit fuzzy to me. For WAPA to say that the project needs to proceed
simply because there is a mandate to provide renewable energy (though true) seems to miss the
point. At the end of the day, this project should explain why we there is a need to send electricity
from Wyoming to Nevada, and that is never really explained. Is it because Las Vegas needs it? If
the electricity is not being used in Nevada, then where is it going and why? Rather, doesn't it make
more sense to say that TWE project is sending electricity to a certain end-user market or that there a
certain part of the country has a shortage and that this project helps alleviate that? What is the
TransWest Express LLC Purse and Need? What is the Forest Service Purpose and Need?

Buckner, Kelly 104-27 What is the Uintah Ouray Indian Reservation Purpose and Need?
Buckner, Kelly 104-28 Table 1-1 - Why is the Navy Region Southwest, San Diego a cooperating agency?
Buckner, Kelly 104-29 Table 3.18-10There are a number of communities identified that don’t actually exist. | have redlined

those that need to be removed. Most of these are train stops that have nothing but a siding, are
ghost towns, or are river crossings that were never inhabited. Alternative II-A - Delete: Pines, Rio,
Thistle, Gypsum Mill, Champlin Alternative II-B - Delete: Desert, Elba, Floy, Sagers, Vista, Cedar,
Woodside Alternative II-D - Delete: Red Wash, Squaw Crossing, Martin, Heiner, Wildcat, Coal City
Clear Creek, Milburn, Champlin Alternative II-E - Delete: Red Wash, Colton, Gilluly, Kyune, Mill
Fork, Sky View, Tucker, loka, Pines, Rio, Thistle, Bridgeland, Champlin Alternative II-F - Delete: Red
Wash, Squaw Crossing, Gilluly, Mill Fork, Sky View, tucker, Pines, Rio, Thistle Alternative IlI-B -
Delete: (Utah) Modena, Bery, Heist, Yale Crossing, Zane (Nevada) Acoma, Brown, Moapa
Alternative 11I-C - Delete: (Utah) Modena, Bery, Heist, Yale Crossing, Zane (Nevada) Yoacham,
Horseshoe Bend, Beaverdam, North Las Vegas

Buckner, Kelly 104-30 Table 4-1 says that the only resources that may require a plan amendment are SSS, VRM, Water,
and Wildlife. However Chapter 4 includes several other resources that will require plan amendments
in addition to the few listed here. All resources that will require a plan amendment should be listed
here.

Buckner, Kelly 104-31 Table 4-1: The footnotes also regarding VRM that "Moderate in the current management plan and
do not necessarily restrict the proposed use in the current approved plan. Therefore, plan
amendments for these conflicts are not necessarily required, but are mitigated as determined by
federal land managers." How do you mitigate VRM that has tall power lines and towers?

Buckner, Kelly 104-32 Appendix K (page KI-15) for the VFO RMP says an exception is only allowed for RECOGNIZED
utility corridors. The only recognized corridors are those that currently in the RMP and do not include
the TWE proposal. With the Gateway South and Zephyr projects following closely behind, extended
and expanded utility corridors will amend the RMP. Until that happens, there is no exception. You
can't apply an exception to a corridor that doesn't yet exist.

L-19

Response

Impacts from reasonably foreseeable future actions on the Region Il area of concern (segment 219.60) are disclosed in
Chapter 5 of the Draft EIS. There is only one identified reasonably foreseeable future transmission line project for this area,
the Energy Gateway Southern project. The conclusion that additional transmission lines in Utah would necessarily follow
this route is speculative and is therefore not included in the analysis.

Thank you for your comment. The proposed action is not a BLM- or Western-generated action. TransWest submitted a
request to the BLM for a ROW across public lands in order to build a transmission line. As stated in Chapter 1 of the Draft
EIS, the BLM's purpose is to consider the ROW application in accordance with 43 CFR Part 2800 and to analyze and
disclose the environmental effects of granting a ROW. That analysis includes developing alternatives to the proposed route
across federal lands. However, it is beyond the scope of the lead agencies' decision to be made, and therefore, this EIS
analysis, to develop different energy sources or end markets for TransWest (See Sections 1.1.1.1 and 1.1.2.1 of the Draft
EIS).

These counties will be removed from the document as requested. However, they will remain in the list of cooperating
agencies as appropriate.

Western's ability to acquire private property rights for facilities built in the public interest under eminent domain laws is
disclosed in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS.

Resource sections are ordered with physical resources first, biological resources second, and human environment third.
Resource sections that were added through the cooperator-review and public-review processes have been amended to the
end of Chapter 3 to maintain consistency with the original sections through the process.

The CEQ regulations direct that an EIS “...shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is
responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (40 CFR 1502.13). In this case, the agencies that
are proposing the alternatives (i.e., the lead agencies for the EIS) are the BLM and Western, not cooperating agencies such
as the Forest Service.

Additionally, the purpose and need statement for an externally generated action must describe the agencies purpose and
need, not an applicant’s or external proponent’s purpose and need (see 40 CFR 1502.13). Per the BLM NEPA Handbook
H1790-1, “the applicant’s purpose and need may provide useful background information, but this description must not be
confused with the BLM purpose and need for action.” TransWest's general objectives for the project are therefore included
in Section 1.3 of the Draft EIS. The lead agencies' purpose and need are included in Section 1.1 of the Draft EIS.

The CEQ regulations direct that an EIS “...shall briefly specify the underlying purpose and need to which the agency is
responding in proposing the alternatives including the proposed action” (40 CFR 1502.13). In this case, the agencies that
are proposing the alternatives (i.e., the lead agencies for the EIS) are the BLM and Western (See Chapter 1 of the Draft
EIS).

The Navy Region Southwest, San Diego is the managing entity of Nellis AFB, which is located in the Project analysis

area. Chapter 1 will be augmented to disclose this information.

Communities detailed in the comment were deleted from the text in Section 3.18.7.4, with the exception of Beryl and Clear
Creek, UT and Beaverdam and North Las Vegas, NV, all of which have 2010 census populations.

Table 4-1 lists all resources crossed that have been identified for lack of compliance with resource objectives, stipulations,
standards, and guidelines as noted in the "Non-conformance Issue" column of the table. The resources listed by alternative
list all the resources identified that are in non-conformance. The resources listed in Table 4-1 is consistent with the
description of proposed land use amendments described by field office and national forest in Section 4.4.

Please see Visual Resources Section 3.12. Mitigations VR-1 through VR-9 (see Section 3.12.6.3) are applied where
appropriate and feasible to reduce impacts as much as possible and to identify location and level of residual impacts. A
Visual Resources Mitigation Plan would be developed prior to construction and will include plans to address specific
impacts. No changes made to document.

As discussed in Section 4.4.5 (pg. 4-38), plan amendments are proposed in this EIS process to create new utility corridors
through the VFO where the TWE reference line deviates from designated utility corridors. The proposed amendment
language also allows for BLM to grant exceptions where resource conflicts could not be mitigated or avoided within the new
utility corridor designated through the plan amendment proposed as part of this EIS. Details on areas of resource conflict
that may require such exceptions are listed in Section 4.4.5 and discussed in the associated impact analysis. All proposed
amendments in the VFO would also accommodate other RFFA projects, including EGS and Zephyr, in addition to the TWE
project. No changes made to document.
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Table L-1 Response to Substantive Comments Received on Draft EIS

Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response

Buckner, Kelly 104-33 Table 4-1: There is also this footnote that states: "Resource conflicts were identified from affected The proposed amendment language allows for BLM to grant exceptions where resource conflicts could not be mitigated or
management plans; however, these issues do not necessarily require a plan amendment as some avoided within the new utility corridor. Details on areas of resource conflict that may require such exceptions are listed in
issues allow exceptions in the current plan." | am not sure what exceptions are being referred to Section 4.4.5 and discussed in the associated impact analysis. Plan amendments are only proposed where the reference
here. Because the footnote only mentions "some issues allow exceptions," it never specifies what line would conflict with resources present to facilitate future micrositing in areas of resource conflict or access roads and
they are not does it identify those that are allowed. In the meantime, there are other resources that laydown area locations. Since the resources listed in the comment--fragile soils/slopes and the two ACECs--occur in the 2-
also would also require amendments based on Appendix K surface stips: ¢ Fragile soils/slopes 21- mile wide corridor and not crossed by the reference line in the Draft EIS, plan amendments are not proposed in these areas
40% « Lears Canyon ACEC as well as relict vegetation in this ACEC ¢ Nine Mile ACEC since they could be avoided through siting. See the analysis and mitigation proposed in Sections 3.3 (S-7) and 3.15 (SDA-

1,-2,-3) that would avoid or minimize conflicts in these areas. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-34 Page 4-48 to 4-49: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for air quality No plan amendments are proposed for air quality. Text discloses the impacts to air quality from the proposed plan
for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it indicate amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are detailed
which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-35 Page 4-49 to 4-52: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for No plan amendments are proposed for paleontological resources. Text discloses the impacts to paleontological resources
paleontology for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does  from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each
it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-36 Page 4-53 to 4-56: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for mineral No plan amendments are proposed for mineral resources. Text discloses the impacts to mineral resources from the
resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each
indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-37 Page 4-57 to 4-40: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for soil No plan amendments are proposed for soil resources. Text discloses the impacts to soil resources from the proposed plan
resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are detailed
indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-38 Page 4-61 to 4-64: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for water No plan amendments are proposed for water resources. Text discloses the impacts to water resources from the proposed
resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are
indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-39 Page 4-65 to 4-69: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for vegetation = No plan amendments are proposed for vegetation resources. Text discloses the impacts to vegetation resources from the
resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each
indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-40 Page 4-70 to 4-72: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for forest No plan amendments are proposed for forest management resources. Text discloses the impacts to forest management
management resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each resources from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language

alternative, nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions for each alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
would be added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-41 Page 4-72 to 4-76: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for fire and No plan amendments are proposed for fire and fuels management resources. Text discloses the impacts to fire and fuels
fuels management resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each management from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment
alternative, nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions language for each alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
would be added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-42 Page 4-76 to 4-82: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for special No plan amendments are proposed for special status plant resources. Text discloses the impacts to special status plants
status plant resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each
nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-43 Page 4-83 to 4-88: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for wildlife No plan amendments are proposed for wildlife resources. Text discloses the impacts to wildlife from the proposed plan
resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are detailed
indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-44 Page 4-88 to 4-95: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for special No plan amendments are proposed for wildlife resources. Text discloses the impacts to wildlife from the proposed plan
status wildlife resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are detailed in

alternative, nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
would be added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-45 Page 4-96 to 4-104: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for special No plan amendments are proposed for special status aquatic species. Text discloses the impacts to special status aquatic
status aquatic resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each species from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language
alternative, nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions for each alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
would be added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-46 Page 4-104 to 4-108: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for cultural No plan amendments are proposed for cultural resources and Native American concerns. Text discloses the impacts to
resources and Native American concerns for the VFO but never says what the language would be cultural resources and Native American concerns from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments,
for each alternative, nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made
decisions would be added. to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-47 Page 4-108 to 4-114: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for visual No plan amendments are proposed for visual resources. Text discloses the impacts to visual resources from the proposed
resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are
indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
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Buckner, Kelly 104-48 Page 4-114 to 4-120: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for No plan amendments are proposed for recreational resources. Text discloses the impacts to recreational resources from
recreation resources for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each
nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO.
added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-49 page 4-114 to 4-120: This section is also incorrect to state that the only recreation affected is with The Nine Mile SRMA occurs adjacent to the existing RMP-designated utility corridor that is not being amended in the
dispersed camping. The Nine Mile SRMA is impacted by some of the alternative routes. Chapter. Section 3.13 discloses impacts to all recreation resources along the corridor length. No changes made to

document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-50 Page 4-114 to 4-120: Also, crossing there may be a management conflict for Desolation Canyon Section 3.13 discloses impacts to all recreation resources along length of the Project. Chapter 4 only discloses impacts
per the 1979 Green River Management Plan. associated with the new utility corridor proposed in the amendment. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-51 Page 4-121 to 4-125: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for lands No plan amendments are proposed for lands and realty. Text discloses the impacts to lands and realty from the proposed
and realty for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor does it plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are
indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be added. detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-52 Page 4-129 to 4-131: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for special No plan amendments are proposed for special designation and management areas on these pages. The section discloses
designation and management areas for the VFO but never says what the language would be for the impacts to special designation and management areas from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan
each alternative, nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No
decisions would be added. changes made to document.

Buckner, Kelly 104-53 Page 4-129 to 4-131: Only the Lower Green River ACEC is mentioned in Alternative D but says The Lower Green River WSR would be crossed in an existing RMP-designated utility corridor that is not being amended in
nothing about the Lower Green River WSR. the Chapter 4 of the Draft EIS; however, more recent direction received from the BLM since then indicates that an

amendment is needed for the WSR in the Final EIS. This information has been incorporated and analyzed in the Final
EIS. Section 3.15 also discloses impacts to WSRs from the Project along the corridor length.

Buckner, Kelly 104-54 Page 4-132 to 4-133: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives B-F for No plan amendments are proposed for transportation. Text discloses the impacts to transportation from the proposed plan
transportation access for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are detailed
nor does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-55 Page 4-133 to 4-134: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for No plan amendments are proposed for socioeconomics. Text discloses the impacts to socioeconomics from the proposed
socioeconomics for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are
does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-56 Page 4-134 to 4-136: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for public No plan amendments are proposed for public health and safety. Text discloses the impacts to public health and safety from
health and safety for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each
does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-57 Page 4-136 to 4-139: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for herd No plan amendments are proposed for herd management areas. Text discloses the impacts to herd management
management areas for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor  areas from the proposed plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for
does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be each alternative, are detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.
added.

Buckner, Kelly 104-58 Page 4-136 to 4-139: The leading paragraph to this section first says that an amendment would be The proposed plan amendment being discussed is for the area north of the Bonanza HA near the state line. The Hill Creek
needed but then the VFO section sort of correctly states that the Bonanza area is outside the HA would be affected by amendment proposed in Alternatives D and F, and impacts are disclosed for those alternatives.
corridor. | think you mean Hill Creek HA and only applies to Alternative B.

Buckner, Kelly 104-59 Page 4-136 to 4-139: For the VFO, we have only Herd Areas; we have no HMAs. Text has been corrected to reflect "Herd Areas" in the VFO.

Buckner, Kelly 104-60 Page 4-139 to end: For Moab, Price, and Vernal Foes, lands with wilderness character should be Lands with wilderness characteristics units located within the Moab, Price, and Vernal Field Offices have been updated and
re- named as BLM Natural Areas. referred to as BLM Natural Areas as requested.

Buckner, Kelly 104-61 Where are riparian and wetland resources discussed? Riparian and wetland resources are discussed in Section 4.5.5 Vegetation.

Buckner, Kelly 104-62 The biggest fatal flaw is not to acknowledge the connected action of the wind farm/solar farm where  Actions are connected if they automatically trigger other actions that may require an EIS; cannot or will not proceed unless
the electricity is being generated. The Utah NEPA Guidebook clearly states "Care should be taken other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or if the actions are interdependent parts of a larger action and
to ensure that reasonable foreseeable connected actions have been identified and not improperly depend upon the larger action for their justification (40 CFR 1508.25 (a)(i, ii, iii)). As described in Section 2.1.1 of the Draft
segmented from the analysis." EIS, none of existing and/or reasonably foreseeable energy source projects in Wyoming are exclusively dependent upon

this proposed transmission line, nor is this transmission line dependent exclusively on any of those projects, and are
therefore not connected actions to this transmission line. Cumulative impacts, if applicable, from past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects are disclosed in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIS.

Buckner, Kelly 104-63 Also, “Connected actions are limited to actions that are currently proposed (ripe for decision). Cumulative impacts, if applicable, from past, present, and reasonably foreseeable actions, including proposed wind
Actions that are not yet proposed are not connected actions, but may need to be analyzed as projects, are disclosed in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIS (see Table 5-2 of the Draft EIS, which discusses the Chokecherry
cumulative actions in the cumulative effects analysis if they are reasonably foreseeable.” Sierra Madre Wind Energy Project). As noted on page 5-1 of the Draft EIS, the TransWest analysis has incorporated by

reference the cumulative impacts analysis contained in the Chokecherry Sierra Madre Wind Energy Project Final EIS.
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Commenter Name Comment ID
Buckner, Kelly 104-64
Buckner, Kelly 104-65
Buckner, Kelly 104-66
Buckner, Kelly 104-67
Buckner, Kelly 104-68
Buckner, Kelly 104-69
Bureau of 690-1880
Reclamation

Bureau of 690-1881
Reclamation

Burnett, Bruce 602-837
Burrows, Claire 597-807
Carbon County 721-1340
Economic

Development Corp.

Extracted Comment

I don't know how you can ignore the "connected" action of the wind farm from the transmission line.
The sole purpose of the line is to carry the electricity that the wind farm will generate. The one
project would have no reason to exist without the other. In fact, doing the transmission line project
may be premature if the wind farm is yet to be constructed.

What about the connected attention of connecting to the IPP facility in Millard County?

| still have not heard a reasonable answer as to why TWE, Gateway South, and the Zephyr project
can't use the same towers to hang their power lines. It is interesting that at first it was claimed that
the lines had to be mile apart from one another. Later the distance was cut to 250 feet(?). If this is
so, why then are there sections where the TWE and Gateway South lines actually cross over one
another? If so, doesn't this fact just invalidate the whole idea that the lines have to keep a certain
distance from one another?

Later on, the new explanation was that there was a concern of what would happen if there was a
system failure, but wouldn't the risk be the same regardless of whether lines were of separate
towers or not? If the risk is that high, aren't there engineering measures that can reduce this risk to
near zero? Aren't there lots of other examples in the country where high voltage lines share the
same towers, crossover one another, etc.?

capitalize "County" when it is used as a proper name

Page 4-126 to 4-128: Text says that amendments would be required in Alternatives A-F for
livestock grazing for the VFO but never says what the language would be for each alternative, nor
does it indicate which management decisions would be modified or if new decisions would be
added.

1. Volume 2, Page 3.11-7, Paragraph 3: This section heavily references Fowler and Madsen (1986)
for regional cultural history and historic contexts. There is a recently published prehistoric context for
southern Nevada by Roberts and Ahlstrom (2012); it is available from cultural resource staff within
southern Nevada's Federal agencies and from the Nevada State Historic Preservation Office
website. It is highly recommended that this study be used to help evaluate sites identified/studied
during the subsequent Class Il cultural resource work for the Trans West Express Transmission
Project. The reference is: Roberts, Heidi, and Richard V.N. Ahlstrom. 2012. A Prehistoric Context for
Southern Nevada. HRA, Inc., Archaeological Report No. 11-05

2. Volume 3, Page 3.14-28, Paragraph 1. Several Southern Nevada Water Authority (SNWA) water
lines and other underground water delivery infrastructure, a City of Henderson Waste Water
Treatment Plant and associated underground lines, a City of Henderson C-1 Detention Basin, and
joint SNW A/Nevada Energy/Colorado River Commission power lines are all located on Reclamation
land within Alternative A. There are also numerous other gas, water, and other municipal utility lines
located on the Reclamation land. As a resource for refining Alternative IV -A we recommend
contacting SNWA to obtain shape files of SNWA's facilities, the City of Henderson regarding the
Water Treatment Plant and the Northeast C-1 Detention basin, SNWA/Nevada Energy/Colorado
River Commission, and other others who hold prior rights of use on Reclamation land for shape files
of their facilities. Early coordination with the organizations listed above is critical, since if
Reclamation approves a Record of Decision, we would need their concurrence prior to issuing a
right of use for Trans West Express.

Mountain Meadows is a National Historic Landmark (NHL) and listed on the National Register of
Historic Places. As such, the area should be protected against any and all construction on it. In
addition, the visual impact on the NHL would be irreversible and irretrievable and does not meet the
guidelines set down in the Section 106 process by the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
(Bureau of Land Management).

thank the BLM for their hard work on this project because | know Environmental Impact Statements
can be very involved, but its important to take the time to consider all aspects of the project and their
impact on our state.

The Final EIS should be updated to include more information about the significant property tax
payments that will be made in Carbon County throughout the project's life, estimated by TransWest
to equate to millions of dollars going to support a range of county services and budgets.

L-22

Response

Actions are connected if they automatically trigger other actions that may require an EIS; cannot or will not proceed unless
other actions are taken previously or simultaneously; or if the actions are interdependent parts of a larger action and
depend upon the larger action for their justification (40 CFR 1508.25 (a)(i, ii, iii)). As described in Section 2.1.1 of the Draft
EIS, none of existing and/or reasonably foreseeable energy source projects in Wyoming are exclusively dependent upon
this proposed transmission line, nor is this transmission line dependent exclusively on any of those projects, and are
therefore not connected actions to this transmission line. Cumulative impacts, if applicable, from past, present and
reasonably foreseeable projects are disclosed in Chapter 5.0 of the Draft EIS.

As described in Section 2.1.2.1 and 2.1.2.2 of the Draft EIS, TransWest has included an option to connect to the existing
IPP substation in Millard County. These design options are analyzed in each resource section of the Draft EIS.

Project implementation using common tower structures with other projects was considered but eliminated from further
detailed analyses; discussion was added to Section 2.7 of the Final EIS to clarify why this was eliminated.

Project implementation using common tower structures with other projects was considered but eliminated from further
detailed analyses; discussion was added to Section 2.7 of the Final EIS to clarify why this was eliminated.

Text has been revised to address this comment as appropriate.

No plan amendments are proposed for livestock grazing. Text discloses the impacts to livestock grazing from the proposed
plan amendments. The proposed plan amendments, including the plan amendment language for each alternative, are
detailed in Section 4.4.5 for the VFO. No changes made to document.

The text in Section 3.11.4.1 describing the prehistoric context for southern Nevada has been revised and updated using the
recently published document recommended by the commenter.

The organizations you suggest have or are being coordinated with by TransWest and the lead agencies. The results of this
coordination will be used in combination with information on resource constraints to develop the final engineered alignment
for the TWE Project.

In terms of construction disturbance, none of the alternatives would cross the Mountain Meadows National Historic
Landmark. In terms of visual impacts, Alternative IlI-A is the closest of the alternatives and is located approximately 1 mile
from the Landmark. The other alternatives are located more than 28 miles away. At this time, the final route selected by
the agencies will be presented in the Record of Decision.

Thank you for your comment.

Additional discussion of the estimated tax revenues, provided by TransWest, was included in Section 3.17.5.
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Carbon County
Economic

Development Corp.

Carbon County
Wyoming Comm,
Chairman

Carbon County
Wyoming
Commissioner

Chavira, April

Chevron North
America

Chevron North
America
Chevron North
America

Church of Jesus
Christ Latter-day
Saints

Church of Jesus
Christ Latter-day
Saints

Church of Jesus
Christ Latter-day
Saints
Church of Jesus
Christ Latter-day
Saints

Comment ID
721-1341

591-854

167-216

230-251

182-538

182-539

182-540

684-877

684-879

684-881

684-882

Extracted Comment

we understand this project has been designated by the president and nine federal agencies as a
“Rapid Response Team for Transmission" project. The draft EIS clearly has been researched and
prepared with a great deal of detail and thought, and is near final. In the spirit of the Rapid
Response designation, we ask that you expedite efforts to complete the EIS quickly and responsibly
so that rights-of-ways can be granted and construction can begin, creating much needed jobs and
economic development for Carbon County. We also know this transmission line will help promote
additional electric generation projects (like wind energy projects) in our state because it provides
new infrastructure for getting otherwise stranded power to key markets.

The criteria and parameters listed in the DEIS at Section 2.8.1, used by the BLM to guide the
selection of the agency preferred alternative simply do not suppmt the BLM's choice of Alternative I-
D over the Consensus Route, Alternative I-A.

The criteria and parameters listed in the DEIS at Section 2.8.1, used by the BLM to guide the
selection of the agency preferred alternative simply do not support the BLM's choice of Alternative 1-
D over the Consensus Route, Alternative 1-A

I'd like to quickly and simply make a request that the BLM and TransWest Express remove the
Highway 13 Corridor Route I-C from consideration for the Transmission Line. For those living along
this corridor, the placement of the line here would be an absolute disaster to the gorgeous views
residents have enjoyed for years while impacting more private land. Plus, we know that not only are
there alternatives, but many of the alternatives (including the primary route supported by TWE) can
be placed in existing corridors with minimal interference.

Several of the proposed routes for alternate routes for the transmission line cross or pass near
Chevron assets. I've attached a map depicting the routes and the location of Chevron leasehold
and fee properties. The infrastructure in and around Chevron's properties include production
facilities, tanks, pipelines, power lines, and field offices.

There is also a public airport near Chevron's Rangely field that could be affected by the transmission
line.

Chevron request significant notice prior to construction in which to identify the specific location of its
facilities and assets in the path of the transmission line.

First, we wish to commend the BLM for its tremendous efforts in compiling this impressive
document. It is a well-organized and well-written comprehensive analysis of the diverse cultural and
natural resources within the proposed Project boundaries. It will undoubtedly serve as an example
for other environmental impact statements in the future

The physical remains of the victims of the Mountain Meadows Massacre are located in unmarked
graves throughout the Mountain Meadows. Although one of the mass graves, containing the bones
of 29 of the 120 victims, was accidentally unearthed in 1999 during the construction of a monument
at the site, several other similar graves are somewhere else in the valley. Unfortunately, although
historical records document the existence of these burials, they do not indicate their exact location,
making the entire valley a sacred and archeologically sensitive place. Any construction activities in
this area run the risk of disturbing the graves of these massacre victims.

Page 3.11-2-The name of the Church is inaccurately printed at the bottom of this page. We would
prefer that the correct name of the Church be used, which is The Church of Jesus Christ of Latter-
day Saints.

Page 3.11-2-Another group's name is similarly misprinted on the bottom of this page. The group's
official name is the Mountain Meadows Massacre Descendants, not the Mountain Meadows
Descendants.

L-23

Response
Thank you for your comment.

In their selection of the preferred alternative for the TransWest Express project, agency decision-makers reviewed the Draft
EIS and considered the alternatives and their relative impacts on resources, as well as corresponding public and agency
input. The agency preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS was chosen to meet the agencies’ purpose and need
and applicant objectives while balancing federal land managers’ multiple use mandate.

In their selection of the preferred alternative for the TransWest Express project, agency decision-makers reviewed the Draft
EIS and considered the alternatives and their relative impacts on resources, as well as corresponding public and agency
input. The agency preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS was chosen to meet the agencies’ purpose and need
and applicant objectives while balancing federal land managers’ multiple use mandate.

In their selection of the preferred alternative for the TransWest Express project, agency decision-makers reviewed the Draft
EIS and considered the alternatives and their relative impacts on resources, as well as corresponding public and agency
input. The agency preferred alternative presented in the Final EIS was chosen to meet the agencies’ purpose and need and
applicant objectives while balancing federal land managers’ multiple use mandate.

Alternative I-C has been retained for further analyses and consideration as it provides an alternative to address resource
concerns associated with other routes being considered, particularly impacts to Forest Service inventoried roadless

areas. For details on the relative impacts of the alternatives see Chapter 3 of the Final EIS.

It is expected that the applicant would resolve conflicts with regard to mineral ownership and access. Due to the thousands
of miles of alternatives, it is not feasible to analyze all of the claims and leases for validity or potential commerciality, or
mitigate for all possible situations that may arise with regard to resource conflicts. It is also not possible for the BLM to
dictate the terms and conditions in agreements between the applicant and mineral owners or lessees. The BLM will issue a
ROW grant that is consistent with applicable regulations but recognizes that the applicant must acquire all access
permissions in mixed ownership situations and it is expected that mineral rights conflicts would be resolved prior to
construction. The proposed transmission line, when constructed, will occupy a 250-foot wide ROW. The 250-foot wide
ROW should facilitate resolution of many perceived conflicts. The terms and conditions of the ROW grant, as specified in
43 CFR Subpart 2801, includes “the right [of the BLM] to require common use of the right-of-way, and the right to authorize
use of the right-of-way for compatible uses (including the subsurface and air space).” The BLM recognizes that subsurface
activities (in this case, mineral extraction) may not in all cases be compatible with the intended ROW use but as stated
above, potential conflicts must be resolved prior to construction. It also should be noted that although many unpatented
mining claims have dubious validity, it is the responsibility of the ROW grantee to conduct proper due diligence to ensure
that legally valid mining claims are respected and agreements are made with claim owners.

The Rangely Airport was identified and evaluated in Section 3.16.6.4.

Coordination by TransWest with right-of-way holders is currently ongoing and will continue. Additionally, all right-of-way
holders whose right-of-ways will be crossed by the route chosen by the agencies will be notified and consulted with prior to

construction.
Thank you for your comment.

Thank you for relaying these concerns. The agencies are aware of the unmarked graves in the vicinity of Mountain
Meadows and potential impacts associated with any construction through this area have been disclosed in Section
3.11.6.5.

Text in Section 3.11.1.1 has been revised per the comment.

Text in Section 3.11.1.1 has been revised per the comment.
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Church of Jesus 684-883 Page 3.11-9-The language used to describe the Mountain Meadows Massacre in the penultimate The text in Section 3.11.4.2 was revised per the comment.
Christ Latter-day paragraph of page 3.11-9 could be more historically accurate. Specifically, we recommend that the

Saints second sentence of that paragraph read as follows: "The District is the location of the September 11,

1857, massacre of 120 emigrants by Southern Utah settlers and some Paiute Indians under the
direction of local Mormon leaders."

Church of Jesus 684-884 Tables 3.11-2 and 3.11-3 (pages 3.11-14.15)-Both of these tables have a zero recorded under the Table 3.11-2 (sites within the files search area) has been revised based on the comment. No change has been made to
Christ Latter-day “Listed" column for Region Il in Utah. It is our understanding that the Mountain Meadows Massacre  Table 3.11-2 (sites within the 250-foot ROW) because the Mountain Meadows Massacre Site and Mountain Meadows
Saints National Register District is listed on the NRHP. If this is correct, we feel that these two tables should NHL are not within the transmission line ROW.

reflect as much.
Church of Jesus 684-885 Section 3.15.3.8 (page 3.15-28)-There are inaccuracies in this paragraph that need to be corrected.  Section 3.15.3.8 of the Final EIS was updated to include the historical and NHL management information supplied by the
Christ Latter-day First of all, for the sake of historical accuracy, we recommend that the second sentence read as commenter.
Saints follows: "This NHL marks where 120 emigrants, most of them from Arkansas, were massacred by

Southern Utah settlers and some Paiute Indians under the direction of local Mormon leaders."
Second, the third sentence of this paragraph incorrectly states that "The landmark and district is
managed by the USFS." Although the USFS does indeed manage a portion of the district and the
National Historic Landmark, the Church owns and manages a significant portion of both.

Church of Jesus 684-886 Section 3.11.2 (page 3.11-5)-In this section it is not clearly stated whether the cultural resource files  No change. Sections 3.11.2 and 3.11.3 of the DEIS provide a description of what was included in the files search area,
Christ Latter-day search was conducted for the Applicant-preferred alternative, the Agency-preferred alternative, which encompassed "a 2-mile-wide corridor along each alternative."
Saints another alternative, some combination of the three, or all of the above. It would be helpful to modify

the language to clarify which alternatives were the subject of the file search.
Church of Jesus 684-887 Section 3.11.5 (page 3.11-14)-Here too it is not clear which alternatives are represented by the The text in Section 3.11.5 has been revised to provide clarification.
Christ Latter-day accompanying text and table. We assume the information presented here represents data from all
Saints proposed alternatives, but this is not clearly stated anywhere in this section.
Church of Jesus 684-888 Section 3.11.4.2 (page 3.11-10) -Although this section is about "Historic Resources," the last The text has been moved to Section 3.11.4.1 "Prehistoric Resources."
Christ Latter-day paragraph discusses various prehistoric sites. It seems this information belongs instead in section
Saints 3.11.4.1, which discusses "Prehistoric Resources."
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1314 Overall, we were very encouraged by how well both the initial scoping and the DEIS meetings were Thank you for your comment.
Future conducted. At both, BLM employees and TransWest Express employees at several stations greeted

us. All were very friendly, knowledgeable, and open to our comments and concerns. The pictures,
charts, and other descriptive materials were very clear and quite appropriate. You are to be
congratulated for making such good efforts to hear public comments and to provide information.

Citizens for Dixie's 569-1315 Please note that we would view any change to alternating current or change away from renewable Your support for DC lines and renewable energy sources is noted.

Future energy (wind) sources as negative.

Citizens for Dixie's 569-1318 It should also be mentioned that a number of older people, many retirees, own property in the area Section 3.12 describes the effects of the transmission line on visual resources. The text in Section 3.17 has been revised

Future from Enterprise, Utah, south to Veyo, Utah. They live where they do for the visual and other to disclose that the visual appearance of the transmission line on the landscape may be perceived by some residents,
amenities in the rural area. Any proposed transmission line will harm their perceived quality of life. outdoor enthusiasts, and travelers through an area in which the line is visible as adversely affecting their quality of life or
Some of these people have limited financial resources. outdoor/travel experience.

Citizens for Dixie's 569-1319 We respectfully disagree that the social economic effects would be very limited due to the rural The section referred to in the comment applies specifically to the subject of the potential effect on real estate values and it

Future nature of most of the transmission line’s right-of-way. Depending upon the route selected, there are was intended as a relative conclusion as compared to potential effects in more densely developed areas. Other portions of
many small private properties in communities such as Central, Dixie Deer, Pine Valley, Brookside, that section note that many other factors contribute to real estate values, including overall market conditions. Section 3.14

and Veyo of less than five acres, many less than one acre, which could be affected. Values remain addresses effects on land use, including characterization of agricultural, residential and other private land use in close
much less than they once were following the “Great Recession” and the public is legitimately fearful proximity to the transmission line reference lines. With no intent to diminish the importance and value of a residence to the

of losing more of their property’s worth. individual owner or inhabitant, the number of properties is relatively low. Minor text revisions were made to the conclusion
statement in Section 3.17.5 regarding the potential effects of transmission line location on real estate values.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1321 The Mojave desert tortoise, a species federally listed as threatened, and its habitat, including some Comment noted. The applicant has committed to ensuring that construction and operation of the project remain compliant
Future federally designated critical habitat, is found in the southwest portion of Washington County and itis  with all applicable federal and state-required avoidance and minimization measures as discussed in Applicant Committed
unclear how the proposed transmission line would cross desert tortoise habitat. It is also unclear Measures TWE-29 and TWE-31 (DEIS Appendix C Page C-17). Requirements for seasonal timing of construction within
what seasonal construction, as well as operational constraints and tortoise protective maintenance desert tortoise habitat are commonly outlined in the terms and conditions of the official USFWS Biological Opinion resulting
stipulations would be imposed on the right-of-way holder if this alternative were to be chosen. from Section 7 consultations. Nevertheless, additional desert tortoise mitigation measures have been added to mitigation

measure SSWS-4 (Section 3.8.6 and Appendix C, Table C.5-1) in the Final EIS.

Citizens for Dixie's 569-1322 As was noted in the recent 38th Annual Meeting and Symposium of the Desert Tortoise Council (Las Comment noted. TransWest has committed to ensuring that construction and operation of the project remain compliant with

Future Vegas, NV, Feb. 15-17, 2013), common raven predation on desert tortoises is a well recognized all applicable federal and state-required avoidance and minimization or mitigation measures as discussed in Applicant-
threat to the long-term survival of the species in the Mojave Desert. Raven populations are committed measures TWE-29 and TWE-31 (DEIS Appendix C Page C-17). Furthermore, TWE-61 outlines the applicant's
reportedly increasing in the area. During construction and maintenance activity of the proposed commitment to develop a Construction, Operations, and Maintenance Plan that outlines the management of construction-
transmission line, garbage and food would attract ravens, and these attractants need to be kept related trash and waste items. Refer also to proposed mitigation SSWS-4.14 in Section 3.8.6 and Appendix C, Table C.5-1
covered and disposed of properly in order to keep ravens from concentrating in desert tortoise of the Final EIS, which would require development of a raven management plan designed to minimize raven depredation of
habitat. desert tortoise.
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Commenter Name Comment ID Extracted Comment Response
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1323 Additionally, within tortoise habitat, power poles provide handy perching and nesting sites for ravens  Monitoring for and removal of raven nests in desert tortoise habitats has been added to mitigation measure SSWS-4 in the
Future from which they can readily spot tortoise below. To protect federally listed desert tortoises in the Final EIS and is being considered as a potential mitigation/conservation measure for desert tortoise in the BA.

vicinity of the proposed transmission line, if built, we suggest when ravens build nests on the line
towers or other structures, that these nests be removed as soon as possible. In addition, if it is
feasible, towers and other structures should be equipped with anti-raven nesting and perching

devices.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1325 The spread of avian cholera through waterfowl and other migratory bird populations is enhanced by ~ Thank you for your comment. Line marking to reduce collision risk where the Project would traverse BHCAs and IBAs and
Future the gregarious nature of most waterfowl and shore bird species. Wherever this proposed design of the project in accordance with APLIC 2012 guidelines have been identified as additional mitigation in the Final
transmission line is near or crosses wetlands where waterfowl and other avian species may EIS. Period avian mortality monitoring and reporting are typically covered in avian protection plans. An APP is being
concentrate, birds may collide with the electrical conductors and die. Dead birds in water tend to prepared for the Project and a draft APP has been included in the current POD.

cause outbreaks of this disease. Early detection of avian cholera outbreaks is the first line of

defense against this fatal disease. Therefore, it is important to include frequent surveillance for dead

and decaying bird carcasses. Control actions need to be focused upon minimizing exposure of

migratory and scavenger bird species.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1326 It is also unclear exactly where the proposed line would come off the scenic cliffs along the northern ~ The Appendix | maps show in both large and detailed scales the location of the Project in the areas in question. Eg. Figure
Future boundaries of the town of Ivins, Utah, and the Shivwits Reservation, west of Snow Canyon State I-1, Map 8 of 8 or Figure 1-15, Map 8 of 8.

Park and the Red Mountain designated wilderness. The Reservation, Red Mountain, and the cliffs

themselves north of Highway 91 have extremely scenic values. Tourism is a huge economic factor

in southern Utah and is a major sector of our economy. Thousands of people come here just to

enjoy our scenic vistas. A surprising number wind up staying and buying a place here to live so they

can continue to enjoy the natural beauty. Any project that jeopardizes the natural beauty of this area

also jeopardizes the tourism and home construction industries, which are our two main stays. If the

applicant proposed route is selected, its impact to the scenic views along Highway 91 must be

carefully mitigated.

Citizens for Dixie's 569-1327 the Public Health and Safety section is inadequate because it does not address wildland fire fighter We certainly can appreciate your concerns about wildland fire in remote areas. For this project, a Fire Protection Plan (DF-

Future safety in proximity to a potentially 500 KV direct current electrical transmission line in enough detail.  64) would be implemented to reduce the risk of fire near the transmission line. Furthermore, stray voltage and induced
Fire activity near high voltage electrical transmission lines can cause multiple hazards, which can current are not produced by the type of EMF from DC transmission lines; however, to reduce the risk of shock and fire,
electrocute or seriously injure firefighters. necessary mitigation would be applied to eliminate effects related to induced currents and voltages on conductive objects

sharing the transmission line ROW (DF-52). The transmission line would also be engineered to meet North American
Electric Reliability standards and National Electric Safety Code. Additional information on wildland fire has been presented
in Section 3.21 of the Final EIS. Additionally, in the event the lines are cut or otherwise downed, the lines are designed to
trip out of service (turn off), reducing the chances of fire.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1328 We strongly oppose the applicant preferred route location, especially the Pinto Alternative Route See response to Comment ID 569-1327.
Future that would bisect the road between Central and Pine Valley. The DEIS is also inadequate because it
did not really discuss the fact that the Pine Valley Road is narrow and is the only paved access to
and from Pine Valley. On a summer holiday weekend over 3000 people can be found in the town of
Pine Valley and on the nearby Dixie National Forest, including the Pine Valley picnic and camping
areas. The public would be trying to evacuate in one direction while at the same time the fire fighting
forces would be coming in from the opposite direction. In a fire emergency, this road could easily
become blocked.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1329 The DEIS comment that the project potentially pose safety hazards to fire fighters is a gross See response to Comment ID 569-1327.
Future understatement. During a fire near high voltage transmission lines particulate matter in the smoke
can transmit fatal electrical charges to firefighters. Water sprayed directly onto charged conductor
lines can also transmit deadly electricity back to the firemen holding the hose nozzles. Smoke from
a fire can obscure transmission lines from pilots of low flying helicopters and fixed wing aircraft that
are fighting the fire. Heavy smoke and flames can cause arcs to the ground from electrical

conductors.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1330 While we do not have expertise in electrical engineering, we understand that under certain See response to Comment ID 569-1327.
Future conditions one electrically charged transmission line can arc to another nearby transmission line and

such arcing can potentially lead to igniting a wildfire. Wildfires are probably the major cause of
habitat and forage loss in this county. We are concerned that with a total power line right-of-way
width of 250 feet that this power line may be too close to another power line with a similar width
right-of-way. We know lines are not always strung in the center of their respective rights-of-way and
we realize that the 250 foot width is a BLM standard. Therefore, we suggest that the right-of-way be
granted in such a manner as to maximize separation distance between this proposed transmission
line and any other existing power lines. The area near the Beaver Dam National Conservation Area
is of particular concern to us because of the extensive cheat grass fuels and the existing high
voltage power line.
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Citizens for Dixie's 569-1331 In addition, cheatgrass increases resulting from construction disturbance of the route of the A separate section on wildfire was added to the Final EIS as Section 3-21. Additional detail on wildland fire effects was

Future transmission line by themselves increase the risk of fire occurrence. In most of the pinion-juniper added to the Final EIS as appropriate to wildlife, visual, public health and safety, and cumulative impacts. A fire protection
type between Central and Pine Valley, there is no existing good access for firefighters to get to a fire  plan will be developed as part of TransWest's Construction, Operation, and Maintenance Plan. As appropriate, specific
along the proposed line. requirements of the fire protection plan were outlined as mitigation in the wildfire section. See Appendix D, part 1 and 2 of

the Final EIS for TWE's committed environmental mitigation measures related to fire protection (No-64).
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1332 Over 25% of the land in Washington County has burned in the last ten years, some more than once.  See response to Comment ID 569-1331.
Future Most were caused by lightning. The increase in fire frequency, fire size, and fire severity in this area

is troubling. There is little question during the life expectancy of this project, large fires will occur

somewhere along this line. The question which the DEIS should have analyzed is “does merely

building a transmission line in a mountain forest increase the risk of wildfires?” Do the towers or the

conductor lines themselves increase the number of lightning strikes?
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1333 One other firefighting consideration is that the initial firefighters, who would likely respond to a fire See response to Comment ID 569-1331.
Future along the line, if built, are volunteer firefighters from Pine Valley, Veyo, Central and the other small

local communities. Most of the volunteers are older retired folks, and it could be several hours

before a sizeable force of paid and fit properly equipped federal wildland firefighters, as well as air

support, would arrive.

Citizens for Dixie's 569-1334 In most cases, a primitive track will be made along the power line right-of-way and is necessary for The Land Use, Recreation, Transportation and Access sections of the EIS (and other sections) identify the potential for the
Future maintenance. Unfortunately, efforts to block unauthorized access to this maintenance road usually Proposed Action to expand the existing roadway network and identify potential effects on public and private lands that
fail and all manner of dirt bikes, four wheelers, and four-wheel drive vehicles will drive along the would occur from roadway use and construction. These discussions address the potential for incrementally increasing
power line. Public access into new areas by this maintenance road will likely lead to wildlife unauthorized access, describe related adverse effects and identify existing commitment, Best Management Practices and
disturbance, poaching, illegal woodcutting, and vandalism. A maintenance road used by the public mitigation, as appropriate. Section 3.16.6 identifies a variety of existing commitments and Best Management Practices
will also lead to increased erosion, establishment of fire prone cheatgrass, and illegal campfires in to keep traffic on the authorized roadway network.
the area.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1335 One very significant apparent omission on the list of federally listed species that may be found in the Information regarding California Condor is presented in DEIS Section 3.8.5.8 Region lll. Information regarding distances
Future area is the California condor, an endangered species, and the bird with the widest wingspan of any between charged components is provided in Appendix D - Project Technical Description Report (PTDR). Furthermore,

flying bird in North American (9.5 feet). California condors were re-introduced to northern Arizona on  according to the PDTR, the only TWE component that could have charged equipment spaced at less than 10 feet apart
December 12, 1996, and have expanded into southern Utah. This condor population is expected to would be the overhead distribution lines associated with the ground electrode beds. No ground electrode bed siting areas

continue to grow and to become more widely distributed. Currently a number of condors are are located within the current range of the condor, making the potential for electrocution negligible. TransWest has also
regularly found in Zion National Park and these birds can readily fly 100 miles in a day. They have committed to designing and constructing the entire project consistent with the suggested practices outlined in APLIC 2006.
been in Washington County many times, including in Hurricane, lvins, St. George, and a few miles No change to text.

east of New Harmony. There is no reason they could not be found on occasion near Pine Valley or

Central. This document needs to specifically reassure the public that the electrical conductors and

other charged equipment and insulators will be at least ten (10) feet apart in order to avoid possible

electrocution of California condors.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1343 Finally, mitigation items, which are frequently added to transmission lines, are often at cross- Comment noted. Mitigation proposed in the EIS results from a need identified in the impact analysis per CEQ regulations.
Future purposes. For example, non-spectral conductors are often used to lessen visual impacts of electrical

transmission lines, but also make the lines more difficult to see by biologists doing helicopter big

game counts, law enforcement personnel looking for illegal crops, and firefighters being transported

by helicopter to a fire. In another example, adding aviation safety balls to transmission lines

sometimes makes the lines more visible when the goal should be to minimize the lines visibility on a

distant horizon. Safety balls where a line crosses a roadway or maybe even a canyon are good, but

please do not get carried away with mitigations measures where there is not a problem.
Citizens for Dixie's 569-1344 Overall, this DEIS document is well organized and relatively easy to follow. However, it seems some  Thank you for your comment.
Future sections have more detail than other just as pertinent sections. From our standpoint, this document

was almost too large to analyze and to make comments upon, but obviously, a tremendous amount

of effort went into preparing this DEIS. All that were involved should be thanked for their effort.

City of Boulder City 615-923 First, the City notes that it is unaware of any "private" property within the Eldorado Valley that could Within the EIS, jurisdiction has generally been identified through BLM geospatial data that defines federal entities and
potentially be impacted by the Southern Terminal or the TransWest project in general. All lands state/county-level jurisdiction, but considers the remaining types of ownership and jurisdiction as "private" lands. The Final
within the Eldorado Valley which were transferred to the City in the Eldorado Valley Transfer Act, EIS was corrected to indicate that the Southern Terminal location is within Boulder City limits.

P.L. 85-339 ("EVTA") (see Exhibit 1 hereto), are owned in fee by the City of Boulder City (the
"Transfer Area"). The Transfer Area is approximately 107,400 acres and is reserved for a multi-
species preserve, solar development and recreational activities. Thus, a major portion of the Region
IV development of the Trans West project including, significantly, the Southern Terminal, is not "near
Boulder City" (DEIS, ES-12), but rather, is within Boulder City limits. Accordingly, the multiple
references throughout the DEIS to the location being near the City are incorrect and should be
revised to reflect that any development within the Transfer Area is within city limits of Boulder City.
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City of Boulder City 615-955 Second, the proposed alignment of the transmission line as it enters into Boulder City docs not lie The Final EIS preliminary engineered alignments in the area of the City of Boulder City were refined in consideration of
within an established transmission corridor as identified in the Resource Management Plan for the existing designated utility corridors and existing transmission infrastructure.

BLM nor within the reserved transmission corridors as identified under Federal Patent Nev-048100.
(See, e.g., DEIS Figure 2-7.) The City has had multiple discussions with the local, state and federal
BLM offices to resolve transmission line location reservations. The City has committed, and likewise
received commitments from, the then-Director of the BLM Bob Abbey, current BLM Nevada State
Director Amy Lueders, and the Las Vegas Field Office directors over the last three years to support
und actively engage in the placement of transmission lines within the identified transmission
corridors as shown within the above-mentioned Patent. The placement of the proposed DC
transmission line well outside any identified and reserved transmission corridors is contrary to those
commitments and directly impacts the City of Boulder City as both the political entity who controls
the development of the land and as the private land owner who receives the benefits of any
development of the land.

City of Boulder City 615-956 Placement of the transmission line outside of the established corridors creates great financial harm The approach for planning and NEPA disclosure for the TransWest EIS involved an iterative adaptive process of identifying
to the City as the fee owner of this land. The area identified within the City for the proposed DC alternative project corridors (as disclosed in the Draft EIS) and reducing the width of those corridors based on resource
transmission line (known as Township 23 Range 63, sections 19,30 and 31, as well as Township 24  and/or physical constraints. The goals of this approach are to allow flexibility in routing to minimize environmental impacts
Range 63 Sections 6 and 7 in the Mount Diablo Median, in the City of Boulder City, County of Clark,  to the maximum extent possible, address resource constraints, and ensure transparency with the public and agencies
State of Nevada) have been identified as prime solar development areas. The City is known for as a  during routing by avoiding variances in the approved right-of-way grant. Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIS was revised to
solar development hub, providing much needed power to the southwest United States. Further, as include details regarding this approach. The Final EIS preliminary engineered alignments in the area of the Southern
the land owner, the City generates significant revenue from the lease of land for the development of  Terminal were refined considering existing designated utility corridors and existing transmission infrastructure.
solar energy facilities to operate its government.

City of Boulder City 615-957 As the only city in the State of Nevada that does not permit gaming in any form, the City does not As noted in Section 1.6 of the Draft EIS, if it decides to participate in this Project, Western has committed to working with
receive the gaming revenues enjoyed by other communities in the State and relies on land leases to  citizens and landowners to address any concerns regarding acquisition of any private lands required for Project
replace that revenue. The DEIS at p. 1-14 suggests that Western Area Power Administration could implementation. Western views effective public involvement and engagement as a much more productive route than

there be an attempt to exercise such authority within City limits. The City is opposed to any efforts as  exercising eminent domain authority
proposed as an option in the DEIS to have land condemned by the federal government and then
turned over to a private enterprise.

City of Boulder City 615-958 In addition, the DEIS indicates that "[e]ach of the proposed BLM plan amendments would ... expand  Your concern is noted. This general statement in the executive summary only applies to areas where plan amendments
an existing utility corridor." (DEIS, ES-4.) While it does not appear to the City that a plan amendment are proposed for the Project to bring it into conformance. There are no plan amendments proposed in Nevada that would
expanding utility corridors within the City limits is contemplated in the DEIS, note that the City would = expand an existing utility corridor and, as such, there are no plan amendments proposed in the vicinity of Boulder City or
oppose any such expansion of utility corridors within the City limits in the future. The City stands to Clark County.
lose not just tens of millions of dollars of operating capital, but hundreds of millions of dollars if the
transmission line facilities are not located to the existing designated transmission corridors as
identified in Federal Land Patent Ncv-0481 00 or to lands to the south and west of the existing
transmission lines within that corridor.

City of Boulder City 615-959 As stated above, the Transfer Area is subject to several uses including, significantly, a multi-species  The 2-mile project corridor described in the Draft EIS served to establish initial alternatives and identify resource and
preserve and solar facility development. The Project Corridor for the TransWest project identified in topographic constraints. This corridor was subsequently narrowed in the Final EIS and the final actual ROW that will be
Figure 2-15 of the DEJS is an expansive area covering a significant portion of the Transfer Area. identified through the Record of Decision and the Plan of Development will be only 250 feet wide (See Chapter 2 of the
Boulder City believes that this designation of the Project Corridor is excessive and is a potential Final EIS). Additionally, please note that on September 2013, TransWest requested an option to lease certain Boulder City
conflict with the uses for that area identified by the City. lands within Boulder City’s Annual Land Management Plan process. The Boulder City Council approved a change to their

Land Management Plan (LMP) to accommodate TransWest's request in December 2013 (Resolution No. 6117). A change
in the LMP was required to authorize the Boulder City Planning Department to initiate the leasing process. TransWest is
currently working with the Boulder City Planning Department through this process.
City of Boulder City 615-960 By way of example, the transmission lines for the Techren Solar, LLC (Techren") solar facility cross Thank you for your comment.

a portion of TransWest's Southern Terminal Alternative as that alternative is identified in the DEIS

(DEIS, Figure 2-17). TransWest has indicated that it has concerns over the placement of the

Techren transmission lines over the Southern Terminal, thus articulating a conflict between the

TransWest project and Techren, with whom the City has had a lease for this property since 2010.

Trans West has attempted to ameliorate this conflict in a letter to the BLM dated September 27,

2013 (Exhibit 2 hereto), in which TransWest proposed to relocate the Southern Terminal to the

south of its position as indicated in the DEIS, asserting that the repositioning of the Southern

Terminal will provide a sufficient buffer between the approved Techren transmission line and

TransWest's facilities. The newly Proposed TransWest Southern Terminal Site is illustrated in

Exhibit C to TransWest's September 27 letter. The City supports TransWest's relocation of the

Southern Terminal and requests, should the BLM approve the TransWest project, that it approve it

with the relocation of the Southern Terminal as proposed in Exhibit C of Exhibit 1.
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City of Boulder City 615-961 While this attempt to alleviate the conflict with the Techren project is laudable, the City notes that The approach for planning and NEPA disclosure for the TransWest EIS involved an iterative adaptive process of identifying
additional conflicts with the City's interests and the interests of other leaseholders in the Eldorado alternative project corridors (as disclosed in the Draft EIS) and reducing the width of those corridors based on resource
Valley as the result of the expansive definition of the Project Corridor identified in Figure 2-15. The and/or physical constraints. The goals of this approach are to allow flexibility in routing to minimize environmental impacts

City requests that the Project Corridor be much more clearly defined and be confined to only those to the maximum extent possible, address resource constraints, and ensure transparency with the public and agencies
areas actually needed by the Trans West project and to areas not in conflict with City or leaseholder  during routing by avoiding variances in the approved right-of-way grant. Section 2.3.1 of the Final EIS was revised to
interests. include details regarding this approach.
Using this approach, the Final EIS provides a more refined and narrowed project corridor in the area you refer to. The
refinements to this corridor are based on the resource constraints identified during the Draft EIS process.

City of Boulder City 615-962 Further to this point, the City notes that TransWest docs not have a lease with the City, nor has The comment is noted. Coordination with right-of-way is ongoing. This comment has been forwarded to TransWest. The 2-
TransWest engaged in anything more than very preliminary discussions regarding the potential for mile project corridor described in the Draft EIS served to establish initial alternatives and identify resource and topographic
Trans West to lease land for its project from the City. Any negotiations between the City and constraints. This corridor was subsequently narrowed in the Final EIS and the final actual ROW that will be identified
TransWest and any grant of a leasehold to TransWest would by necessity take into consideration through the Record of Decision and the Plan of Development will be only 250 feet wide (See Chapter 2 of the Final EIS).
existing leasehold and other interests (such as the conservation casement lands) and could not, Additionally, please note that on September 2013, TransWest requested an option to lease certain Boulder City lands within
ultimately, conflict with any existing interest. As a "local government" (see DEIS, sec. 1.7.2), the City  Boulder City’s Annual Land Management Plan process. The Boulder City Council approved a change to their Land
believes that TransWest has an obligation to do more consultation and coordination that it has to Management Plan (LMP) to accommodate TransWest's request in December 2013 (Resolution No. 6117). A change in the
date, particularly since the City is the site of the proposed Southern Terminal. LMP was required to authorize the Boulder City Planning Department to initiate the leasing process. TransWest is currently

working with the Boulder City Planning Department through this process.

City of Boulder City 615-963 The City is also concerned that there is not adequate discussion and provision of mitigation The proposed and alternative southern ground electrode bed facilities are located approximately 50 miles north of the

measures for how the proposed transmission line will dump extra power in the event of an proposed Southern Terminal in an area west of Mesquite, NV. See Section 2.4.3.2 of the Final EIS.

emergency shutdown due to factors outside the control of the transmission line operator (such as a
substation fire downstream that causes all circuits to be shutdown). Direct current transmission lines
typically provide for large fields of electrodes placed into the ground to dump the extra power. It is
not clear from the DEIS if such a large field will be placed near/within the substation area, nor what
negative effects such a field will have on nearby facilities. There arc many very sensitive facilities
within a 5 mile radius of the proposed terminus and transmission line that could be significantly
damaged in the event of a discharge of power into the ground. National infrastructure is at risk in the
event that such a power dump creates an overload in other circuits if the power finds a route through
the ground to such facilities.

City of Boulder City 615-964 Further, there are three significant underground natural gas pipelines that are immediately adjacent ~ The proposed and alternative southern ground electrode bed facilities are located approximately 50 miles north of the
to the proposed terminus and within one mile of the transmission line. The DEIS does not address proposed Southern Terminal in an area west of Mesquite, NV. See Section 2.4.3.2 of the Final EIS. Section 3.14 of the
how such a facility would be impacted if there is a necessary discharge into the grounding field. The  Final EIS discloses the potential impacts of the ground electrode beds on surrounding land uses.
proposed transmission line is designed to carry up to 3GW of power to the various substations in the  TransWest's goals and objectives are stated in Section 1.3. Among others, their objective is to deliver renewably generated
Eldorado Valley (Mead, Eldorado, Marketplace, McCullough). However, the existing outgoing energy to markets in the desert southwest region. Part of their ROW application includes an option to construct an
transmission lines from those facilities do not have the capacity to carry the additional power, nor do  interconnect at the IPP station in Millard County, UT , which provides an alternate avenue to meet their objectives
the existing substations have the ability to receive it and process it for downstream delivery without depending on market conditions. Furthermore, the proposed Southern Terminal in Nevada includes a 500kV substation

taking existing utility providers off their systems. along with the converter station. See Section2.4.3.1.

City of Henderson 580-903 The City remains concerned about the potential negative impact of this routing of Alternative IV-A, Section 3.17.5.2. addresses the findings of research regarding the effect of transmission lines on property values. With
where the proposed transmission line would pass between these two residential developments. regard to this specific location, the potential for incremental adverse effects would be tempered by the fact that three
Lake Las Vegas, a residential resort community, has experienced diminished property values, and transmission lines already exist in the area; the primary access road into Lake Las Vegas crosses under the existing lines.

near static growth, as a result of the economic downturn over the past several years, and only
recently has begun to anticipate future growth within undeveloped areas of the resort over the next
decade. Preliminary planning for an additional 275 homes within the resort has recently been
submitted to the City. In addition, the 780 acre undeveloped northwestern tract of the resort area,
Rainbow Canyon, was rezoned for residential and recreational development last year. Calico Ridge
is an existing, largely built-out community with over 550 residences within the area of Segment 660
(DEIS Table 3.12-20).

City of Henderson 580-904 While the DEIS indicates that the Project, as proposed under Alternative IV-A, would be generally The available research offers little insight on this issue. Consequently, the FEIS contains new text alluding to the potential
aligned along existing transmission structures and located within a limited corridor width of 250 feet,  for such effects but concludes that the likelihood, magnitude and geographical extent of such effects is unknown.
it also notes that the "majority of Alternative IV -A would parallel existing transmission lines in valley
situations, but sometimes is distanced enough to be on the opposite side of ridgelines." (DEIS Sec.

3.12-84). Moreover, the guyed transmission structures for this segment of the Project would
maintain a larger profile in this view hed area: " ... [the] substantially more dominant, self-supported
structures would stand out visually more than they would if seen in the same viewshed with existing
transmission line structures." (DEIS Sec. 3.12-84). The cumulative impact of the Agency-preferred
alternative route has the very real potential to diminish scenic quality near these residential areas,
and reduce land values and corresponding tax receipts.
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City of Henderson

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg
Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg
Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg
Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg
Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg
Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg
Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Clark County Nevada
-Desert Conserv Prg

Comment ID

580-907

386-715

386-716

386-717

386-718

386-719

386-720

386-721

386-722

386-723

386-724

386-725

386-726

386-728

386-729

386-730

386-731

Extracted Comment

The City of Henderson has authority to protect the public health and welfare of its residents through
local government land use, zoning, and planning requirements (see Henderson Municipal Code
(HMC) Chapter 19.5, Use Regulations). A Conditional Use Permit from the City is required for major
utility projects, including electrical transmission lines (HMC 19.5.4.S). While the City has not been
identified as a cooperating agency during this EIS process, the City reserves its position in this
regard

On page 3.14-81, under 3.14.6.6 Region 1V, the paragraph is confusing, it deals with too many
topics. This could be slightly expanded into three paragraphs. Check all Sections, Tables, and
Figures cited in this paragraph.

On Page 13, Project Description Technical Report, please change Multi-Species Habitat
Conservation Easement to Clark County Desert Conservation Program's Boulder City Conservation
Easement. Please search for all occurrences of Multi-Species Habitat Conservation and replace with
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation.

On page 33, under 3.2.2 Southern Terminal, the last paragraph is confusing. Please clarify the
difference in acre totals for the Southern Terminal between private and BLM lands. Please check all
acreages reported in this paragraph and throughout the document.

(comment does not refer to correct page number and section)

On Page 3.6-1, under 3.6.1 Regulatory Background, not sure if you want to add Clark County
Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and Southeastern Lincoln County Habitat Conservation
Plan to the list of special status species regulations relevant to the Project. Same for Table 3.8-1.

On page 3.8-22, under 3.8.5.2 Proposed Alternative Southern Terminal, it states that the Southern
Terminal would be sited almost entirely within the developed/disturbed vegetation community. The
area in the proposed Southern Terminal Site is Mojave Desert Shrub vegetation community and is in
Desert Tortoise habitat. This area is not developed or disturbed (See section 3.8, page 3.8-143).

On Table 3.8-9 does not show Desert Tortoise under Reptiles. However, it is clearly shown that the
Terminal falls in Desert Tortoise habitat (Figure 3.8-6, Region IV Important Desert Tortoise Habitat).
On Table 3.8-17, BLM Sensitive and State-protected Species ... , need to add Desert Tortoise.

On page 3.5-30, under Southern Terminal Alternative, this section is confusing. Please check acres
of impacts and redo vegetation analysis, see above and in general comments.

On page 3.13-29, Table 3.13-19, the BCCE could be included, also in Table 3.13-34.

On page 3.13-32, under Southern Terminal, it states that there is no public use of the private
property within the proposed Southern Terminal area for recreation. It is understood OHV use is
allowed within Boulder City on open roads, check with Boulder City.

On page 3.14-12, under 3.14.4.5, the BCCE should also be included in this section.

On page 3.14-22, under Southern Terminal, the third paragraph is confusing. Please expand on
recreation, covered species, sensitive species, impacts, and mitigation topics.

DCP would like to have the BCCE boundary placed on all maps where applicable especially in the
Region 4 sections.

Please note that Alternative 1V-C would go through the northeastern portion of the BCCE,
TransWest will have to coordinate with BLM, DCP, and Boulder City if this alternative becomes the
preferred alternative.

Throughout the Draft EIS chapters the reported size of the Southern Terminal facilities varies from
140 to 205 acres. The Southern Terminal area reported size also varies from 415, 555, and 750
acres.

Throughout this Draft EIS, the vegetation analysis is incorrect or inconsistence in Clark County,
especially around Boulder City (see Figure 3.5-4 Region IV Vegetative Communities). Table 3.5-10
states that the Southern Terminal will impact the Developed/Disturbed vegetation type. The majority
of this vegetation type in that area is Mojave Desert Shrub with very little of the Developed/Disturbed
vegetation type. Please correct and update analysis, maps, tables, and impacts for all chapters.

L-29

Response
Table 3.14-24 of the Final EIS notes that major utilities would be a conditional use within the city of Henderson.

The text in subsection 3.14.6.6 Region IV was modified by creating separate paragraphs to improve readability and
citations were confirmed.

The PDTR (Appendix D of DEIS) is TransWest's document that describes the proposed Project. This comment has been
forwarded to TransWest to consider the suggested edit for inclusion in the Final EIS Plan of Development.

Could not find specific location cited in comment, however, all acreages and totals have been checked and confirmed in the
FEIS.

The habitat conservation plans to which you refer apply to actions on non-federal lands. Whereas the TransWest Express
Transmission Project would affect some non-federal lands in Lincoln and/or Clark Counties , because federal approval is
required for project implementation, potential impacts to federally listed species are covered under section 7 of the ESA,
rather than section 10 of the ESA to which the Clark County Multiple Species Habitat Conservation Plan and the
Southeastern Lincoln County Habitat Conservation Plan apply.

According to the SWReGAP landcover data used in the vegetation analysis, the two Southern Terminal alternative sites are
located primarily in the developed/disturbed vegetation type. No change to text.

FEIS has been modified to address comment.
FEIS has been modified to address comment.

The vegetation description for Clark County is based on the Southwest ReGAP vegetation communities. In addition, the
land use/vegetation at the Southern Terminal has been verified through aerial imagery and accounts supplied by the
applicant. the section will be reworded to be clearer.

A discussion of the BCCE was added to Table 3.13-19 in Section 3.13.5.4, Table 3.13-34 in Section 3.13.6.12, Figure 3.13-
5, and into the impact text for the Southern Terminal in Section 3.13.6.7 and appropriate alternatives in Section 3.13.6.12.
It was confirmed with Boulder City that OHVs are