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MISSION STATEMENT

It is the mission of the Bureau of Land Management (BLM), an agency of the
Department of the Interior, to manage Biadministered lands and resources in a
manner that best serves the needs of the American people. Management is based
upon the principles of multiple use and sustained yigide taking into account

the longterm needs of future generations for renewable and nonrenewable
resources.
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LIST OF ACRONYMS

The following is a list of acronyms and abbreviations, chemical names, and units of measure
used in thiROD.

GENERAL ACRONYMS AND ABBREVIATIONS

ACHP Advisory Council on Histac Preservation

APE Area of Potential Effect

ARPA Archaeological and Historic Preservation Act of 1974
ASLM DOl Assistant Secretary of Land and Minerals Management
ASME American Society of Mechanical Engineers

BLM Bureau of Land Management

BMP best managment practice

BOR Bureau of Reclamation

CDEAC Clean and Diversified Energy Advisory Committee
CEQ Council on Environmental Quality

CFR Code of Federal Regulations

CRMP cultural resources management plan

DEM Digital Elevation Model

DO District Office

DOC U.S. Department of Commerce

DOD U.S. Department of Defense

DOE U.S. Department of Energy

DOl U.S. Department of the Interior

E.O. Executive Order

EFH essential fish habitat

EMF electromagnetic field

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency

EPAct Energ Policy Act of 2005

ESA Endangered Species Act of 1973

FAA Federal Aviation Administration

FLPMA Federal Land Policy and Management Act of 1976
FO Field Office

FR Federal Register

FS u. S. Department of Agricultureo6s
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IOP
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PA
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Slo
SMS
SSP
SWPPP

THPO
u.s.
USC
USDA

geayraphic information system
global positioning system

interagency operating procedure
land resource and management plan

Management Framework Plan
Military Operating Area (also Memorandum of Agreement)
Memorandum of Understanding

National Association of Counties

Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act
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National Environmental Policy Act

North American Electric Reliability Corporation
National Historic Preseation Act of 1966
National Infrastructure Protection Plan
National Marine Fisheries Service
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Occupational Safety and Health Administration
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United States

United States Code
U.S. Department of Agriculture
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RECORD OF DECISION

INTRODUCTION

On August 8, 2005, the President signed into law the Energy Policy Act of 2005 (EPAct)
(PublicLaw 10958). In Section 368f EPAct, Congress directed the Secretaries of Agriculture,
Commerce, Defense, Energy, and the Interior to designate, under their respective authorities,
corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution
facilities onFederaland in the 11 contiguous Western States; perform any environmental
reviews that may be required to complete the designation of such corridors; incorporate the
designated corridors into the relevant agency land use and resource managerseahglse

that additional corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines and electricity transmission and
distribution facilities or-ederaland are promptly identified and designated as necessary; and
expedite applications to construct or modify odsgand hydrogen pipelines and electricity
transmission and distribution facilities within such corridors. Congress further directed the
Secretaries to take into account the need for upgraded and new electricity transmission and
distribution facilities tamprove reliability, relieve congestion, and enhance the capability of the
national grid to deliver electricity. Finally, Congress specified that Section 368 corridors should
specify the centerline, width, and compatible uses of the corridors.

This documat records the decision that the Department of the Interior (DOI) reached to
designate corridors on Bureau of Land Maragnt (BLM) lands by amending %hd use plans
in the 11contiguousiNesternStates. ThaVesternStates are Arizona, California, Colo@ad
Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. The DOI is
basing this decision on the analyses presented iitla¢ Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement, Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal Land in the 1EiW&tates
(DOE/EIS0386)(DOE and DOI 2008). This Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement
(PEIS) provided the methodology used to locate energy transport corridors invhestiekn
States and identified the corridor locations that were ultimateiyetkfrom this process. In
addition, the PEIS presented #igects on thenvironment associated wigotential future
projects undertaken within the designated corridors.

The PEIS was prepared by the involved agencies in accordance with the NatvanahGental

Policy Act of 1969 (NEPA). The Department of Energy (DOE) and the BLM for the DOI were
the lead agencies in preparation of this PEIS. The Department of Agriculture (USDA), Forest
Service (FS); Department of Defense (DOD); and DOI Fish andi¥ilslervice (USFWS),

were the cooperatingederalagencies in preparation of the PEIS. These agencies are collectively
referred to as At he Agencieso in this Recor
also be amending land use plans to desigratedors. The USFWS will not amend land use

plans to designate corridors. Future project proponents will need to comply with existing laws,
policies, and regulations foight-of-way ROW) permits across USFWS managed lands.



Designation of energy transpaorridors ornFederalands in the Wesgs a significant step in
addressing some of the critical energy infrastructure issues in the West. Energy corridors on
Federalands provide pathways for future pipelines as well as-thstance electcal

transmision lines that are expectedhelp relieve congestion, improve reliability, and enhance
the national electric grid. Future use of the corridors should reduce the proliferaR@Wsd
across the landscape and minimize the environmental footprint frostogevent.

Section 368 corridors are sited to avoid, to the maximum extent possible, significant known

resource and environmental conflicts. Corridors are sited to the maximum extent possible to

promote renewable energy development in the West, whichrisntlyrconstrained in part by a

lack of transmission capacity. Interagency operating procedures (IOPs) developed and evaluated

in the PES and adopted with this ROD are expectefibster longterm, systematic planning for

energy trasport development irhe Westprovide industry with a coordinated and consistent
interagency permitting procesmd provide practicable measures to avoid or minimize

environmental harm from future development within the corridors. This ROD completes the

DOI 6 s r e s praer EHAtt Bdction 368&t® examine and designate energy transport

corridors in the West and provides aforwird o ki ng responseneeds. t he nat

PROTESTSON THEPROPOSED PLAN AMENDMNENTS

This ROD sets forth the decision of the DOI Assistamt&ary, Land and Minerals

Management (ASLM)to approve a number of proposed plan amendments. Approval at the

ASLM level in the DOI reflects both tieederalcooperative process that brought together

bureaus, services, and offices within the DOI, USDAH)DOD and Department of Commerce

(DOC) and the mandate from Congress that the Secretaries of the these Departments

cooperatively designate energy transport corridors. Approval at the ASLM level in DOl means

the plan amendments described in this ROD atsulgject to any protest to the BLM Director,

who is subordinate to the Assistant Secretary, as descrillediMé s pl anni ng regul @
43CFR1610.52. Thus, the BLM protest process is not applicable to the land use plan

amendments approved here.

THE DECISION

Section 368 directs the Secretary of the Interior (the Secretary) to designate energy transport
corridors under existing authorities, such as those provided by Section 503 of the Federal Land
Policy and Management Act of 1976 (43 U.S.C. 1763P(ARL). By signing this ROD, the

ASLM amends the affected BLM land use plans under the authority of FLPMA and in
accordance with BLM planning regulations (43 CFR Part 1600). The approved plan
amendments are consistent with the requirements of Sectiorf 8&3Energy Policy Act of

2005. The decision also adopts IOPs to meet the Section 368 requirement to improve the ROW
application process and to meet NEPA requirements to provide practicable means to avoid or
minimize environmental harm which may resutirfrfuture ROW grants within the designated



corridors.The approved BLM plan amendments are presented in Appendix A of this ROD and
the IOPs are presented in Appendix B of this ROD.

What the Decisiomo Amend theResourceManagemenPlans (RMPs)Provides

This ROD records the decision of the ASLM to amend relevant BLM land use plans (identified
in Appendix A of this document) and to incorporate Section 368 corridors therein. This decision
to amend the land use plans is supportethbyinformation and findigs in the PEIS (DOE/EIS
0386). The PEIS identified potential Section 368 corridewaluated effectsf potential future
development within designated corridadentified mtigation measures fauch effectsand
developed IOPs applicable to planningpstruction, operation, and decommissioning of future
projects within the corridors.

Designation of energy transport corridors in BLM land use plans identifies the preferred
locations for development of energy transport projects on lands managed byMH@&BU

lands). As specified in Secti@®8, these corridors identify a centerline, width, and compatible
uses. Appendix A lists the plans that are hereby amended, the responsible BLM office, the
corridor identifier, the width, and compatible uses. Whei&e 368 corridors follow corridors

that were previously designated in local land use plans, the attributes identified in the PEIS (i.e.
corridor centerline, width, and compatible uses) will apply.

This decision also adopts IOPs for the administratfaanergy transport development within the
corridors. The PEIS identified these IOPs to meet the requirements of Section 368 to expedite the
permitting process (see Appendix BhelOPs provide coordinated, consistent interagency
management procedures foermitting ROWSs within the corridor$helOPs also identify

mandatory requirements that will help ensure that future projects developed within Section 368
corridors are planned, constructed, operated, and eventually decommissioned in a manner that
protecs and enhances environmental resources anetésngsustainability

What the Decisiomo Amendthe RMPs DoesNot Provide

Section 368 directs the Secretary to designate energy transport corritf@desaland under
existing authorities, such as thosewded by the FLPMA. Section 368 provides no new
authorities to the Secretary for this action. The Secretary is not designating corridors on Tribal,
state, or private lands under this authority. This ROD applies only to lands managed by the
BLM. Nor doesSection368 provide the Secretary with authority to require energy producers,
transporters, and users to be more efficient in their generation, transport, or use of energy or to
require utilities to upgrade their systems within Section 368 corridors

Designation of Section 368 corridors and amendment of affected RMPs does not authorize any
projects, mandate that future projects be confined to the corridors, or preclude BLM from
denying a project in a designated corridor or requesting design revisionsttormaetcipated

siting issues there. Future ROW proposals will need to comply with other applicable laws,



regulations, and policies. ROW applicants will not be prevented from proposing projects outside

the designated corr i doaoughstclopropddlsM@ysneed ogess i der at

through the land use plan amendment process to be accommodated

OVERVIEW OF THE ALTERNATIVES

The Agencie%analyzed two alternatives in the PEIS: the No Action Alternative and the
Proposed Action Alternative. The PropdsAction is the environmentally preferred alternative
and is selected in this ROD. Various other alternatives were proposed and considered, but all
were eliminated from further study because of their inability to meet the intent of Section 368.
All facetsof both alternatives would comply witfederalaws, rules, regulations, and policies

Alternative 10 No Action Alternative, Continuation of Current Management

Under the No Action Alternative, the Secretary would not designate Section 368 energy
corridors on BLM lands in the Westhe BLM would continue to follow current permitting

practices to approve project proposals. The No Action Alternative would not amend any land use
plans. Management @eriptions in existing plans woultbt be modified underhis alternative.

In general, all BLM lands, unless otherwise designated, segregated, or withdrawn, are available
for ROW authorization under FLPMA. Under the No Action Alternative, the BLM would
continue to evaluate applications for ROWs and alternativé/Rautes following current
Federaland state regulations, policies, and permitting processes and requirements. Where
necessary, amendment of RMPs to allow pregpetcific ROWSs would occur on a projdny-

project basis. Althougkederalagencies includinthe BLM have improved processing of multi
agency projects in recent years, there are still barriers to efficient processing of applications. At
present, some of these barriers include inconsistent agency procedures for granting ROWs
inconsistent agencyews on whether proposed energy infrastructure projects would address
near or longterm energy needa lack of coordination among agencies that administer
contiguous tracts of land when responding to applications for a ROW across their respective
jurisdictions, and the lack of coordination within agency offices regarding the appropriate
geographic locations of corridors or ROW#is alternativealso does namneet the need to

enhance the national grid through coordinated, interstate planning.

Rationale for non-selection:The No Action Alternative does not meet the purpose and need
expressed by Section 368 of EPAct. Under the No Action Alternative, futuralistagnce
energy transport projects would be unlikely to ciesderalands within common, shared,

1 This ROD derives from the PEIS completed by the Agencies hamed in the Introduction and pertains only to the
DOl , Bureau of Land Management. The t e rkmoniplétegddoynci es 0
these entities for the PEIS.
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energy transport corridors, resulting in a proliferation of widely spaced psgectfic ROWs
fragmenting thé-ederalandscape. There would be less ability to collocate developmental
infrastructure, such as roads and landing areas, for multiple grejedta greater likelihood that
environmental effects would be dispersed across the landscapetetomgystematic energy
transmission planning on the part of governments or the public would continue to be difficult to
achieve

Alternative 20 Proposed Ation Alternative: Designation of Section 368
Corridors and Amendment of RMPs

The Proposed Action Alternati@roposed Actionis the environmentally preferred alterwat
Under the Proposed Actip8i2 BLM RMPs would be amended to designate approxim&&€l00
miles of Section 368 energy corridors on BLM lands in th¥VEkternStates (Figure 1). These
corridors represent preferred locations on BLM lands for future electric transmission lines and
oil, gas, and hydrogen pipelines. Section 368 corridersdantifiedin all 11 WesternStates and

are designated for either pipeline or transmission line use or both (multimodal). The Agencies
identifieda width of 3,500 feefior Section 368 corridors unless otherwise specified due to
environmental or managentezonstraints or existing local designations. The Proposed Action
incorporates energy corridors (or portions of these corridors) that are currently identified in local
BLM land use plans in all states excaptWWyoming (Table 1)Wyoming has no locally

desgnated corridorshatmeetSection 368 corridocriteria

The Agencies that prepared the PEIS coordinated corridor locations across jurisdictional
boundaries to ensure continuity of ledigtance energy transport acré&sleraland in the

West. The Agecies, primarily the BLM and the FS, through adoption of the IOPs for
management of future ROW applications within corridors, are establishing consistent
management procedures within and among their respective administrative units to improve the
ROW applicéion process and to ensure robust environmental protections during future project
development within the designated corridors.

A total of about 6,000 miles of corridors will be designatedrederaland under the Proposed
Action. About 82percentof themore than 6,000 miles of total corridors would occur on BLM
administered lands. In comparison, Forest Service lands would have alpautdliof the
corridors, with 2percenton other lands (U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, National Park Service,
Departmat of Defense, and Bureau of Reclamation) (Table 2)

Rationale for selectionCorridor designation itself does not immediately affect the environment,
though effects to the environment may occur during future project development under both
alternatives. &ture project development under either the No Action or the Proposed Action

would only take place after compliance with applicable laws and regulations including the
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). Nevertheless, the Proposed Action, desigrfation o
Section 368 corridors by amendment of land use plans, offers significant advantages over the No
Action Alternative.

The Proposed Action fulfills the direction expressed by Congress in EPAct Section 368. Under
the Proposed Action, the Secretary of thiedior designates corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen



pipelines and for electricity transmission and distribution facilities on BLM land in the

11 contiguousWestern Stateand incorporates the designated corridors into the relevant land use
plans. Thes&ection 368 corridors meet the EPAct requirements to improve reliability, relieve
congestion, and enhance the capability of the national grid to deliver electricity. The Proposed
Action ensures that additional corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen pipaldesiectricity
transmission and distribution facilities ederaland are promptly identified and designated, as
the need arises. The Proposed Action identifies IOPs to expedite applications for construction or
modification of oil, gas, and hydrogerppiines and electricity transmission and distribution
facilities within such corridors. Finally, the Proposed Action specifies the centerline, width, and
compatible uses of each Section 368 corridor. EPAct also directed the Secretary to perform any
envirormental reviews that may be required to complete the designation of such corridors, and
the PEIS that accompanies this decision has accomplished that review.

TABLE 1: Miles of Locally Designated Energy Corridors Incorporated into the Proposed
Section 368nergy Corridors on Federal Land, by State and Federal Agency

Miles of Locally Designated Energy Corridors (total miles of proposed
Section368 energy corridors in parentheses)

Number of
Proposed Corridors
Incorporating
Locally Designated

State Corridors BLM FS USFWS BORP? DOD NPS
Arizona 13 (16) 356 (454) 166 (181) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0(5) 7 (10)
California 16 (20) 405 (600) 122 (223) 0 (0) 0(@) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Colorado 9 (19) 178 (308) 36 (112) 1(3) 0 (0) 0@2) 0(1)
Idaho 1 (14) 0 (296) 6 (16) 0 (0) 0(1) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Montana 4 (8) 9 (56) 13 (180) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Nevada 16 (34) 799 (1,535) 1(29) 0 (25) 11 (18) 2 (10) 5(5)
New Mexico 1(4) 18 (290) 0 (0) 04 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Oregon 8(12) 333 (431) 0 (134) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Utah 6 (14) 88 (619) 30 (62) 0(2) 0 (0) 0 (9) 0 (0)
Washington 1(2) 0(1) 48 (50) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Wyoming 0 (18) 0 (413) 0(@3) 0 (0) 0 (23) 0 (0) 0 (0)
Total 75 (131) 2,186 (5,0Q)° 422 (990§ 1(34F 11 (44F 2(26) 12 (16}

a8 Proposed Section 368 corridors having portions that are locally designated. Not all portions of these corridors
locally designated. Total number of proposed Section 368 energy corsdofarenthees.

b BOR = Bureau of Reclamation.

¢ Slight difference between indicated total and the sum of the stated entries is due to rounding.
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FIGURE 1: Proposed Section 368 Energy Corridors on Federal Lands in the MWestern States




TABLE 2: Distribution of Proposed Energy Corridors on Federal Land, by Managing
Federal Agency

Miles of Proposed Corridors on Federal Land,
by Managing Federal Agency

Total Miles
of Proposed
State Corridors BLM FS USFWS BOR2 DOD NP3
Arizona 650 454 181 0 0 5 10
California 823 600 223 0 1 0 0
Colorado 426 308 112 3 0 2 1
Idaho 314 296 16 0 1 0 0
Montana 236 56 180 0 0 0 0
Nevada 1,622 1,535 29 25 18 10 5
New Mexico 293 290 0 4 0 0 0
Oregon 565 431 134 0 0 0 0
Utah 692 619 63 2 0 9 0
Washington 51 1 50 0 0 0 0
Wyoming 438 413 3 0 23 0 0
Total 6,112 5,002 99¢P 34 44p 26 16P

a BOR = Bureau of Reclamation; NPS = National Park Service.

b Slight difference between indicated total and the sum of the stated entries is due to rounding.

There aresignificant environmental considerations which also support the selectioa of
Proposed ActionConsdidation of ROW development is expectedhtgp reduce the

proliferation of separate ROWSs across the landscapeheA®sult of an intensive 2ygar siing
process, Section 368 corridors avoid major, known, environmental conflicts to the maximum
extent possibldnteragency operating procedures (IOPs) developed and evaluated in$he PEI
and adopted with this ROD are anticipatefoter longterm, systmatic planning for energy
transport development in the Wgsitovide industry with a coordinated and consistent
interagency permitting procesmd provide practicable measures to avoid or minimize
environmental harm from future development within theidors. These benefits provide
substantial reasons for selecting the Proposed Action as the decision



NOTICE OF MODIFICATIONSAND CLARIFICATIONS
MADE TO THE PROPOSEIPLAN AMENDMENTS

Modifications

After careful review of the information provided by thev@mors ofArizona, California,
Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming
during the GovernoégConsistencyReview and additionahternal reviewtheBLM macde the
following modification:

New MexicoCorridor segment 81-272: A segment of corridor 8272 in New Mexico,
which falls within the Mimbres planning area (see Figuré)Avill not be designated in
this ROD. Corridor designation in this ansdl be addressed as part ofgmng BLM
local land use planning effis on public lands.

Clarifications

The following clarifications and minor corrections have been nathes Final PEISand are
reflectedin theapproved resource management plan amendments presented in this ROD:

A

Appendix A of theFinal PEIS, which lists ipposed corridor designation land
amendmentsncorrectly identifies for Arizona a Lower Sonoran RMP. The current
RMP is the Lower Gila South Resource Management Plan (RMP), administered by
the Lower Sonoran Field Office (FO).

In Arizona, both the Hassayaa and Kingman Field Offices administer the Lower
Gila North Management Framework Plan (MARE Hassayampa, Safford, and
Tucson FOs administer the Phoenix RMRd the Safford and Tucson FOs
administer the Safford RMP.

The Arizona Strip RMP listed in Agmdix A of theFinal PEISis the Arizona Strip
Field Office RMP.

Figure A3 in Appendix A of this ROD corrects several corridor labels for Colorado
that are incorrect in Part 5 of the Map Atlas, Volume 1l of vl PEIS. The
corrected corridors shown Figure A3 are Corridor 13233 (incorrectly labeled as
132-222), Corridor 126133 (incorrectly labeled as 128.7), and Corridor 8277
(incorrectly labeled as 8¥39).

Because of its relatilyg small size and the scale of the maps presented Firihe
PEIS, Corridor 136.39 in Colorado was not shown in the Colorado maps presented



in Parts 2 and 5 of the Map Atlas, Volume Il of fimal PEIS. This corridor is
shown in Figure A3 in Appendix A of this ROD.

A The typographic error of the Black Rekkgh Rock Immigrant Trail NCA RMP in
Nevada has been corrected.

A For Nevada, the responsible agency offices listed as FOs fimntilePEIS have been
revised to District Offices (DOs), the Carson City Consolidated RMP has been
changed to the Carson City FO Colidated RMP, and the Las Vegas FO name has
been changed to the Southern Nevada DO.

A TheFinal PEIS idefifies the Surprise RMP as under the jurisdictiolNefada
Surprise RMP (an#ield Office) is under the jurisdiction of BLM California for the
publiclands they administer in Nevada.

A The San Juan RMP identified for Utah has been renamed the Monticello RMP.

A The ROD identifies six approved Utah RMPs (Kanab RMP, Moab RMP, Richfield
RMP, Price RMP, Monticello RMP, and Vernal RMP) that contain statemaeatts th
right-of-way corridor designations in those plans are consistent with the corridor
designations proposed in thmal PEIS, and thus further amendment of these RMPs
will not be necessary. These RMPs are included in Appendix A of this ROD.

A TheFinal PEISidentifies three RMPs (House Range RMP, Pony Express RMP, and
Warm Springs RMP) in Utah that would require amendment for corridor designation.
Due to restrictions to plan amendments imposed by Section 2815(d) of Public Law
106-65, the National Defense Adrization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 (October 5,

1999), these three plans cannot be amended at this time. Should these restrictions be
lifted, the amendments to these plans would become effective and the BLM would
provide public notice of the effective d&gof the amendments. These three plans

are included in Appendix A of this ROD.

A The RMPs listed in Tables 3 and Appendix A have been corrected for Oregon; The
AndrewsSteens RMP for Lakeview District is changed to the Andrews RMP for
Burns District.

A A number of the IOP§Appendix B)have been edited. These edits aredohnical
corrections or clarity and are not substantive, and are not indicated in the text.

MANAGEMENT CONSIDERATIONS IN
SELECTING THE APPROY¥D PLAN AMENDMENTS

Many considerations conttilied to the selection of the plan amendments approved by this ROD.
The Agencies needed to comply with the provisions of Section 368 of the EPAct, and to identify
a framework for interagency coordination to do so. Other considerations included:

A Assessing aimsmission needs in the West;
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Accomplishing the necessary environmental reviews;
Siting the corridors across the landscape;

Meeting the Section 368 requirements to expedite the permitting process;

o Do To D>

Establishing procedures to identify and designateréuection 368 corridors, as
necessary; and

™

Ensuring that the environmental considerations identified in the PEIS would be
addressed when the corridors are developed

Energy Policy Act of 2005

The primary consideration of the Secretary was to meet tjugreenents of the Energy Policy

Act of 2005 (P.L. 10%8), which directs him to designate corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen
pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution facilities, incorporate the designated
corridors into relevant RMPs, andeet the other considerations specified in Section 368 of the
EPAct. Section 368 specifically addresses the need for electricity infrastructure and directs the
Agencies to take into account the need for upgraded and new infrastructure, and to take action
to improve reliability, relieve congestion, and enhance the capability of the national grid to
deliver energy

Interagency Cooperation

Section 368 directed five agencies to work together to designate corrideesi@ralands in the

11 Western States$n 2006, he Agencies completed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU)
to define tkeir working relationshipsThe DOE was designated the lead agency with the BLM as
the coelead. The FS, DOD, and USFWS were identified as cooperaéidgralagencies. The
Depatment of Commerce did not sign the MOU but remained a consulting agency. Only those
Agencies that manade=deraland (DOD, DOI, and USDA) where Section 368 energy corridors
are designated are issuing RODs for such designation. The Agencies establistedgency
Executive Team to coordinate work on the PEIS and selected Argonne National Laboratory as
the contractor for the PEIS

Transmission Needs in the West

The requirements of Section 368 reflect Congr
transport infrastructure to meet the nationbs
factors in considering the need for energy transport infrastructure in order to identify corridors

for designation.
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The West has a critical need for ledigtance eargy transport infrastructure due in part to the

West 6s unique geography and popul ation distri
facilities are often remotely located and large population centers are spread far apart. These

factors result iran electricity transmission grid typified by higbltage transmission lines

spanning very long distances. While these {diggance lines are necessary to provide

consumers with reliable and affordable power, the required length of these lines andplex com

mix of federally administered public lands with private, Tribal, and stateed lands make

planning and siting energy transport infrastructure a challenge.

Many different entities recognize the need for energy transmission infrastructure in théowWest,
example:

A The Western Governorsé Association (WGA) h
planning factors to consider when addressing this need (WGA 2001, 2008a, 2008b).

A The North American Energy Reliability Corporation (NERC) forecasts continueti ne
for electricity resources and notes the increasing strain on the transmission system
(NERC 2007).

A Numerous sources identify the need for transmission infrastructure to promote
development of renewable resources such as wind, solar, and geothermaViesth
(Black & Veatch 2007, 2008; CDEAC 2006a; DOE 2008; State of Nevada 2007).

A The DOE completed a nationwide analysis of electricity transmission congestion and
identified critical congestion areas, congestion areas of concern, and conditional
congestbn areas in the West (DOE 2006).

Transmission system congestion can lead to rapid rises in electricity prices, and severe
congestion may lead to loss of electricity supplies and blackouts in some areas. Although
conservation and distributive energy syssemay relieve some of the future need for long
distance transmission, current studies and estimates point to the need for this infrastructure for
decades in the future (CDEAC 2006b). These studies and considerations offered the basis for
identifying the ned for energy transmission in the West as well as providing substantive data
used in the first steps to identify corridor locations

Environmental Reviews

Section 368 required the Agencies to conduct

complete the elsignation of Section 368 energy corrid%)?l'she Agencies concluddtat
preparing a PEIS at this time support land use plan amendmentstarekaminghe range of
potential effects of future development projects within the corridaeppropriate to eet the
requirement to conduct environmental reviews.

2 NEPA § 102(2)(c), 42 U.S.C. 4332(2)(c).
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Counci | on Environment al Quality (CEQ) regul a

NEPA process with other planning at the earliest possible time to ensure that planning and
decisions reflect ennvanmental values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to head off

potenti a TTha:NEIPlN processtprovidéd an established and familiar vehicle to examine
potential environmental concerns and to allow for early public participation in thers86&

energy corridor designation process through a mechanism familiar to interested members of the
public. The designation of several thousand miles of energy transportation corridors is a large
task. The PEIS allowed the Agencies to seek public inpotigh open comment periods and

public forums where concerns regarding Sec868 energy corridors could be raised. Public
review and comment on ttiraft PEIS resulted in a number of changes that were incorporated
into theFinal PEIS.

The decision to deghate thousands of miles of corridors in 11 Western States is aswalad
action.It is not posible at this timeo identify the effects of building a particular transmission
line on a specific viewshed; nor is it known if, when, or in which corridoh guojects will

actually be proposed and constructed. In the absence of gspgafic location, design, and
operation information, it is not possible to evaluate specific environmental impacts associated
with future ROW proposals. It is, however, pbésiand useful to provide a programmatic
assessment of the types of resources or environmental concerns likely to occur within the
corridors and the types of effects likely to occur from future development. Based on this
analysis, the PEIS also identifisnagement practices to reduce future impacts (IOPs) and
possible mitigation measures when impacts occur. The PEIS may greatly assist subseguent, site
specific analyses for individual project proposals by allowing the Agencies to incorpotiate

to therelevant provisions of this PEIS into those later analyses

Corridor Siting Process

The Agencies followed a systematic, featep process for identifying corridor locations on
Federalands in the West (Figure 2). Each step built upon the previous evtedh alternative
corridor locations were examined and rejected. The final selection of corridor locations includes
consideration of numerous alternative locations for various corridor segments. This siting
process consideremirrenttransmission infrasticture serving traditional sources of energy
generation, such as coal and-fjessd power plantsas well asareas which could serve the future
development of renewable eneiggludinggeothermal, hydrapwer, solar and wind generation.
Additional emphasisvas given to electricity transmission because of the interconnected nature
of the electric grid and because of the congestion and reliability issues that currently face the
West. Throughout the corridor siting process, comments received from the puabdithan
stakeholders on corridor locations were considered with regard to both the need for energy
corridors in specific locations and the desire to avoid or minifoizeeimpacts to

environmental resources.

3 40 CFR 1501.2.
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The Agencies identified a number of criteraa §iting corridors. Key among these are the
following.

A Section 368 identified the need for an enhanced electrical transmission grid as a driver for
corridor designation. Thus, the initial step in the corridor siting procesbdkeg) was
to identify an enhanced regional electric grid for the West.

A Corridors that did not support connectivity within this grid were not considered in this
analysis.

A Corridors could only be oRederaland, excluding Tribal, state, and private lands from
this analysis.

A Corridors had to include feasible development opportunities by meeting essential
engineering requirements

A Corridors had to comply with legal and regulatory requirements and, to the maximum
extent possible, avoid known environmental concerns or incompkitaises.

A Corridors had to be compatible with local BLM land use plans, which identify local areas
that are compatible or incompatible with energy transport development and that have
been developed in consultation with local communities.

A Corridors shou follow existing corridor designations or infrastructure to the extent
practicable, to reduce the need for corridor locations on undeveloped land.

The Agencies adopted the siting process summarized below to implement these siting criteria.

Step1l:TheAgenci es devel oped an Avidenetevarkofenargye d 0 c G
transport paths that addressed the need to connect energy supply areas (including renewable
sources) with demand centers, prodder the longdistance transport of energy, andtrite
requirements and objectives of Section 368, regardless of land ownership or environmental

or regulatory issues. This unrestricted grid was based on studies such as those noted in the
Transmission Needs in the West section above, as well as on itiormpeovided by the

public during scoping.

Step 2: The Agencies refined and revised the locations of individual segments of the
conceptual network defined in Step 1 to avoid-Rederalands as well as major known
environmental, land use, and regulatoopstraints. The Agencies analyzed geographic
information system (GIShased data from multiple sources (BLM, USDA FS, USFWS, State
Historic Preservation Offices, U.S. Geological Service, DOE, and DOD), resulting in a
preliminary corridor network that aided private, state, and Tribal lands; many important
known natural and cultural resources; and many areas incompatible with energy transport
corridors because of regulatory or land use constraints.

Step 3:Local Federaland managers and resources staffluated the preliminary corridor

locations identified in Step 2. Working with the interagency team, these managers adjusted

the corridor locations in their administrative units to further avoid important or sensitive

resources, to ensure consistency wibource management objectives described in each
unités |l and use plans, and to ensure compat.
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Step 4:The Agencies futher evaluated and revised corridor locations, as appropriate, in
response to concerns expressed by the public, states, Tribes, local governments,
nongovernmental organizations, and other stakeholders during the public comment period for
the Draft PEIS amh during orgoing governmenrto-government consultations. The Agencies

also further refined corridor locations to incorporate new information from Federal land and
resource managers to ensure consistency with local Federal land management responsibilities
and to avoid sensitive resources to the fullest extent possible.

The resulting Section 368 corridors represent 3 years of intensive effort among multiple
agencies, Tribes, state and local governments, individuals and groups to identify the best
locations br energy transport systems on the public lands. The final set of Section 368 corridors
represents consideration of many different alternative locations for corridor segments and
represents those that best meet the criteria established in Section 3é8ngifidd above.

ImprovedPermitting Process

Section 368 directs the Agencies to establish procedures under their respective authorities to
expedite the application process for enemgigted projects within Section 368 designated
corridors. The Agecies ae adopting uniform IOPEAppendixB) for reviewing applications for
energy ROWSs within designated Section 368 corridors as part of this direction.

Applicants seeking permits to develop ledigtance energy transport infrastructure are expected

to benefitfrom consistent procedures (IOPs) that are applicable across administrative boundaries
and among different agencies. The IOPs offer uniform processing and performance criteria for
energy transportation ROWSs in Section 368 corridors for planning, construgtieration, and
decommissioning. The IOPs are expected to reduce duplication, increase coordination, and
ensure consistency among all participants in the permitting process.

The affected agencies, primarily BLM and the Forest Service, will providemsgitation
guidance subsequent to the issuarfdbair respective RODs. This guidance will diréederal
agencies to

A Select a single project manager as a poirtontact (POC) for the project to oversee the
processing of an application;

A Require a sinig environmental review document for the project;

A Develop a single cosecovery agreement and fee schedule, and seek a unified billing
process for the applicant; and

A Undertake other such measures to streamline the application process.

The Section 368treamlining process will be based on the principles of the Service First
program implemented by the BLM, FS, National Park Service (NPS), and USFWS (Public Law
106-291, October 11, 2000, Section 33 USC 1701). Applications received by any of the
Agercies will undergo an initial review to determine if the application meets Section 368
planning criteria, including a determination if the project crosses multiple jurisdictional
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boundaries within a state or is an interstate project. If a proposal is eg@ewa Section 368
corridor project, only one application will be necessary to proceed with the authorization
process.

The POC assigned to the proposed project is expected to have knowledge, experience, and
credentials similar to current BLM national pgot managers. The BLM national project

managers are very familiar with the policies and procedures of multiple agencies and
jurisdictions, have experience working with large projects and sophisticated applicants, and can
manage thireparty contracts, if @cessary. The POC will oversee all processing of the
applications, including environmental reviews, construction activities;quustruction

monitoring, and closeout issues, if needed

Additional Corridors

Congress also directed the Agencies to ensatteatiditional corridors for oil, gas, and hydrogen
pipelines and electricity transmission and distribution facilitieseateraland are promptly
identified and designated, as necessamgBLM will accommodate the need for future energy
transport corridrs through its normal land use planning process, which provides the standard
procedure for designating corridors as the need arises. Where proposals for a ROW appear to
meet the criteria established for Section 368 corridors, the BLM may work throug§krtriee

First program to designate a ledgstance interagency corridor

Environmental Impact Considerations

The environmental analysis in the PEIS discloses that there would be no effects to the
environment from corridor designation itself. Amendingldred use plans does not authorize
any grounedisturbing activities, and there are no irreversible or irretrievable commitments of
resources from corridor designation.

The BLM also recognizes that designating corridors is likely to direct future deveiofome

these locations, and that future development will involve many environmental considerations.
The PEIS analyzed, atprogrammatic level, theffects from future project development on the
environment. Based on these analyses Agencies develope®Ps that are expected to

promote regulatory compliance with appropriate authorities; assure full consideration dsimpac
to ground and séace water, vegetation, paleontological resources, ecological resources, cultural
resources, Tribal traditional culal resources, and visual resources; and provide a robust suite of
management procedures to avoid or minimize environmental harm throughout the life of any
future project within a Section 368 corridor.

The Agencies also identified mitigation measures ¢bald be implemented to address the
various types of impacts. These mitigation measures are not mandatory, since mitigation
procedures need to be suitable to specific situations not identified in a programmatic analysis,
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but these measures do establishsistent procedures for common impacts that may be adopted
as appropriate in the course of project development

CONSISTENCY AND CONSLTATION REVIEW

GovernosdConsistency Review

As set forth in the BLMO6s pl annscorgpisteneygul at i on
review is to ensure consistency of the PRMP with officially approved or adopted resource

related plans, and the policies and programs contained therein, of other Federal agencies, State
and local governments, and Indian Tribes, so long aguigance and resource management

plans are also consistent with the purpose, policies and programs of Federal laws and regulations
applicable to public lands (43 CFR 1612()). The BLM Land Use Planningandbook(H-

16011, March 11, 2005, at Glossa?ystates that f ¢ o n mdars the prapgsed land use
plandoes not conflict with officially approved plans, programs, and policies of Tribes, other
Federal Agencies, and state and local governments (to the extent practical with Federal law,
regulation,and policy)o This does not require the BLM to adhere to or adopt the plans of other
agencies or jurisdictional entities, but rather to give consideration to such plans and make an
effort to resolve inconsistencies to the extent practical.

On October 312008, the BLM initiatedthe6@d ay Gover nor s6 ConFmalst ency
PEIS. TheBLM received letters from the Governors of Idaho, New Mexico, Utah, and

Wyoming; a letter was also received from the Governor of Montana, after the deadline for

resporses.

While these letters raised a number of issues, none provided information regarding
inconsistencies although two letters have resulted in modifications and clarifications to the Final
PEIS which are addressed in this ROD:

A The following footnote is addkto Table 3 based on a clarification raised by the
Governor ofutahwith referenceghreeUtahland use planérhe Pony Express RMP
the House Range RMP, and the Warm Springs RMP)

This plan cannot be amended at this time due to restrictions to plan araetsd
imposed by Section 2815(d) of Public Law-B36 the National Defense
Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 (October 5, 1999). Should these
restrictions be lifted, the amendments to this plan would become effective and the
BLM would provide public atice of the effective date of the amendments

A The Governor of New Mexico identified concerns with the southern leg of corridor
81-272, through the Las Cruces area of New Mexfceegment of corridor 8272
in New Mexico, which falls within the Mimbredgmning area (see Figure A will
not be designated in this ROD. Designation of a corridor in this area will be addressed
as part of orgoinglocal land use planning effortsn BLM lands.
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Cooperating Agencies

The BLM issued invitations to stakeholdersc{uding counties) to apply for Cooperating

Agency status in the fall of 2005. Threederalgencies participated in the PEIS as cooperating
agencies including USDA FS, DOQBnd USFWS. Two stagethree county governments, three
conservation districts, arahe Tribe requested and received cooperating agency“sTettamon
Federakentities sought cooperating agency status by directly contacting the Agencies and
requesting cooperating agency status. The role of the cooperating agencies was to provide
information to the Agencies addressing environmental, economic, and social issues for
consideration during the corridor designation process. The California Energy Commission and
California Public Utilities Commission represented the State of Californiarandordination

with the BLM and FSestablished an interagency teanfefleraland state agencies to ensure
that the stateds energy and infrastructure ne
environmental concerns were considered in the PEISoffte® cooperating agencies also

provided information on Tribal, state, or local issues that assisted the Agencies in siting corridors
and developing the PEIS

Tribal Governments

TheFederalTribal governmento-government relationship is set forth in axeEutive

Memorandum of April 29, 1994, GovernméontGovernment Relations with Native American

Tribal Governments, as supplemented on Noverp200Q by E.O.13175. In addition,

regulations implementing Sectid®6 of theNational Historic PreservationchAof 1966

(NHPA), 16 U.S.C. 470f, requiteederalagencies to consult with Indian Tribes for undertakings

on Tribal lands and for historic properties of significance to the Tribes that may be affected by an
undertaking (3&CFR800.2(c)(2)). The BLM workddirectly with Tribal governments on a
governmento-government basis.

Section 36®f the EPActapplies only td~ederaland and there are no Section 368 corridors
designated on Tribal lands. The Agencies recognized, however, that designation of energy
corridors onFederalands, and especially on lands adjacent to Tribal land, is of interest to
affected Tribes and that future development within corridors would have implications for
resources important to Indian Tribes located~ederalands. The BLM paicipated in
governmenio-government consultation for the PEIS as part of an interagency team. The
interagency team established a consultation protocol to make sure that the individual agencies
coordinated consultation on the PEIS and that Tribal inteveste heard and considered. A

single point of contact was established at Argonne National Laboratory to answer Tribal requests
for information and to track consultation. An interagency Tribal Working Group coordinated
consultation among the agencies amithds. The Agencies frequently relied on local agency

4 The cooperating entities were the States of Californi
Sweetwater, and Uinta counties, Wyoming; &imttoln, Sweetwater and Uinta County conservation districts,
Wyoming.
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representatives to facilitate contacts and meetingswabies with whom they had established
relationships. Tribes were invited to consult at various times and welcomed to enter the
consultation procss via any route convenient to them.

All 250 federally recognized Tribes with ancestral ties to th&/g$tern Statewere contacted

via multiple mailings to inform them of the PEIS and to ingd&@ernmento-government

consultation. All were provided pges of theDraft PEIS for comment, with special attention

given to those Tribes whose reservations would abut or be approached by the proposed corridors.
Eighty Tribes responded to these invitations. All sought and were provided additional

information re@rding the PEIS, and 40 Tribes engaged in-fadace meetings with Agency
representatives. In addition to concerns raised in meetings with the Agencies, 19 Tribes
submitted oral or written public comments on Braft PEIS

Tribes contributed substangily to the development of the PEIS, the siting of corridors on BLM
lands, and the development of the IOPs. These contributions assisted the Agencies by
strengthening the analysis in the PEIS and avoiding certain locations of particular Tribal concern.
TheBLM will continue to consult with interested Tribes and to implengewernmento-

government consultation on a projegecific basis as development proceeds

NHPA & Section 106 Consultation

The Agencies elected to use the NEPA process documentediE&eo comply with

Section106 of the NHPA, as allowed per 36 CFR Section 800.8(c). The Agencies made this
decision due to the scope and scale of this undertaking, which is the designation of over
6,000miles of energy transport corridors in Mestern Sates Using the NEPA process to

comply with Section 106 reduces redundancies when complying with botholifers the

broadest possible opportunities and greatest convenience for the public to review and consult on
t he Agenci es 0, anp enspsdhateahcemscperiainimg $o historic properties are

fully integrated into the PEIS and the ROD.

The Section 106 regulations clearly state that integrating the Section 106 compliance process
with NEPA does not waive Agency obligations under either \&hile the regulations do permit
the Agencies to take advantage of the NEPA process, the Agencies must still adhere to the
fundamental direction for compliance with Section 106. The Agencies have accordingly
completed the following steps to comply with See 106:

A Notifying the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP) and the State Historic
Preservation Officers (SHPOSs) of the intent to use the NEPA process to comply with
Section 106;

A Identifying consulting parties through the NEPA scoping process;

A Identifying historic properties and assessment of effects (the PEIS includes a
programmatic evaluation of the types of historic properties likely to occur within the
corridors and the types of impacts that could occur during project development);
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A Consulthg with Tribes, SHPOs, the ACHP, and other interested parties as identified
through the NEPA scoping and consultation process;

A Identifying measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effauots;

A Review of the daft PEISby Tribes, SHPOs, Tribal Histic Preservation Officers
(THPOs), the ACHP, and other interested parties and resolution of issues raised through
consultation and coordination with affected parties.

Future development projects within the designated corridors have the potential thisfoet
properties; these projects will be fully subject to compliance with the NHPA. In addition, the
Agencies have identified a number of IOPs relevant to cultural resource and related Tribal
resource concerns that will apply to future elepment projets. The IOPs are expectedhtelp

to coordinate historic preservation reviews among the vaFedsraland managing agencies
during future development, and constitute measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate the impacts
from future project developmentthin these corridors. These measures have been developed in
consultation with the SHPOs, ACHP, federally recognized Tribes, and the public through
ongoing consultation and through the review and comment process fraté&EIS The

BLMG6s r e sepforisectiob 106 foricarridor designation will be satisfied by a binding
commitment to the IOPs with the signing of this ROD

ESAQ Section 7 Cmpliance

ESA Section 7 Requirements

Section 7(a)(2) of the ESA requires federal agencies to ensure, in abosultith either the
Secretary of |l nterior or the Secretary of Com
commer ci al data available, o that their propos
continued existence of any [listed] species or reautié destruction or adverse modification of

the [critical] habitat of such species. o 16 U
of Federal agencies are subject to the consultation requirement. The Section 7 regulations state

that consultaon is required only when a Federal agency determines that its proposed action
Aémay affect | isted species or critical habit

Agency Status under ESA Section 7

The DOI, USDA, and DOD have concluded that they are action agencieSAopurposes
because each manadesderaland where proposed energy corridors may be designated under
Section 368. Each action agency is tasked with designating energy corridaagdevaland and
incorporating these corridors into appropriate landplses by amending them.

The DOE has determined that it is not an action agency because it does not mafagkely
lands where proposed energy corridors would be designated under Section 368. As such, the
Proposed Action does not involve any actionlig igency to incorporate proposed corridors
into any land use plans that it may have issued.
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Basis for the AEffentdAagbBPateemdbndadNBSAn under Se

I n determining whether a proposedelpwhetheon A may
there wil/ be Ano effect, o a Feder al agency m
its proposed action, what the effects of those activities are likely to be on the environment, and
whet her t hose ef f ec tlstedspecies oritnticalshabitad Oply tikosef e c t 0
proposed actions that fAmay affecto a |isted s
Section 7 consultation requirements.

Consistent with Section 7 of the ESA, when an action agency detertimittesFederal action

wi || have no effect on |isted species or crit
determination. In that case, the ESA regulations do not require concurrence from the U.S. Fish

and Wildlife Service or the National Marilei s her i es Service (Services
obligations under Section 7(a)(2) for that action are complete.

As described in the PEIS, the BLM examined whether its adoption of land use plan amendments

to designate Secti on tdspeciesmrcriticalhabita, orfconeesselya f f e ¢
whet her its action would have fino effect. o T
under section 368 through land use plan amendments would have no effect on listed species or

on critical habitat.First, designating energy corridors through amendments of land use plans has

no direct effects on listed species or critical habitats. The land use plan amendments designate

an area, identified by centerline, corridor width, and compatible use, thaewile preferred

area to be used for Section 368 purposes. Corridor designation does not establish a precedent or
create any legal right that would allow growidturbing activities within a designated corridor.

Any individual application for a ROW, peit or other authorization for Section 368 purposes at

a particular location within a designated energy corridor could only be granted, in the future,

after it is subject to a full policy and legal review, including a review under ESA and other
applicablestatutes. Moreover, there is no guarantee that any particular authorization will be

granted. The action agencies have discretion not only to grant or deny an application for a ROW,
permit or other authorization for Section 368 purposes within a desigratabr, but also to

grant an application for an authorization outside of a designated energy corridor.

Second, the designation of corridors will have no indirect effects on listed species or critical
habitat. While it is reasonable to expect thamsduture actions that may affect listed species or
critical habitat will be taken within the designated corridors, under the ESA regulations, the
effects of any such future action do not ¢
such effectsvi | | be Acaused byo the designation o
certain to occur. o

ons
f ot

The action agencies considered preparing a biological assessment and initiating consultation with
the Services under Section 7(a)(2). After considerimgpua approaches, however, the action
agencies determined that preparing a biological assessment beforspesitie project had

been proposed would be based largely on conjecture and speculation. The corridor designations
do not identify the timing, lpce, or design of any future sgeecific projects that would occur

on these lands. Nor do the corridor designations create any legal right that would allow or
authorize groundlisturbing activities without further agency decisimaking and compliance

with applicable statutes, including the ESA. There is therefore simply no way to know before
such a sitespecific proposal is made whether the impacts to be assessed would be those of an
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overhead electricity transmission line or buried oil or gas pipelis®me combination of uses.
Further, without knowing the specifics of when and where a project would occur within a
corridor, it would be impossible to know what species, if any, would be affected by these future
projects. When a specific project iposed in the future, sufficiently detailed information will

be available for analyzing the effect of the project on listed species or critical habitat under
Section 7(a)(2) before the BLM issues a right of way, or any other form of authorizations or
othemwise approves any growdisturbing activity.

Therefore, based on our understanding of the ESA regulations, the BLM determined that the
effects of future projects taken in accordance with the corridor designations are not indirect
effects of the corridorekignation. The BLM does not have sufficient information at this stage
about future projects to conclude that the effects of future projects meet the regulatory definition

of Aindirect effects. oo I al s o nedatthistimeahe, bec
BLM6s decision to amend | and use plans to des
environment al baseline or provide a basis for

typically part of the consultation process.
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MITIGATION MEASURES

The PEIS includes a programmatic evaluation of the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects that
could occur if development takes place in the future within the corridors. For each category of
project construction and operatianpacts, the PEIS lists the types of environmental impacts that
are likely to occur during project development. This ROD identifies and adopts IOPs to ensure
that future effects from project development are appropriately addressed. The IOPs identify
pradicable means to avoid or minimize environmental harm and include provisions for
monitoring during future development within the corridors.

In addition to these mandatory IOPs, the PEIS identifies specific mitigation measures that could
be used to minimiz, avoid, or compensate for the specific effects of a proposed project. Federal
land managers may require use of these measures (as well as others not identified in the PEIS) as
appropriate and applicable depending on project design and corridor condidalitsonal

measures to mitigate environmental effects may also be developed during subsequent NEPA
analyses at the planning and project development stages

PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT

The Agencies engaged in numerous efforts to reach all stakeholders aitdeoissthat might

have an interest in this project. These included formal notices, scoping and public meetings, a
90-day comment period on theraft PEIS notification and outreach letters, press releases,
newspaper ads, email contacts, and an active@amg@rehensive website accessible throughout
the project. In addition, agency staffs engaged in extensive outreach to many groups by
meetings, conferences, updates, and briefings. The project has benefited significantly from the
high level of public engagesnt

Scoping

The Agencies published a Notice of Intent (NOI) to prepare a PEIS, amend relevant agency land
use plans, and conduct public scoping meetings, as well as a notice of floodplain and wetlands
involvement, in Volume 70, page 56647, of rerleralRegister(70 FR 56647) on September

28, 2005. The NOI advertised the opportunity for the public to become involved through the
NEPA scoping process, in which interested parties may comment on the scope and content of the
PEIS.
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The Agencies held two sco meetings in each of the Western StateSom September 28 to
November 28, 2005 A total of 538 individuals from government, industry, environmental
organizations, and the general public attended the meetings. The public was also invited to
submit canments via mail, fax, telephone, and the Web. Three hundred comments were received
from the scoping process. Comments and a summary of scoping issues wererdvstéot

public access. All comments received equal consideration in the preparatiolboafthREIS.

The majority of the comments were associated with electricity and natural gas issues.

The Agencies also provided the public with maps of the preliminary corridor routes and
alternatives in June 2006 and invited comment on the preliminarysrioigetified at that time.

The Agencies received 200 comments and used the information provided by the public to assist
in developing the Proposed Action presented irCiredt PEIS The maps and the comments are
also posted on the project website (htgorfidoreis.anl.gov)

State and Local Governments

In a letter sent by DOE on February 2, 2006, the Agencies invited each of the 11 western
Governors and their respective staff members to meetthethAgend e @ofect managers. The
meetings provided ther@ect team with the opportunity to brief the governors and their staff
members on the status of the PEIS. Discussion centered on the issues brought up during the
public scoping period, data that each state could provide related to corridor locatioaitanstr
and opportunities, and stagpecific items related to energy planning environmental concerns
and stakeholder involvement. Several states and state agencies commentdatai e S

Where there were issuesugron state request, the Agencies migh state representatives to
discuss and, if possible, resolve issues.

The Agencies also worked through the National Association of Counties (NACo) to alert western
counties to project milestones, such as scoping and the releas®oaftheEIS and preide

updates or briefings when requested. Six counties responded to the invitation to be a cooperating
agency, and a number of counties provided comments @r#fePEIS. Where counties noted
conflicts with the corridor locations and local issues, thersies worked closely with the

affected counties to modify the corridors and to resolve the issues

Public Comments on the Draft PEIS

The Agencies published a Notice of Availability (NOA) of baft PEIS in thd=ederal
Registerat 72 FR 64591 on Novembg6, 2007, and broadcast a press release throughout the
11 Western Statethat highlighted the release of tbeaft PEIS. They also notified the governors

S Denver, CO (Oct. 25); Albuquerque, NM (Oct. 26); Salt Lake City, UT (Oct. 26); Cheyenne, WY (Oct. 27);
Helena, MT (Oct. 27); Boise, ID (Nov. 1); Sacramento, CA (Nov. 1); Las VegagNuV. 2); Portland, OR
(Nov. 2); Phoenix, AZ (Nov. 3); Seattle, WA (Nov. 3).
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and all federally recognized Tribes in theWestern Statesf the upcoming release of tbeaft
PHS. An email news release on the availability of Eraft PEIS was sent to over 2,200

i ndividuals and organizations that had signed

website located at http://corridoreis.anl.gov, and NACo was alsdiedtihat theDraft PEIS
was available for public comment. In addition, all individuals and organizations that had
participated in the public scoping process were notified about the availability DfaftePEIS.

The Agencies invited the public to commen theDraft PEIS from November 16, 2007, until
February 14, 2008, and provided four methods to deliver public comments DrathPEIS:

fax, regular mail, at public meetings, and over the Web. The Agencies conducted public
meetings at the same loaats as the scoping meetings, with additional meetings in Window
Rock, AZ, Grand Junction, CO, and Washington D.C. The draft PEIS was available in several
formats, including via the Web. Importantly, all of the spatial data used Dr&fePEIS and the
maps produced for thBraft PEIS were available for access and use (in several data formats) to
any member of t he putdbsiteso thatany etsan could vew the t 6 s
spatial data used in preparation of Braft PEIS (including digitaiaps and data files of the
proposed corridor locations).

Approximately14,000 individuals and/or organizations provided comments ortife PEIS

with the total number of substantive comments exceeding 3,500. Substantive comments came
primarily from theutility and energy sector, environmental and nongovernmental organizations,
and individuals in th&Vestern StateS'he Agencies prepared responses to the comments
received on th®raft PEIS(see Volume IV) and revised tiénal PEISto incorporate

approprate changes suggested by the public. Where changes to corridors affected various
constituents, such as counties, Tribes, or states, the Agencies consulted with those concerned
entities to ensure that changes would be acceptable to all parties.

In additionto the public comment period, project managers from the Agencies held a number of
informational meetings on theraft PEIS with interested members of the public, industry and
environmental organizations, and state and local governments. Many of thegsaetped to

better frame the formal comments submitted by these entities. It should be noted that none of the

meetings resulted in formabmmentson theDraft PEIS Formal comments could only be
provided through the four methods described above

OngoingProject Communication with the Public

Agendespersonnel at all levels have engaged in outreach activities to stakeholders across the

spectr um, including governorsd6 and state offi

public interest organizatiorend advocacy groups in many diverse forums including meetings,
conferences, workshops, training classes, and other gatheringsiesjstadf have provided
information and updates on the project, answered questions and discussed concerns with
participantsand offered contact information for follewp questions or discussions.

In addition to these outreach efforts, the Agencies have maintained a public involweshsité
since the beginning of the project. The pullEbsitehas provided ongoing informman and
updates on the PEIS, posted public comments from scoping and Drath®EIS and now
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contains thé-inal PEIS. In addition, theiebsitecontains technical documents, maps of the

corridor locations, a spatial database of land ownership and lsmarces that is available for
download to local computers, project background information, and overall project status and
schedule. Members of the public can request electronic email updates and news, which are then
automatically sent to them.

As of Octoler 16, 2008approximatelys9,314 Web visitors had viewed 750,000 Web pages.

More than 2,230 individuals and/or organizations signed up to receive project updates via email.
More than 58,000 text documents and 41,000 draft corridor maps have been doavfrtmade
thewebsite

Releas®f the FinalPEIS

The BLM published the NOA of thieinal PEIS in thé-ederal Registeon Nov. 28, 2008

(73FR 7252]). The BLM will continue to actively seek the views of the public, using outreach
techniques such as news relsaandvebsiteinformation to offer opportunities for public
participation and inform the public of new and ongoing project proposalspa&tafic planning,

and opportunities and timeframes for comment. The BLM will also continue to coordinate, both
formally and informally, with the numero&®deral Tribal, stateand local agencies and

officials interested and involved in the management of energy transport projects in the 11
Western States

AVAILABILITY OF THE PLAN

ROD Availability

Electronic copie®sf thisROD and the Approved Plan Amendments are available via the Internet
at http://corridoreis.anl.gov

Paper and electronic copies may be viewed at:

Arizona

Arizona State Office, One North Central Avenue, Suite 800, Phoenix, AZ 85004
Arizona Strip Fiedl Office, 345 East Riverside Drive, St. George, 84790
Hassayampa Field Office, 21605 North 7th Avenue, Phoenip85KR27

Kingman Field Office, 2755 Mission Boulevard, Kingman, 8@401

Lake Havasu Field Office, 2610 Sweetwater Avenue, Lake HavasuXZit§6406
Lower Sonoran Field Office, 21605 North 7th Avenue, Phoenix, AZ 85027
Safford Field Office, 711 14th Avenue, Safford, AZ 85546

Tucson Field Office, 12661 East Broadway, Tucson 8587248

Yuma Field Office, 2555 E. Gila Ridge Road, Yuma, 86365

California
Alturas Field Office, 708 W. 12th St. Alturas, CA 96101
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Barstow Field Office, 2601 Barstow Road, Barstow, CA 92311

Bishop Field Office, 351 Pacu Lane, Suite 100, Bishop, CA 93514
California State Office, 2800 Cottage Way, Suitel®23, Sacrament@CA 95825
Eagle Lake Field Office, 2950 Riverside Drive, Susanville, CA 96130

El Centro Field Office, 1661 S. 4th Street, El Centro CA 92243

Folsom Field Office, 63 Natoma Street, Folsom, CA 95630

Needles Field Office, 1303 S. Hwy 95, Needles, CA 92363

Pdm SpringsSouth Coast Field Office, 690 W. Garnet Ave., North Palm Springs, CA 92258
Redding Field Office, 355 Hemsted Drive, Redding, CA 96002

Ridgecrest Field Office, 300 S. Richmond Rd. Ridgecrest, CA 93555
Surprise Field Office602 Cressler Street,e@arville, CA 96104

Colorado

Colorado State Office, 2850 Youngfield Street, Lakewood, CO 80215
Glenwood Springs Field Office, 50629 Hwys 6 & 24, Glenwood, CO 81601
Grand Junction Field Office, 2815 H Road, Grand Junction, CO 81506
Gunnison Field Office, 6 N. Colorado, Gunnison, CO 81230

Kremmling Field Office, 2103 Park Ave, Kremmling, CO 80459

Little Snake Field Office, 455 Emerson St., Craig, CO 81625

Royal Gorge Field Office, 3170 E. Main St., Canon City, CO 81212
BLM/USFS San Juan Public Land CentEs,Burnett Court, Durango, CO 81301
Uncompahgre Field Office, 2456 S. Townsend Ave., Montrose, CO 81401
White River Field Office, 220 E. Market St., Meeker, CO 81641

Idaho

Bruneau Field Office, 3948 Development Avenue, Boise, ID 83705
Burley Field Office 15 East 200 South, Burley, ID 83318

Coeur do6Alene Field Office, 3815 Schreiber
Four Rivers Field Office, 3948 Development Avenue, Boise, ID 83705
Idaho Falls District Office, 1405 Hollipark Drive, Idaho Falls, ID 83401
IdahoState Office, 1387 S. Vinnell Way, Boise, ID 83709
JarbidgeField Office, 2536 Kimberly Road, Twin Falls, ID 83301
OwyheeField Office, 20 First Avenue West, Marsing, ID 83639
PocatelloField Office, 4350 Cliffs Drive, Pocatello, ID 83204
Shoshone Field Gite, 400 W. F Street, Shoshone, ID 83352

Upper Snaké-ield Office, 1405 Hollipark Drive, Idaho Falls, ID 83401

Montana

Billings Field Office, 5001 Southgate Drive, Billings, MT 59101

Butte Field Office, 106 N. Parkmont, Butte, MT 59702

Dillon Field Office, 1005 Selway Drive, Dillon, MT 59725

Missoula Field Office, 3255 Fort Missoula Road, Missoula, MT 59804
Montana State Office, 5001 Southgate Drive, Billings, MT 59101

Nevada
Battle Mountain District Office, 50 Bastian Road, Battle Mountain, NV 89820
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Carson City District Office, 5665 Morgan Mill Road, Carson City, NV 89701

Elko District Office, 3900 East Idaho Street, Elko, NV 89801

Elko District Office, 3900 E. Idaho Street, Elko NV 89801

Ely District Office, 702 North Industrial Way, Ely, NV 89301

Nevada State Officel340 Financial Blvd, Reno NV 89502

Southern Nevada District Office, 4701 North Torrey Pines Drive, Las Vegas, NV 89130
Winnemucca District Office, 5100 East Winnemucca Boulevard, Winnemucca, NV 89445

New Mexico

Carlsbad Field Office, 628. Greene St., Carlsbad, NM 88220

Farmington District Office, 1235 La Plata Highway, Farmington, NM 87401
Las Cruces Field Office, 1800 Marquess Street, Las Cruce383005

New Mexico State Officel474 Rodeo Road, Santa Fe, NBA505

Rio Puerco Field Oite, 435 Montano NE, Albuguerque, NM 87107
Roswell Field Office, 2909 West Second Street, Roswell, NM 88201
Socorro Field Office, 901 S. Hwy 85, Socorro, NM 87801

Oregon

Baker District Office, 3285 11th Street, Baker City, OR 97814

Burns District Office 28910 Hwy 20 West, Hines, OR 97738

Eugene District Office, 2890 Chad Drive, Eugene, OR 97440

Lakeview District Office, 1301 S. "G" Street, Lakeview, OR 97630

Lakeview District Office, 1301 South G Street, Lakeview, @30

Medford District Office, 3040 Ridle Road, Medford, OR 97504
Oregon/Washington State Office, 333 S.W. 1st. Avenue, Portland, OR 97204
Prineville District Office, 3050 N.E. 3rd Street, Prineville, OR 97754
Roseburg District Office, 777 NW Garden Valley Blvd., Roseburg, OR 97470
Salem Distict Office, 1717 Fabry Rd. SE, Salem, OR 97306

Vale District Office, 100 Oregon Street, Vale, OR 97918

Utah

Cedar City Field Office, 176 East D.L. Sargent Drive, Cedar City, UT 84721

Fillmore Field Office, 35 East 500 North, Fillmore, UT 84631

Grand StaicaseEscalante National Monument, Kanab Headquarters, 190 East Center, Kanab,
UT 84741

Kanab Field Office, 318 North 100 East, Kanab, UT 84741

Moab Field Office, 82 East Dogwood, Moab, Ut84532

Monticello Field Office, 365 North Main, Monticello, bt 84535

Price Field Office, 125 South 600 West, Price, UT 84501

Richfield Field Office, 150 East 900 North, Richfield, UT 84701

Salt Lake Field Office, 2370 South 2300 West, Salt Lake City, UT 84119

St. George Field Office, 345 East Riverside Drive, &0oi@e, UT 84790

Utah State Office, 440 West 200 South, Suite 500, Salt Lake City, UT 84145

Vernal Field Office, 170 South 500 East, Vernal, UT 84078

Washington
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Spokane DistricOffice, 1103 N Fancher Road, Spokane, WA 99212

Wyoming

Casper Field Office,287 Prospector Drive, Casper, WY 8262868

Cody Field Office, 1002 Blackburn, Cody, WY 8248464

Kemmerer Field Office, 312 Highway 189 North, Kemmerer, WY 839011
Lander Field Office, 1335 Main, Lander, WY 825@589

Rawlins Field Office, 1300 Nortfihird, Rawlins, WY 82302407

Rock Springs Field Office, 280 Highway 191 N., Rock Springs, WY 82R01/
Worland Field Office, 101 South 23Worland, WY 824040119

Wyoming State Office, 5353 Yellowstone, Cheyenne, WY 82009
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APPROVED RESOURCE
MANAGEM ENT PLAN AMENDMENTS

INTRODUCTION

Designation of Section 368 energy corridors under the Proposed Action requires the BLM to

amend specific land use plans, listed below, thereby incorporating the designated corridors in

the plans. There are no changesdwidor locations or attributes from those identified in the
PEISforBLMlande x cept as noted above in the section
Clarifications0 Thi s section identifies a change basec
which asegmenbf corridor 82272 in New Mexico, which falls within the Mimbres planning

area (see Figure-&) will not be designated in this ROD

The plan amendments include (1) the identification of specific Sedfi®@energy corridors by
centerline, width, and comagible energy uses and restrictions (such as pipeline only or
electricity transmission with a restricted tower height) and (2) the adoption of mandatory
interagency operating procedures that would be implemented on a coandgsrojecispecific

basis (Apendix B). The Section 368 corridor specifications are identified in Appendix A and in
a Geographic Information System (GIS) database that accompanies the PEIS and is available
online athttp://corridoreis.anl.gav

Current land use plans are called resource management plans (RMPSs); in the past, such plans
were called management framework plans (MFPs), and some MFPs are still in use. Analyses
conducted in programmatic envimmental impact statement (PEISPE/EIS B86 ([Designation

of Energy Corridors on Federal Land in the 11 Western Statgg)ort the amendment of

specific land use plans identified herein.

Only those land use plamghere Section 368 energy corridors are designated are amended by
this ROD. Corrido-related amendments are incorporated into existing land use plans upon
signature of this ROD. Plans that are currently undergoing revision for reasons unrelated to
Section 368, but not scheduled for completion until after the ROD is signed, will inaterploe
corridor designations into their ongoing plan revisions upon signature of this ROD. Plans that
haverecently been revised before tROD is signed will be amended upon signature of this
ROD.
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TABLE 3: BLM Land Useor Equivalent Plans Amendedby Designating

EPAct Section 368 Energy Corridorsap

State Land Use Plan

Agency Office(s)

Arizona

California

Colorado

Idaho

Montana

Arizona StripField OfficeRMP
Kingman RMP

Lake Havasu RMP

Lower Gila North MFP

Lower Gila South RMP
Phoenix RMP

Safford RMP

Yuma RMP

Alturas RMP

Bishop RMP

CakNeva MFP

California DesdrConservation Area Plan

Eagle Lake RMP
Redding RMP
Sierra RMP
South Coast RMP
Surprise RMP

Glenwood Springs RMP
Grand Junction RMP
Gunnison RMP
Kremmling RMP

Little Snake RMP

Royal Gorge RMP

San Juan/& Miguel RMP
Uncompahgre Basin RMP
White River RMP

Big Desert MFP
Bruneau MFP
Cassia RMP
Coeur do6oAl ene
Jarbidge RMP

Kuna MFP

Malad MFP

Medicine Lodge RMP
Monument RMP
Owyhee RMP

Twin Falls MFP

RMP

Billings RMP
Dillon RMP
Garnet RMP
Headwaters RMP
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Arizona Strip FO

Kingman FO

Lake Havasu FO
HassayampaKingmanFO

Lower SonoraFO

Hassayampa F(Bafford FO ,TucsonFO
Safford FQ Tucson FO

Yuma FO

Alturas FO

Bishop FO

Eagle Lake FO

Barstow FO, El Centro FO, Lake Havasu FO,
Needles FO, Ridgecrest FO, Palm SpriSgsith
Coast FO

Eagle Lake FO

Redding FO

Folsom FO

Palm SpringsSouth Coast FO

Surprise FO

Glenwood Springs FO

Grand Junction FO

Gunnison FO

Kremmling FO

Little Snake FO

Royal Gorge FO

Dolores FO, Uncompahgre FO
Uncompahgre FO

White River FO

Upper Snake FO

Bruneau FO

Burley FO

Coeur doAl ene FO
Bruneau FO, Four Rivers FO, Jarbidge FO
Four Rivers FO

Pocatello FO

Upper Snake FO

Burley FO, Shoshone FO

Four Rivers FO, Owyhee FO
Burley FO

Billings FO
Dillon FO
Missoula FO
Butte FO



TABLE 3: (Cont.)

State Land Use Plan

Agency Office(s)

Nevada

New Mexico

Oregon

Utah

Washngton

Black RockHigh Rock Immigrant Trail NCA RMP

Carson CityFO Consolilated RMP
Elko RMP

Ely RMP

Las Vegas RMP

ParadiseDenio MFP

Sonoma Gerlach MFP

Tonopah RMP

Wells RMP

Carlsbad RMP
Farmington RMP
Mimbres RMP

Rio Puerco RMP
Roswell RMP
Socorro RMP
White Sands RMP

Andrews RMP

Baker RMP
BrothersLapine RMP
Eugene RMP

Klamath Falls RMP
Lakeview RMP
Medford RMP
Roseburg RMP

Salem RMP
Southeastern Oregon RMP
Three Rivers RMP
Two Rivers RMP
Uppe Deschutes RMP

CedarBeaverGarfieldAntimony RMP

Grand Staircas&scalante National Monument
Management Plan

House Range RMP

Kanab RMP

Moab RMP

Pinyon MFP

Pony Express RMP

Price River RMP

Richfield RMP

Monticello RMP*

St. George (Dixie) RMP

Vernal RMP

Warm Springs RMP

Spokane RMP
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WinnemuccaDO
Carson CityDO
Elko DO

Ely DO

Southern NevadBO
WinnemuccaDO
WinnemuccaDO
Battle MountainrDO
Elko DO

Carlsbad FO
Farmington FO
Las Cruces DO
Rio Puerco FO
Roswell FO
Socorro FO
Las Cruces DO

BurnsDO
Baker DO
Prineville DO
Eugene DO
Lakeview DO
Lakeview DO
Medford DO
Roseburg DO
Salem DO
Vale DO
Burns DO
Prineville DO
Prineville DO

Cedar City FO
Grand Staircas&scalante NM

Fillmore FO
Kanab FO
Moab FO
Cedar City FO
Salt Lake FO
Price FO
Richfield FO
Monticello FO
St. George FO
Vernal FO
Fillmore FO

Spokane @



TABLE 3: (Cont.)

State Land Use Plan Agency Office(s)

Wyoming Casper RMP Casper FO

Cody RMP Cody FO

Grass Creek RMP Worland FO

Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO

Kemmerer RMP Kemmerer FO

Lander RMP Lander FO

Washakie RMP Worland FO

a8 DO = district office; FO = field office; MFP = Management Framework PRIVIP = Resource Management Plan

b This list represents the most current plans, and dififers the list in theFinal PEISwith regard to some plan names an
agency offices.

¢ This plan cannot be amended at this time due to restrictions to plan amendments imposed by Section 2815(d) of
Law 10665, the National Defense Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 2000 (October 5, 1999). Should these restrict
lifted, the amend®nts to this plan would become effective and the BLM would provide public notice of the effectiv
date of the amendments

d  This recently approved RMP contains statements tha@W corridor designation decisiomsesented in the RM&re
consistent witlthe FEIS Proposed Action. Since this RMP is consistent with the PEIS, further amendment of this ¢
will not be necessary

CONSIDERATION OF OTHER BLM PLANS AND POLUCIES

In the event there are inconsistencies or discrepancies between previouslydRvdseand

the plan amendments approvedhis ROD, the decisions this ROD will prevail. Where

energy transport corridors previously designated in local RMPs have been impacted by this
action, Section 368 criteria shall apply. In some situationgxample, the corridor width and/or
compatible uses have been changed; these changes are effective with the signature of this ROD.
The lOPs will be effective for alSection 368 corridorgpon signature of this ROD. Appendix A

and the accompanying GIS dagése provide the geographical specifications (centerline and

width) and compatible uses as specified by EPAct Section 368. Appendix B provides the IOPs
that are applicable to development within these corridors.

These corridors provide important connedtinacross jurisdictional boundaries for ledigtance
energy transport projects which will enhance the western electricity grid. Corridors represent the
preferred locations for future lordjstance energy transport projects on BLM laidkfuture

resoure authorizationand actions will conform tthe decisions contained in this ROD as

provided by 43 CFR 1610.53. All existing operations and activities authorized under permits,
contracts, cooperative agreements, or other instruments will be modifiextessary, to

conform to these plan amendments within a reasonable timeframe, if otherwise authorized by
law, regulation, contract, permitooperative agreements other instrument of occupancy and
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use. The plan amendments approved in this ROD do netves, repeal valid existing rights on
public lands

PLAN IMPLEMENTATION

Section 368 directs the Agencies to establish procedures under their respective authorities to
expedite the application process for energiated projects within Section 368 desitgth

corridors. It is expected that within 6 months from the approval of this ROD, a Memorandum of
Understanding (MOU) W be developed by the BLM and Forest Sentaat will clearly

delineate how to process applications for facilities within the Se868rcorridors. At a

minimum, the MOU would address implementation of those I0Ps for reviewing applications for
energy ROWSs within designated Section 368 corridors. Additional measures likely to be
addressed include:

A Implementation procedures to createraviu ats t oopn es hopo appl i cati or
will become the foundation of the Section 368 expedited application procedures. The
process will be based on the principles of the Service First program implemented by the
BLM, FS, NPS, and USFWS. Service Ewgs initially a joint BLM and FS initiative
designed to improve customer service by providing streamlineestopeshopping
across agency jurisdictional boundaries for public land users. Authority for Service First
was provided by legislation in 1997w&ing only the BLM and the FS. That legislation
was recently amended to include the NPS and USFWS. Agencies that are not a part of
Service First may join the Service First agencies through necessary agreements in order
to process applicatiorfPublic Law106-291, October 11, 2000, Section 330, 43 USC
1701)

A Guidance on the types of further environmental and regulatory reviews that will be
required for projects seeking to use Section 368 corridors and implementation of the
IOPs.

A Selecting a project manageho will serve as thpoint of contact (POC) for proposed
project. The POC will have knowledge, experience, and credentials similar to current
BLM national project managers. The POC will oversee all processing of the applications,
including environmera reviews, construction activities, paginstruction monitoring,
and closeout issues, as appropriate.

A Procedures to identify and designate future Section 368 corridors
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General Implementation Schedule

The decision to designate Section 368 corritblgramending RMPs goes into effect upon
signature of this ROD.

An MOU between the Forest Service ahdBLM establishing compatible implementation
procedures will go into effect subsequent to the signing of the ROD, estimated as June 2009.

Directives prouviling guidance to state and field offices for the BLM will go into effect
subsequent to the signing of the MOU, estimated as December 2009

Maintaining the Plan

Land use plan decisions and supporting information associated with these RMP amendments will
bemaintaineda reflect minor changes in datdaintenance is limited to refining, documenting,
and/or clarifying these land use plan amendments, as provided at 43 CFR4.610.5

Plan maintenance will be documented in supporting records. Plan maintenangcetdegsire
formal public involvement, interagency coordination, or preparation of an environmental
assessment @nvironmental impact statement

Changing the Plan

The plan amendments approved by this decision may be changed, should conditions warrant,
through a future plan amendment or revision process. Future plan changes may become
necessary if, as set forth at 43 CFR 16H).8 need exists to consider monitoring and evaluation
findings, new data, new or revised policy, a change in circumstancgsapased action that

may result in a change in the scope of resource uses or a change imshededitions, and
decisions of the approved plan. Generally, an amendment issigsaiic, but a programmatic
amendment process is also possible. Plan aments$ are accomplished with public input and
the appropriate level of environmental analysis.

Data used in development of the plan amendments in this decision are dynamic. The data and
maps used are for land use planning purposes and will be refinee-gigesific planning and
onthe-ground implementation occurs. Updating data is considered plan maintenance, which will
occur over time as the land use plans are implemented
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BLM DIRECTOR RECOMMENDATION

Having considered a full range of reasonable alternatives, associated effects, and puplic input
recommend adoptiof the attached Resource Management Plan Amendments.

\&.\,://%wl/ 2 /5/

T

mes L. Caswell Date
ire¢tor
Bureau of Land Management

DEPUTY ASSISTANT SECRETARYAPPROVAL

In consideration of the foregoing, | approve #tachedResource Management Plan
AmendmentsAmending these plans will serve to designate energy transport corridors in these
plans, as called for by Section 368 of the Energy Policy Act of 2005,3Z1J15926.

3 /
\!
UA.\k%%&- %A//é ’//4/07’

Foster L. Wade* Date
Deputy Assistant Secretary

Land and Minerals Management

Department of the Interior

*Foster L. Wade has been delegated the authority to sign this Record of Decision for the
Department of the Interior.
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APPENDIX A:
APPROVED LAND USE PLAN AMENDMENTS
FOR
SECTION 368 CORRIDORS

The U.S. Department of the Interior, Bureau of Land Management (BLM), develops land use
plans to establish, among other things, resource condition goals and objectives for a planning
area. Cuent land use plans are called resource management plans (RMPs); in the past, such
plans were called management framework plans (MFPs), and some MFPs are still in use.
Analyses conducted in programmatic environmental impact statement (PEIS), DOE/EIS 0386
(Designation of Energy Corridors on Federal Land in the 11 Western psafggort the
amendment of specific land use plans identified herein

A.1 LAND USE PLANS AMENDED BY THIS ROD

A-2
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TABLE A : Approved BLM Land Use Plan Amendments Designatingection 368Energy Corridors&

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy

State Land Use PlarAmended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)¢ Transport Mode Rationalé
Arizona Arizona StripField OfficeRMP  Arizona Strip FO 113116 5,280 Increased width is consistewith

locally-designated corridors in
existing plan.

Arizona StripField OfficeRMP  Arizona Strip FO 116206

Arizona StripField OfficeRMP  Arizona Strip FO 68116 5,280 Increased width is consistent with
locally-designated corridors in
existingplan.

Kingman RMP Kingman FO 41-46 5,280 Underground only  Additional width and limited mode

are consistent with existing plan.

Kingman RMP Kingman FO 41-47 5,280 Additional width is consistent with
existing plan.

Kingman RMP Kingman FO 46-269 5,280 Underground only  Additional width andunderground
only mode are consistent with
existing plan.

Kingman RMP Kingman FO 46-270

Kingman RMP Kingman FO 47-231 5,280 Electric only Additional width and limited mode
are consistent with existing plan.

Lake Havasu RMP Lake Havasu FO 41-46 10,560 Additional width is consistent with
existing plan.

Lake Havasu RMP Lake Havasu FO 3052 5,280 Additional width is consistent with
existing plan.

Lake Havasu RMP Lake Havasu FO 41-47 5,280 Additional width isconsistent with

existing plan.
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)¢ Transport Mode Rationalé
Arizona Lake Havasu RMP Lake Havasu FO 46-269 5,280 Underground only  Additional width is consistent with
(Cont.) existing plan.
Lake Havasu RMP Lake Havasu FO 46-269 10,560 Additional width is consistent with
existing plan.
Lower Gila North MFP Hassayampa FO 30-52
Kingman FO
Lower Gila North MFP Hassayamg FQ 46-269
Kingman FO
Lower Gila North MFP Hassayampa FO 46-270
Kingman FO
Lower Gila South RMP Lower Sonoran FO 30-52
Lower Gila SouthRMP Lower Sonoran FO 115208 5,280 Additional width is consistent with
existing plan.
Lower Gila Saith RMP Lower Sonoran FO 115238
Phoenix RMP Hassayampa FO 61-207 2,900~ Widths vary in vicinity of Agua Fria
Safford FO, 16,300 NM to provide flexibility in ROW
Tucson FO location consistent with existing
plan.
Safford RMP Safford FQ Tucon FO 81-213
Yuma RMP Yuma FO 30-52 5,280 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan
Yuma RMP Yuma FO 115238 5,280 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan
California Alturas RMP Alturas FO 15104 500 Reduced width is caistent with
existingplan.
Alturas RMP Alturas FO 16-104 500 Reduced width is consistent with

existingplan.
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
California Alturas RMP Alturas FO 8-104 500 Reduced width is consistent with
(Cont.) existingplan.
Alturas RMP Alturas FO 7-8 500 Reduced width is consistent with
existing plan.
Bishop RMP Bishop FO 1823 1,320 Reduced width is consistent with
existing plan.
California Desert Conservation Barstow FO 2325 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
Cdifornia Desert Conservation EIl Centro FO 115238 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
California Desert Conservation Ridgecrest FO 1823 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
California Deset Conservation  Ridgecrest FO 23106 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
California Desert Conservation Ridgecrest FO 2325 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
California Desert Conservati Barstow FO 27-225 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
California Desert Conservation Barstow FO 27-266 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan
California Desert Conservation Barstaw FO 2741 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
California Desert Conservation Needles FO 27-225 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan existing plan.
California Desert Conservation Needles FO 27-41 3,500 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan 10,560 existing plan.
California Desert Conservation Palm SpringsSouth Coast  30-52 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
Area Plan FO existing plan.
Eagle Lake RMP Eagle Lake FO 15104
Redding RMP Redding FO 101-263
Redding RMP Redding FO 261-262
Sierra RMP Folsom FO 6-15
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
South Coast RMP Palm SpringsSouth 115238 1,000 Electric only Reduced width and mode are
Coast FO 3,500 consistent with restrictions on the
same corridor acrossljacent
Forest Service lands.
Surprise RMP Surprise FO 16-104
Colorado Glenwood Springs RMP Glenwood Springs FO 132-276 Electric only, Electriconly limitation on a portion of
multimodal this corridor is to provide
separation integrity iVyoming
and Colorado.

Grand Junction RMP Grand Junction FO 132136 21,120 Additional width is consistent with

26,400 existing plan.

Grand Junction RMP Grand Junction FO 132133 3,500 Underground only  Undergrounebnly limitation is to

5,280 provide electric transmission
pipelineseparation integrity for
this corridor throughout its length
in Wyoming and Colorado.
Increased width is consistent with
the current plan and in anticipatiol
of multiple facilities.

Grand Junction RMP Grand Junction FO 132276 Electric only Electriconly limitation is to provide
separation integrity for this
corridor in Wyoming and
Colorado.

Gunnison RMP Gunnison FO 87-277 1,000 Variable widths above and below the

5,280 default are consistent with the
existingplan.

Kremmling RMP Kremmling FO 144275

Little Snake RMP Little Snake FO 126133 3,500 Increased width is consistent with the

4,500 existing plan.
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
Colorado Little Snake RMP Little Snake FO 132133 3,500 Undergrouncbnly Undergrounebnly limitation is to

(Cont.) 5,950 provide separation integrity for thi
corridor throughout its length in
Wyoming and Colorado. Increase
width is consistent with the curren
plan and in anticipation of multiple
facilities.

Little Snake RMP Little Snake FO 132-276 Electric only Electriconly limitation is to provide
separation integrity for this
corridor in Wyoming and
Colorado.

Little Snake RMP Little Snake FO 133142

Little Snake RMP Little Snake FO 138143 Electric only Electriconly limitation is to provide
separation integrity for this
corridor in Wyoming and
Colorado.

Little Snake RMP Little Snake FO 144275

Little Snake RMP Little Snake FO 73133 Underground only  Undergrounebnly limitation is to
provide separation integrityf this
corridor throughout its length in
Wyoming and Colorado.

Royal Gorge RMP Royal Gorge FO 87-277

San Juan/San Miguel RMP Dolores FO 130131 Electric only Limited to electrieonly because no

(N) underground use is anticipated.

San Juan/San guel RMP Dolores FO 130274

San Juan/San Miguel RMP Uncompahgre FO 130131 Electric only Limited to electrieonly because no

(N) underground use is anticipated.
San Juan/San Miguel RMP Uncompahgre FO 130131
(S
San Juan/San Miguel RMP Uncompégre FO 130274
San Juan/San Miguel RMP Uncompahgre FO 130274 Underground only  The undergrounanly limitation is to
(E) reduce potential visual impacts.
Uncompahgre Basin RMP Uncompahgre FO 132136
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy

State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
Colorado Uncompahgre BasinRP Uncompahgre FO 134136
(Cont.) Uncompahgre Basin RMP Uncompahgre FO 134139 Electric only Limitation to electrieonly is to protect
fragile soils.

Uncompahgre Basin RMP Uncompahgre FO 136139

Uncompahgre Basin RMP Uncompahgre FO 139277 Electric anly Limitation to electrieonly is to protect
fragile soils.

Uncompahgre Basin RMP Uncompahgre FO 136277

White River RMP White River FO 126133 3,500 Increased width is consistent with the

9,000 current plan.

White River RMP White River FO 132133 2,250 Underground only  Undergrounebnly limitation is to

10,500 provide separation integrity for thi
corridor throughout its length in
Wyoming and Colorado. Increase
width is consistent with the curren
plan and in anticipation of multiple
facilities.

White River RMP White River FO 132276 Electric only Electriconly limitation is to provide
separation integrity for this
corridor in Wyoming and
Colorado.

Idaho Big Desert MFP Upper Snake FO 50-203

Bruneau MFP Bruneau FO 36-228

Cassia RMP Burley FO 112226

Cassia RMP Burley FO 49-202

Coeur doAl ene Coeur do Al en 229254 2,000 Reduced width is consistent with
adjacent Idaho Panhandle NF.

Jarbidge RMP Four Rivers FO 29-36 1,000 3,500 Reduced width in soenlocations to

reduce potential impacts to nestin
raptors in the Snake River Birds ¢
Prey NCA.



6-v

TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
Idaho Jarbidge RMP Four Rivers FO 36-228 1,000 3,500 Reduced width in some locations to
(Cont.) reduce potential impacts to nestin
raptors in the Sake River Birds of
Prey NCA.
Jarbidge RMP Jarbidge FO 29-36
Jarbidge RMP Jarbidge FO 36-112
Jarbidge RMP Jarbidge FO 36-226
Jarbidge RMP Jarbidge FO 36-228
Kuna MFP Four Rivers FO 29-36 1,000 3,500 Reduced width in some locations to
reduce potential impacts to nestin
raptors in the Snake River Birds ¢
Prey NCA.
Malad MFP Pocatello FO 49-202
Medicine Lodge RMP Upper Snake FO 50-203
Monument RMP Burley FO 49-112
Monument RMP Burley FO 49-202
Monument RMP Shoshoné-O 112226
Monument RMP Shoshone FO 36-112
Monument RMP Shoshone FO 49112
Owyhee RMP Four Rivers FO 36-228 1,000 3,500 Reduced width in some locations to
reduce potential impacts to nestin
raptors in the Snake River Birds ¢
Prey NCA.
Owyhee RMP Owyhee FO 11-228
Owyhee RMP Owyhee FO 24-228
Owyhee RMP Owyhee FO 36-228 1,000 Width is restricted to reduce potentia
3,500 impacts to nesting raptors in the
Snake River Birds of Prey NCA.
Twin Falls MFP Burley FO 111226
Twin Falls MFP Burley FO 36-226
Montana Billings RMP Billings FO 79216
Dillon RMP Dillon FO 50-203
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
Montana Dillon RMP Dillon FO 5051
(Cont.)

Garnet RMP Missoula FO 229254 1,000 Electric only Reduced width and mode litations
to shift potential visual impacts
away from transportation routes
and follow existing infrastructure.

Headwaters RMP Butte FO 51-204

Headwaters RMP Butte FO 51-205

Headwaters RMP Butte FO 229254 1,000 Electric only Reduced width and ade limitations
to shift potential visual impacts
away from transportation routes
and follow existing infrastructure.

Nevada Black RockHigh Rock WinnemuccaDO 16-24 2640 Reduced width limits potential
Immigrant Trail NCA RMP impacts where comlor crosses a
narrow extension of the NCA.

Carson City Consolidated RMP Carson CitypO 1517 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan.

Carson City Consolidated RMP Carson CitypO 15104

Carson City Consolidated RMP Carson CitypO 17-18 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan.

Carson City Consolidated RMP Carson CitypO 18224 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan.

Carson City Consolidated RMP Carson CitypO 18-23 10,560 Increased width is caistent with
existing plan.

Elko RMP Elko DO 17-35 1,000 Reduced width in some portions of

15,840 this corridor is to minimize
potential impacts on sage grouse
habitat. In other locations, the
increased width is consistent with
the existing plan.

Ely RMP Ely DO 37-232 2,640 Reduced width is consistent with

existing plan.



TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy

TIV

State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)¢ Transport Mode Rationalé
Nevada Ely RMP Ely DO 39113
(Cont.) Ely RMP Ely DO 44-110 2,640 Reduced width is consistent with
existing plan.
Ely RMP Ely DO 110114
Ely RMP Ely DO 110233 2,640 Reduced width is consistent with
existing plan.
Ely RMP Ely DO 113114
Ely RMP Ely DO 113116 5,280 Increased width is consistent with

plans in adjacent BLM St. George
and Arizona Strip Field Offices.

Ely RMP Ely DO 232-233
(E)

Ely RMP Ely DO 232233 2,640 Reduced width is consistent with
(W) existing plan.

Las Vegas RMP Southern NevadgO 18224

Las Vegas RMP Southern NevadgO 223224 2,050 Width is constrained by proximity to

3,500 Red Rocks NCA and military
training requirements.

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 224225

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 225231

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 27-225

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 37-223 (N)

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 37-223(S) 2,400 Underground only ~ Width and aboveround uses are
constrained by military training
requirements.

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 37-232 2,640 Reduced width is consistent with
existing plan.

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 37-39

Las Vegas RMP Souttern Nevada DO 39113

Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 39231 500 3,500 Reduced width following existing

pathway through Sunrise Mountai



TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy

A%

State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)¢ Transport Mode Rationalé
Nevada Las Vegas RMP Southern Nevada DO 47-231 2,000 Width is reduced to minimize
(Cont.) potentid impacts to Piutl

Dorado Valley ACEC, consistent
with existing plan.

ParadiseDenio MFP WinnemuccaDO 16-24

ParadiseDenio MFP WinnemuccaDO 17-35

Sonoma Gerlach MFP WinnemuccaDO 1517 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
existing phn.

Sonoma Gerlach MFP WinnemuccadDO 16-104 1,000 3,500 Reduced width in one location to limi
potential visual impacts.

Sonoma Gerlach MFP WinnemuccdO 16-17

Sonoma Gerlach MFP WinnemuccaDO 16-24 2,640 Reduced width to limit potential
impactsto Black RockHigh Rock
NCA.

Sonoma Gerlach MFP WinnemuccadDO 17-18 10,560 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan.

Sonoma Gerlach MFP WinnemuccaDO 17-35

Tonopah RMP Battle MountainDO 18224

Wells RMP Elko DO 111-226 15,840 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan.

Wells RMP Elko DO 17-35 15,840 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan.

Wells RMP Elko DO 35111

Wells RMP Elko DO 3543

Wells RMP Elko DO 43111 2,640 Reduced width is consistent with
existing plan.

Wells RMP Elko DO 43-44 15,840 Increased width is consistent with
existing plan.

Wells RMP Elko DO 44-110 2,640 Reduced width is consistent with
existing plan.

Wells RMP Elko DO 44-239 15,840

New Mexico Carlsbad RMP Carlstad FO 89271



TABLE A (Cont.)
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Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
New Mexico Farmington RMP Farmington FO 80-273
(Cont.)

Mimbres RMP Las Cruces DO 81-213

Rio Puerco RMP Rio Puerco FO 80-273

Roswell RMP Roswell FO 89271

Socorro RMP Soccoro FO 81-272

White Sands RMP Las Cuces DO 81-272

Oregon Andrews RMP BurnsDO 7-24

Baker RMP Baker DO 250251

BrothersLapine RMP Prineville DO 11-228

BrothersLapine RMP Prineville DO 7-11

Eugene RMP Eugene DO 4-247

Klamath Falls RMP Lakeview DO 7-8

Klamath Falls RMP Lakeview DO 7-11

Klamath Falls RMP Lakeview DO 7-24

Lakeview RMP Lakeview DO 7-11

Lakeview RMP Lakeview DO 7-24

Medford RMP Medford DO 4-247

Roseburg RMP Roseburg DO 4-247

Salem RMP Salem DO 10-246 1,320 Electric only, Reduced width and electranly

3,500 multimodal restrictions on some portions of
this corridor are to protect fragile
soils and community watershed
values and are consistent with
existing plan.

Salem RMP Salem DO 230248 145 3,500 Reduced widths apply where the
corridor is confined by protected
lands on each side.

Salem RMP Salem DO 4-247

Salem RMP Salem DO 5-201

Southeastern Oregon RMP Vale DO 7-24
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
Oregon Southeastern Oregon RMP Vale DO 16-24
(Cont.)
Soutreastern Oregon RMP Vale DO 24-228
Southeastern Oregon RMP Vale DO 11-228 1,500 3,500 Reduced width on a portion of this
corridor is to minimize impacts to
OwyheeBelowtheDam ACEC.
Southeastern Oregon RMP Vale DO 24-228
Southeastern Oregon RM Vale DO 250251
Three Rivers RMP Burns DO 11-228
Two Rivers RMP Prineville DO 11-103
Upper Deschutes RMP Prineville DO 7-11
Upper Deschutes RMP Prineville DO 11-103
Upper Deschutes RMP Prineville DO 11-228
Utah CedarBeaverGarfield Cedar City FO 113114
Antimony RMP
Grand Staircas&scalante Grand Staircase 68-116
National Monument Escalante NM
Management Plan
House Range RMP Fillmore FO 114241
House Range RMP Fillmore FO 116-206
Kanab RMP Kanab FO 116206
Moab RMP Moab FO 66-212 2,300 Widths vary above and below the
29,300 default 3,500 feet consistent with
the current plan and to adjust to tt
variable conditions in Moab
Canyon.
Pinyon MFP Cedar City FO 110114
Pinyon MFP Cedar City FO 113114
Pinyon MFP Cedar City FO 114241
Pony Express RMP Fillmore FO 116206
Pony Express RMP Salt Lake FO 114241
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
Utah (Cont.) Pony Express RMP Salt Lake FO 116206
Pony Express RMP Salt Lake FO 44-239
Pony Express RMP Salt Lake FO 66-209 Limitation to electrieonly because of
unstable soils.
Pony Express RMP Salt Lake FO 66-212
Price RMP Price FO 66212
Richfield RMP Richfield FO 116206
Monticello RMP' Monticello FO 66212
St. George (Dixie) RMP St. George FO 113114
St. George (Dixie) RMP St. George FO 113116 5,280 Additional width is consistent with
existing plan.
Vernal RMP Vernal FO 126217
Vernal RMP Vernal FO 126218
Vernal RMP Vernal FO 126258
Warm Springs RMP Fillmore FO 110114
Warm Springs RMP Fillmore FO 114241
Washington Spokane RMP Spokane DO 102105
Wyoming Casper RMP Casper FO 78-255
Casper RMP Casper FO 79216
Cody RMP CodyFO 79216
Grass Creek RMP Worland FO 79216
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 129218
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 129221
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 138143
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 73129
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 73133 Underground only  Limited to undergrounanly to
reduce visual impacts.
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 73138
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 78138
Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 78-255
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TABLE A (Cont.)

Nondefault  Nondefault Energy
State Land Use Plan to Be Amended Responsible Office Corridor Width (ft)© Transport Modg Rationalé
Wyoming Great Divide RMP Rawlins FO 78-85
(Cont.)

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 121-220 Electric only Limited to electrieonly because no
underground use is anticipated.

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 121-221

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 121-240

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 126218 Underground only, Limited to undergrounenly on a

multimodal portion because of high lightning

and wildfire hazard and visual
impacts.

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 129221

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 218240

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 219220 Electric only

Green River RMP Rock Springs FO 220221 Electric only

Kemmerer RMP Kemmerer FO 121-240

Kemmerer RMP Kemmerer FO 218240

Kemmerer RMP Kemmerer FO 55-240

Lander RMP Lander FO 79-216

Washakie RMP Worland FO 79-216

Footnotes on next page.
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TABLE A (Cont.)

a8 DO=District Office; E = east; FO = Fieldffice; MFP = Management Framework Plan; N = north; NCA = National Conservation Area; RMP = Resource Managen
Plan; S = south; W = west.

b Land use [ansamended to designate the energy corridors under EPAct Section 368.

¢ Unless otherwise shown, corridor designations will be for the default width of 3,500 feet and for compatible multimodal uses.

d  Designation and use of energy transport corridors UBRéct Section 368 and in accordance with the I0Ps and mitigating measures in the PEIS are consistent witt
resource values and uses in the planning aféaere appropriate, the rationale for designatibthe nondefault corridor width or energgitisport modef specific corridors

is presented.

€ This plan cannot be amended at this time due to restrictions to plan amendments imposed by Section 2815(d) of Pubb& |thefiNdional Defense Authorization Ac
for Fiscal Year 2008(October 5, 199). Should these restrictions be liftélde amendments to this plan would become effective and the BLM would provide public no
the effective date of themendments

€  This recently approved RMP contains statements th& @\ corridor designatiodecisiongresented in the RM&e consistent with the PEIS Proposed Action. Since
RMP is consistent with the PEIS, further amendment of this plan will not be necessary.



A.2 STATE-BY-STATE MAPS SHOWING PAN BOUNDARIES
AND SECTION 368CORRIDORSFOR THE LAND USE PLAN
AMENDMENTS
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