
APPENDIX K 
PUBLIC COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

The following appendix contains copies of public comments received in 
response to the Salt Wells Energy Project DEIS. The agencies’ responses to the 
substantive comments are provided adjacent to the reproduced comment 
letters. A total of 30 comment letters containing 425 written comments were 
received on the DIES. Copies of the comment letters, responses to comments, 
and copies of the technical reports are available from the BLM. 

 

 Page Number 

Agency Letters 
1 US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) K-3 - K-22 

2 US Department of Interior, National Park Service, Debbie Allen K-23 - K-28 

3 US Department of Interior, National Park Service, Aaron Mahr K-29 - K-31 

4 Department of the Navy, Naval Air Station Fallon K-32 - K-42 

5 US Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife Service K-43 - K-44 

6 US Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclemation K-45 - K-61 

7/8 
Nevada Department of Administration, Division of State Lands/ 
Nevada State Historic Preservation Office K-62 - K-65 

9 State of Nevada Division of Water Resources K-66 - K-67 

10 Churchill County K-68 - K-70 

11 State of Nevada Department of Wildlife K-71 - K-79 

 
Private Company and Organization Letters 

12 Lahontan Wetlands Coalition K-80 - K-81 
13 Western Watersheds Project K-82 - K-88 
14 Paiute Pipeline Company K-89 - K-90 
15 Nevada Land Conservancy K-91 - K-91 
16 PEWTRUSTS 1 K-92 - K-94 
17 PEWTRUSTS 2 K-95 - K-96 
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 Page Number 

18 Nevada Wilderness Project K-97 - K-98 
19 Great Basin Environmental Labor Coalition K-99 - K-151 

 
Private Citizen Letters 

20 Samantha Gomez K-152 - K-152 
21 David L. and Christine L. Mately Family Trust, Mately Farms K-153 - K-153 
22 Brian and Martha Sorensen K-154 - K-154 
23 David and Kathy Morlang K-155 - K-156 
24 Robert Goodrick K-157 - K-158 
25 Tom Moulton K-159 - K-160 
26 Laurie Zielinski K-161 - K-162 
27 Jim Giudici K-163 - K-165 
28 Thomas E. Hoey K-166 - K-167 
29 George J. Brown K-168 - K-168 
30 Norman Saake K-169 - K-170 
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Comments Responses Comments Responses 

1-1 
Comment Noted. EIS text in Section 3.8 has been revised to clarify the meth-
ods used to identify wetlands in the projects area. Vulcan's Proposed Action 
and Ormat's Alternative 1 were developed to avoid wetland vegetation and 
perennial wetlands, respectively. Mitigation measures outlined in Section 4.8 
have been re-assessed and revised where applicable.  
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 

1-2 
See response to comment 1-1. In addition the text in Section 3.8 and 4.8 has 
been revised to clarify the areas of potential impact. Impacts to migratory birds 
and wetland habitats is discussed in Sections 4.8 through 4.13 of the EIS.  

Text in Section 3.8 and 4.8 has been revised to clarify jurisdiction of waters 
within the project areas.  
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Comments Responses 

1-2 cont’d 

Comment noted. See response to comment 1-1. 

1-3 
Comment noted. Section 404 discharges relate only to discharge of dredged or 
fill material into Waters of the U.S. as per response to Comment 1-1, peren-
nial waters and wetland vegetation would be avoided and no discharge or 
dredged or fill material into Waters of the U.S. is anticipated.   
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Comments Responses 

1-4 
See response to comment 1-1. A range of alternatives was developed for the 
transmission line based on area constraints and coordination with the cooper-
ating agencies. The least environmentally damaging alternative that still meets 
the purpose and need of the project has been identified as the preferred Alter-
native. An alternative was developed for the Ormat project to reduce impacts 
and meet the purpose and need of the proposed project. Ormat's alternative 1 
has been identified as the least environmentally damaging and the preferred 
alternative. The development and layout of the Vulcan proposed Action was 
designed up front to minimize potential impacts to perennial waters and is the 
least environmentally damaging alternative. This has been further clarified in 
Section 2.4. 

1-5 
See response to Comment 1-1. In addition the text in Section 3.8 and 4.8 has 
been revised to clarify measures to avoid wetland areas. Impacts to migratory 
birds and wetland habitats is  discussed in Sections 4.8 through 4.13 of the EIS. 
Specific construction measures will be developed and outlined prior to con-
struction permits being approved by BLM (See Table 2.7). 
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Comments Responses 

1-5 cont’d 
See response to Comment 1-1. In addition, the agency preferred alternative 
incorporates Ormat's Alternatives 1 with a 650 -foot buffer on the east side of 
the canal. No activities associated with the Ormat project are proposed on the 
west side of the canal where Carson Lake is located. 

1-6 

See response to comment 1-4 and 1-15. 

1-7 
The Agency preferred alternative minimizes impacts to wetland vegetation and 
wet meadows.  

1-8 
A new paragraph has been added to the Water Quality and Quantity section 
(Mitigation and Monitoring Measures) of Chapter 4 in the FEIS regarding avoid-
ance of construction in natural washes or channels, and other mitigation meas-
ures, to the extent practicable. In addition, BLM would implement timing re-
strictions on construction as necessary.  
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Comments Responses 

1-9 

See response to comment 1-8. 

1-10 
Source water assessment and protection requirements by NDEP Bureau of 
Safe Drinking Water have been added to Chapter 4 in the FEIS.  

1-11 
UIC permit requirements for NDEP Bureau of Water Pollution Control have 
been added to Chapter 4 in the FEIS.  

1-12 
The Water Monitoring Plan is a dynamic document that is developed as explo-
ration and production operations move forward.  Existing hydrologic informa-
tion in the project area is very limited.  As new information is gathered, a wa-
ter monitoring program will be implemented.  The water monitoring plans will 
also include measures to be implemented to address impacts to groundwater 
quality or  surface water features.  



Appendix K 

July 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement K-11 
 Salt Wells Energy Projects 

Comments Responses 

1-12 cont’d 
The text in Sections 2.2 and 3.7 has been revised to clarify the water demands 
of the projects. The text also clarifies the authorizing agency responsible for 
allocating water rights and determining water supplies. 

1-13 
The Water Monitoring Plan is a dynamic document that is developed as 
exploration and production operations move forward.  Existing hydrologic 
information in the project area is very limited.  As new information is 
gathered, a water monitoring program will be implemented to address impacts 
to groundwater quality or  surface water features. 

1-14 
Fencing for the proposed actions is limited to the geothermal power plants, 
substations, and switching stations. Fence design will be specified in the Plans of 
Utilization and Plans of Development based on industry standards.  
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Comments Responses 

1-15 
A range of alternatives was developed for the transmission line based on area 
constraints and coordination with the cooperating agencies. The least environ-
mentally damaging alternative that still meets the purpose and need of the pro-
ject has been identified as the preferred Alternative. An alternative was devel-
oped for the Ormat project to reduce impacts and meet the purpose and need 
of the proposed project. Ormat's alternative 1 has been identified as the least 
environmentally damaging and the preferred alternative. The development and 
layout of the Vulcan proposed Action was designed up front to minimize po-
tential impacts to perennial waters and is the least environmentally damaging 
alternative. This has been further clarified in Section 2.4 
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Comments Responses 

1-16 
Text has been revised  in Appendix E to include the BMPS from the Geother-
mal PEIS  where applicable. The plans listed in Table 2-7 will also identify spe-
cific environmental protection measures and mitigation that must be imple-
mented prior to construction. 
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Comments Responses 

1-17 
Table 2.7 has been added outlining the plans that are required for the projects 
(including the oversight agencies and timeframes for approval). In addition, the 
mitigation measures and impacts text in Section 4 have been re-assessed and 
revised where applicable.  

1-18 
Comment noted. Text has been revised in section 2.2 to include CAA §112(r) 
and EPCRA §§ 303,311, & 312. In addition, Table 2-7 references an emergency 
response plan that that must be implemented prior to construction. 
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Comments Responses 

1-19 
There was no BO for the project, as no listed species were potentially af-
fected. An Avian Protection Plan was developed through coordination with the 
US Fish and Wildlife service per the suggested guidelines. Text has been re-
vised to indicate this.  
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Comments Responses 

1-20 
In Section 4.10, the EIS describes that a weed management plan would be im-
plemented to prevent the likelihood of weed invasion and reestablish native 
species. This plan, and the actions it requires, would ensure that the project 
will meet the requirements of EO 13112. 

1-23 

EIS text at Section 4.4 has been revised to address potential geologic hazards. 

1-22 

See response to comment 1-21.  

1-21 
Weed Management Plans would be developed for each of the projects and 
would abide by all federal, state, and local laws and regulations. None of the 
project proponents plan for the use of any pesticides. 
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Comments Responses 

1-24 
The purpose and need of the projects are to provide stable power to the ex-
isting residents and businesses within the Fallon area and to meet the federal 
and state mandates for renewable energy. The reasonably foreseeable actions 
within the region are analyzed in Section 5 of the EIS.  Due to current market 
conditions, short-term growth is not a RFFA and long-term growth cannot be 
quantified.  

1-25 

Comment noted. At this time, the foreseeable need for additional transmission 
facilities outside of this project in order to accommodate other projects in the 
area is not likely based on the availability of existing infrastructure. The cumu-
lative impact analysis in Section on 5 has been updated to reflect potential geo-
thermal development in the area as identified in the 2008 Geothermal PEIS. 

1-26 

Text to be revised per suggestion. 
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Comments Responses 

1-27 

Information has been added to the FEIS. 

1-28 
There is no mentioned use of propane for the Vulcan or Ormat projects - we 
assume the commenter was referring to pentane. Discussion of pentane has 
been added in section 4.24, including a description of how its storage will be 
reviewed under the Nevada Chemical Accident Prevention Program and the 
federal Risk Management Prevention program. There are no known "alternate 
industrial processes using less toxic materials." What is being proposed is stan-
dard across the geothermal industry. No use of ammonia water as a working 
fluid is proposed. A description of hazardous materials used during drilling op-
erations has been inserted into section 2.2. A list of management plans that 
have been prepared, or will be prepared, related to hazardous materials and 
waste, have also been included in Section 4.24. 

The inconsistencies have been corrected to read pentane for Ormat, and the 
working fluid (pentane, isopentane, or butane) for Vulcan. A description of 
hazardous materials used during drilling operations, and their expected vol-
umes, has been inserted into section 2.2. A list of management plans that have 
been prepared, or will be prepared, related to hazardous materials and waste, 
have also been included in Section 4.24. 

1-29 

The inconsistency has been corrected. Text regarding the flammability and 
hazardous effects of inhalation has been inserted  in section 4.22 regarding the 
working fluids. 

1-30 

Bonding and reclamation is part of the permit process based on BLM, Reclama-
tion and state regulations. The text in the EIS has been revised to clarify bond-
ing requirements by the state. 
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Comments Responses 

1-31 
The requirement for a equipment emissions mitigation plan (see Table 2-7) has 
been included in the FEIS. 

1-32 

The requirement for a fugitive dust plan (see Table 2-7) has been included in 
the FEIS. 
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Comments Responses 

1-33 

Revised text as suggested.  

1-34 

Revised text as suggested.  

1-35 

Revised text as suggested.  

1-36 
The access roads were previously analyzed and approved under EA-NV-0030-
07-006 and were not shown here as part of the current proposed action. 

1-37 

Text in Section 3.4 has been revised as suggested. 

1-38 

Change has been made as suggested. 
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Comments Responses 

1-39 
A discussion of the impacts associated with of the development of the Macari 
Fiber Optic Alternative has been added at Section 4.4 Mineral and Geology. 

1-40 

Text has been added as suggested. 

1-41 

Added text as suggested. 

1-42 

Revised text as suggested.  

1-43 

Revised text as suggested.  

1-44 
Text moved underneath the Geothermal Fluid Production and Associated 
Wastes section of Appendix A. 
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Comments Responses 

1-45 

Added text as suggested. 

1-46 

Deleted reference as suggested. 

1-47 

Added text as suggested. 

1-48 
Text has been revised to clarify the submittal of a Plan of Development, not a 
COM plan. A Plan of Development is included in the acronyms and abbrevia-
tions of the main document. 
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Comments Responses 

2-1 

Comment Noted. 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 

3-1 

Maps have been revised and analysis has been updated to reflect change. 
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Comments Responses 

3-2 
A programmatic agreement has been developed and the NPS will be assisting in 
the development of a treatment plan to address adverse affects to the trail.     

3-3 

Initial coordination began in February of 2010. BLM sent the NPS Long Dis-
tance Trails Office an official letter requesting input on the project and no re-
ply was received. In February 2011 the NPS has provided updated trail location 
information. The Class III cultural resource survey report was completed in 
Spring of 2011 and formal consultations were initiated at that time. Additional 
cultural resource surveys and visual assessments have been completed to ad-
dress potential impacts to the Pony Express National Historic Trail. A pro-
grammatic agreement has been developed and the NPS will be assisting in the 
development of a treatment plan to address adverse affects to the trail.     

Comment noted. 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 

4-1 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-2 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-3 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-4 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-5 
The maps have been revised to properly reflect Navy easements and in accor-
dance with Attachment B of comment 4-5.  
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Comments Responses 

4-6 
Revised text and maps as suggested.  

 

All maps have been revised to show the Navy lands/boundary based on the 
hard copy map provided with the Navy comments. 

4-8 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-7 
Text revised. 

4-9a 
The Water Monitoring Plan is a dynamic document that is developed as explo-
ration and production operations move forward.  Existing hydrologic 
information in the project area is very limited.  As new information is gathered, 
a water monitoring program will be implemented 

4-9b 
The hydrologic characterization in Section 3.7 of the EIS was based on the best 
available data. Also see response to comment 4-9a. 

4-10 
See responses to comments 4-9a and 4-9b.  
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Comments Responses 

4-11 
The Water Monitoring Plan is a dynamic document that is developed as explo-
ration and production operations move forward.  Existing hydrologic informa-
tion in the project area is very limited.  As new information is gathered, a wa-
ter monitoring program will be implemented.  As specified in Table 1-1, the 
Nevada Division of Minerals/BLM are the responsible agencies for the geother-
mal resource and the Division of Water Resources is responsible for water 
appropriations.  

4-12 
Comment noted.  

4-13 
Since release of the DEIS, no additional drilling data are available to better de-
termine the exact production and injection well numbers and depths. This in-
formation on drilling data will not be addressed specifically in the POU.  

4-14 
Comment noted.  

4-15 
Comment noted.  

4-16 
Comment noted.  
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Comments Responses 

4-17 
Section 5, Cumulative Impacts, outlines and analyzes the reasonably foresee-
able geothermal developments in the regions of influence. In addition, Table 5-
1 discusses the potential for future development of leases in the area as shown 
on Figures 5-1 through 5-3.   

4-18 
Maps have been updated to reflect accurate NAS Fallon boundaries.  

4-19 
Text revised.  

4-20 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-21 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-22 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-23 
Reference deleted. 

4-24 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-25 
Revised text as suggested.  

4-26 
Revised text as suggested.  
4-27 
Comment noted. The 1994 document is for bird collisions, the 2006 is for 
electrocutions. Both would be used.  
4-28 
Revised text as suggested.  
4-29 
Added text as suggested. 
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4-30 
Added text as suggested. 

4-31 
Added text as suggested. 

4-32 
Revised text as suggested.  
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 
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Comments Responses 

6-1 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-2 
The proposed action and alternatives would not alter current land uses as 
mandated and authorized by the BLM and Reclamation. In addition, mitigation 
measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wildlife.  

6-3 
See response to comment 6-2. 

6-4 
See comment responses 1-17 and 1-1. Also see Table 2.7. 

6-5 
Table 2.7 has been added outlining the plans that are required for the projects 
(including the oversight agencies and timeframes for approval). 

6-6 
Revised text as suggested.  
6-7 
As specified in the "Lease Stipulations and Conditions of Approval" (Appendix 
B in EIS), a water monitoring program would be implemented for the project 
area. If adverse impacts occur, corrective action would be taken to mitigate the 
impact(s).  
6-8 
If the project owner/operator does not have sufficient water to meet water 
demand, then production rates would have to be reduced until adequate water 
is available.  
6-9 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-10 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-11 
Revised text as suggested.  
6-12 
Revised text as suggested.  

EIS for the Proposed Salt Wells Energy Project 
US Department of Interior, Bureau of Reclamation 

Review Comments 
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Comments Responses 

6-13 Revised text as suggested.  

6-14 Revised text as suggested.  

6-15 See response to comment 6-2. 

6-16 See response to comment 6-2. 

6-17  
The liquids would be tested and then disposed of in accordance with federal 
state and local regulations (for example if the results show that the liquid were 
contaminated, they could be disposed of according to hazardous safety re-
quirements in a Class I landfill). 

6-18 
If the project owner/operator does not have sufficient water to meet water 
demand, then production rates would have to be reduced until adequate water 
is available.  
6-19 
As specified in the "Lease Stipulations and Conditions of Approval" (Appendix 
B in EIS), a water monitoring plan is being developed and would be imple-
mented for the project area. If adverse impacts occur, corrective action would 
be taken to mitigate the impact(s).  
6-20 
Detailed construction methods and timing would be outlined in the POD to be 
approved by BLM and Reclamation.  

6-21 
Text has been revised (p. 4-63) to state that success criteria for revegetation 
would be included in the Reclamation and Habitat Restoration Plan.  

6-22 
Text has been revised to state that success criteria would be in the restoration 
plan to help ensure success. 
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Comments Responses 

6-23 
The "no direct effects" statement has been removed. 

6-24 
See response to comment 1-17. 

6-25 
The weed management plan would be the long term plan to deal with this is-
sue. The plan would be implemented for the life of the project. 
6-26 
Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wild-
life.  Also, see response to comment 1-2. 

6-27 
Text has been revised to include this residual impact on page 4-82. 

6-28 
See comment response to comment 6-26. 

6-29 
Concerns regarding wildlife management have been considered in the analysis 
and mitigation has been developed in the APP. Existing indicators are adequate 
to assess potential impacts on migratory birds.   

6-30 
An Avian Protection Plan is being developed through coordination with the 
USFWS, and this plan and process will determine where is feasible and appro-
priate.  

6-31 
See response to comment 6-30 

6-32 
See response to comment 6-30 
6-33 
Comment noted. 
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Comments Responses 

6-34 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-35 
Text has been clarified in EIS. 

6-36 
Comment noted. 

6-37 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-38 
Revise text to state "reclamation success criteria, which would be developed as 
part of the reclamation and habitat restoration plan…". Adaptive management 
would be used to reduce or mitigate impacts if closure/restriction not success-
ful.  

6-39 
See Sections 3.9, 4.9 and 5.9 for revised text on vegetation. 

6-40 
The text in Sections 4.9 and 5.9 has been revised to address potential impacts 
from increased OHV use to vegetation and habitat.   

6-41 
See response to comment 6-40. 
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6-42 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-43 
Figure 5-1 displays authorized geothermal lease areas. See response to com-
ment 1-25. 

6-44 
The existing topic (restriction of water to agricultural land) was suggested by 
the District Conservationist for the Natural Resources Conservation Service 
(NRCS) as the only major soil impact. 
Wording of Section 5.5 (Cumulative Impacts: Soils) has been revised. 

6-46 
Table 5-4 has been revised to acknowledge some potential impacts from re-
duction in irrigation water.  
6-47 
Text has been revised to state that revegetation attempts would be imple-
mented, however, if revegetation is not successful a residual impact would oc-
cur. 

6-48 
Success criteria would be developed as part of the reclamation and habitat 
restoration plan. 

6-49 
Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wild-
life. An APP is also being developed and will be approved by the USFWS. Spe-
cific mitigation measures will be outlined in this plan.  

6-50 
No temporary or permanent disturbance was calculated to occur within 
Harmon Pasture. Text has been revised and clarified. 

 

6-45 
Text has been updated with suggested language from Reclamation provided on 
April 6, 2011.  
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6-51 
Paragraph references Section 4.11, which is where habitat avoidance is dis-
cussed.  

6-53 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-52 
Revised text as suggested.  
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6-54 
Please see section 2.2 for details on proposed powerline spacing and footing 
placement. Sierra Pacific would work with land owners to determine optimum 
timing for construction. No dewatering will be required. All spacing of power-
line poles would comply with the 2008 BOR Engineering and O&M Guidelines 
for Crossings and the 2009 Reclamation Safety and Health Standards. Table 4-6 
uses a general acreage impact comparison to provide consistency among alter-
natives. Once the SPPC POD is finalized, actual disturbances would be deter-
mined and mitigation applied to reduce any impacts.  

6-55 
The proposed actions and alternatives are allowed under current laws, regula-
tions and policies.  

6-56 
Comment noted.  

6-57 
Text in Section 3.7 under the description of the SPPC project area has been 
revised.  

6-58 
Comment noted.  

6-59 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-61 
Text was revised in Section 3.14 for clarification. 

6-62 
Map text has been revised to remove "archaeological". 

6-63 
Revised text as suggested.  

6-60 
Revised text as suggested.  
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6-64 
Text regarding school years have been clarified in EIS. 

6-65 
Yes. "Self supporting steel poles would be placed on concrete foundations in 
the city of Fallon or where guy wires would cause conflicts with existing land 
uses (Please refer to section 2.2). Foundations are expected to be 20-30 feet 
deep depending on the loading at each individual structure and the type of soil 
encountered. Sierra Pacific would work with land owners to determine opti-
mum timing for construction. 

6-66 
See response to Comment 6-54. 

6-67 
A polymer resin is used when constructing the base of power line poles. SPPC 
will coordinate with private land owners to address construction and land use 
issues.  

6-68 
This is not the first reference to the section and will not be bolded.  

6-69 
Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wild-
life.  An APP is also being developed and will be approved by the USFWS. Spe-
cific mitigation measures will be outlined in this plan.  

6-70 
See response to comment 1-17.  

6-71 
Table 5.1 includes those activities that have been discussed with permitting 
agencies and whose development are in the planning stages. Figure 5-1 shows 
the location of other authorized geothermal leases on public lands in the area. 
Text has been updated to incorporated the reasonable foreseeable develop-
ment for the area based on the 2008 Geothermal PEIS (see response to com-
ment 1-25). 

6-72 
Text added as suggested. 
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6-73 

Text has been revised as suggested. 

6-74 

Text has been updated with suggested language from Reclamation provided on 
April 6, 2011.  

6-75 

Table 5-4 has been revised. 

6-76 

Text has been revised as suggested. 

6-77 
If any of the proponents cannot obtain the necessary water needs from surface 
water, they would have to either obtain water from another source to be per-
mitted by the State Engineer or production rates would have to be reduced 
until adequate water is available. Wording of Section 5.5 (Cumulative Impacts: 
Soils) has been revised. 
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7-1 
Best management practices for lighting and facility design would be imple-
mented and outlined in the POUs and PODs for the projects (also see addi-
tions to Appendix E).  



Appendix K 

K-64 Final Environmental Impact Statement July 2011 
 Salt Wells Energy Projects  

Comments Responses 

7-2 

Best management practices for lighting and facility design would be imple-
mented and outlined in the POUs and PODs for the projects (also see addi-
tions to Appendix E).  



Appendix K 

July 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement K-65 
 Salt Wells Energy Projects 

Comments Responses 

8-1 

Comment Noted. 
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9-1 

Comment Noted. 

9-2 

This language has been added to Chapter 2 in the FEIS.  

9-3 

Comment noted.  

9-4 

Comment noted.  

9-5 

Comment noted.  

9-6 

Comment noted.  
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10-1 
Water rights are required for consumptive water use only; some of the cooling 
water is consumed. Water rights can be obtained from the State Engineer, or 
purchased from an existing water right holder, subject to specific requirements 
for water use and quantity; period of use; and point of diversion/use.   

10-2 
Comment noted. All forms of BLM required reclamation will be used by the 
proponents when restoring vegetation (e.g. seed mixes, erosion control, and 
watering requirements).  

10-3 

Comment noted.  

10-4 

Comment noted. 

10-5 
In a cooperating agency and BLM meeting on April 14, 2011, issues relating to 
impacts to residences, conservation easements, wildlife, wetlands and land uses 
were considered and a preferred alternative was agreed upon by all parties. In 
addition, text in Section 2.4 regarding alternatives that were considered but 
eliminated has been revised to provide further clarification.   

10-6 

Text has been revised in the FEIS.  
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10-7 
Text has been revised in Section 3.17 to clarify the land uses of the SPPC Pro-
ject Area.  

10-8 
It is well documented that the cooling fans emit the greatest noise during plant 
operations. The analysis therefore considers the noise coming from the cooling 
fans. Any noise coming from the turbines would be less than that described for 
the cooling fans. A statement has been inserted in Chapter 3 noise section that 
clarifies this. 

10-9 

Comment noted. 

Reference to this report has now been added to the analysis. 

Comment noted. Siting of the transmission line in the residential areas requires 
a special use permit with Churchill County. 

10-10 
Comment noted.  Sufficient water storage will be available at the power plant 

10-11 
Section 4.25 specifies that "compensation for easements across private lands 
would be determined for each parcel as appropriate and would likely involve 
an appraisal process to identify the direct cost of purchasing and easement 
from a property owner and, where necessary, a calculations and compensation 
for consequential losses incurred on the remaining property as a result of 
power line construction." The text in Section 4.25 has been revised to address 
EMF on property values. In addition, the text in Section 4.25 has been revised 
to clarify that the poles will be located at 400 foot intervals, and the diameter 
of the pole footprint. 
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10-12 
• Tax Assessment:  According to the Kelly Langley of the Nevada Department 
of Taxation (775-684-2011), the footprint of the towers would be centrally 
assessed (i.e. assessed at the State-level) for tax purposes as non-agricultural 
land.  This is because the transmission system crosses county lines.  The State 
office would contact the County to determine the value of the footprint acre-
age.  The party responsible for payment of the taxes would be determined in 
lease agreements. 
• Water Rights:  According to Jeff Rieker of the Bureau of Reclamation (775-
884-8375), the number of water-righted acres would not change.  Revegetation 
of the tower footprint is an applicable beneficial use, if the water right owner 
wanted to apply water in the tower footprint.  If the water right owner did not 
want to irrigate the tower footprint, that fraction of the water right would be 
available for the owner to use or lease elsewhere within the irrigation district. 
• Vegetation in Tower Footprints:  NV Energy will reclaim areas underneath 
multi-pole structures.   

10-13 
A weed management plan (see table 2-7) would be developed and imple-
mented to prevent any weed issues. Additional mitigation could be required in 
a Churchill County SUP on private land. 

10-14 
The visual character of the area would not be altered because there is a fair 
amount of development, including other power lines, in the area. 

10-15 
Comment noted. 

A description of this ordinance has been added. 
10-16 
Text has been added to address this comment. 

10-17 
Section 5.7 does describe cumulative impacts that may occur to water re-
sources, including the geothermal resource, from multiple geothermal projects. 
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11-1 
Table 2.7 has been added outlining the plans that are required for the projects 
(including the oversight agencies and timeframes for approval). In addition, the 
mitigation measures and impacts text in Section 4 have been re-assessed and 
revised where applicable. In a cooperating agency and BLM meeting on April 
14, 2011, issues relating to impacts to residences, conservation easements, 
wildlife, wetlands and land uses were considered and a preferred alternative 
was agreed upon by all parties. 
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11-6 
The mitigation measures and impacts text in Section 4 have been re-assessed 
and revised where applicable. Specific mitigation measures are also outlined in 
the avian protection plan to be approved by USFWS. Additional mitigation may 
also be identified in the Records of Decision and the Churchill County Special 
Use Permit. 

11-7 
See response to comment 11-6. 

11-2 
See response to comment 1-17 

11-3 
Chapter 4 mitigation text has been revised to include specific potential mitiga-
tion, such as perch deterrents or other NDOW-suggested mitigation meas-
ures. An increased flight hazard is included as an effect in Ch 4. 

11-4 
This impact is stated in Ch 4. In addition, mitigation measures in Section 4 have 
been revised as applicable. Coordination has and will continue to occur be-
tween NDOW, BLM, Reclamation, Churchill County and the applicants to 
minimize impacts to wildlife. 

11-5 
In a cooperating agency and BLM meeting on April 14, 2011, issues relating to 
impacts to residences, conservation easements, wildlife, wetlands and land uses 
were considered and a preferred alternative was agreed upon by all parties. 
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11-8 
Imposing the suggested restrictions would give the applicants approximately 8 
weeks of the year to construct the project, which may not be feasible. Mitiga-
tion measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wildlife and 
an avian protection plan has been developed in coordination with the US Fish 
and Wildlife Service to reduce impacts on migratory birds.  In addition, Table 
2.7 has been added to the EIS and outlines other plans required for the pro-
jects.   

11-9 
See response to comment 1-4 and 1-15. 

11-10 
See response to comment 11-6. 

11-11 
Mitigation measures have been identified to minimize impacts to wildlife and 
additional coordination will occur between NDOW, BLM, BOR, Churchill 
County, and the applicants prior to project construction.  
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11-12 
See responses to comments 1-17 and 11-6. 

11-13 
The Proposed Action is the route that was submitted in the original ROW 
application. For  baseline comparison, the Proposed Action does not change, 
but must be carried through and analyzed throughout the document. Addi-
tional alternatives have been added based on discussions with the cooperating 
agencies. A preferred Alternative was selected with input from the cooperating 
agencies on April 14, 2011. 

11-14 
Comment noted. Self supporting single steel pole structures will be utilized 
within the city of Fallon or where guy wires would cause conflicts to existing 
land uses.  

11-15 
See response to comment 11-13.  

11-16 
Text has been revised in Chapter 2 of the FEIS to identify increased distance 
needed from canals and riparian areas for a portion of Ormat's proposed well 
pads and pipeline.   

11-17 
See response to comment 11-8 

11-18 
The region of influence was based on hydrogeologic information and the antici-
pated potential area of effect from project activities. 
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11-19 
The Water Monitoring Plan is a dynamic document that is developed as explo-
ration and production operations move forward.  Existing hydrologic informa-
tion in the project area is very limited.  As new information is gathered, a wa-
ter monitoring program will be implemented.   The water monitoring plans will 
also include measures to be implemented to address impacts to groundwater 
quality or  surface water features.  

11-20 
The Proposed Action is the route that was submitted in the original Plan of 
Utilization. For  baseline comparison the Proposed Action does not change, 
but must be carried through and analyzed throughout the document. Addi-
tional alternatives have been identified and added throughout the process.  

11-21 
Comment noted. However, the 50% figure is included because agricultural 
habitat, while providing habitat for some species, is human-altered and dis-
turbed, and is thus less desirable habitat than the native habitat types within 
the Projects Area. 

11-22 
Text has been revised as suggested. 

11-23 
Text has been revised as suggested. 

11-24 
Referenced text has been deleted. 
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11-25 
Text has been revised to state that agricultural areas are "lower quality" com-
pared to native, undisturbed habitats, and that approx. 50 % of the project 
would be in this lower quality habitat. 

11-26 
Referenced text has been deleted. 

11-27 
Text has been revised to state that 0.08 % would be directly affected. This 
does not include indirect effects, which cannot be quantified. Fragmentation 
discussed in wildlife section.  

Text was revised in Section 3.8 to clarify the wetland assessments and avoid-
ance measures for the projects.  

11-28 
Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wild-
life.  An APP is also being developed and will be approved by the USFWS. Spe-
cific mitigation measures will be outlined in this plan. 

11-29 
See response to comment 6-71. 

11-30 
The region of influence was based on hydrogeologic information and the antici-
pated potential area of effect from project activities. 

11-31 
See response to Comment 11-8. 



Appendix K 

K-80 Final Environmental Impact Statement July 2011 
 Salt Wells Energy Projects  

Comments Responses 

12-1 
Text has been revised to add more detail regarding the importance of wet-
lands.  

12-2 
The text at Section 2.2 has been revised to include additional information re-
garding the undergrounding of the transmission line.  Mitigation measures have 
been developed to reduce potential impacts to wildlife.  An APP is also being 
developed and will be approved by the USFWS. Specific mitigation measures 
will be outlined in this plan to minimize impacts to birds.  

12-3 
The Water Monitoring Plan is a dynamic document that is developed as explo-
ration and production operations move forward.  Existing hydrologic informa-
tion in the project area is very limited.  As new information is gathered, a wa-
ter monitoring program will be implemented.   

12-4 
Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wild-
life and an avian protection plan is being developed in coordination with the US 
Fish and Wildlife Service to reduce impacts on migratory birds. Timing limita-
tions may be implemented if specified in this plan.  

12-5 
Impacts to birds will be minimized and specific mitigation will be outlined in the 
avian protection plan.  

12-6 
Bonding and reclamation is part of the permit process based on BLM, Reclama-
tion and state regulations. The text in the EIS has been revised to clarify bond-
ing requirements by the state. 

12-7 
Coordination is ongoing between BLM, Reclamation, NDOW, the applicants, 
and USFWS regarding potential impacts to birds and mitigation measures to 
minimize impacts.  
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13-1 
Comment noted.  

13-2 
Text has been revised as suggested (see section 4.9). 

13-3 
The visual character of the area would not be altered because there is a fair 
amount of development, including other power lines, in the area. 

13-4 
There are three proponents identified in the EIS. The purpose and need of 
each proponent's proposal is discussed in Chapter 1 of the EIS. 

13-5 
The existing conditions of soils, vegetation, microbiotic crusts, watersheds, 
visual resources and habitats are discussed for each project area in Chapter 3, 
Affected Environment of the EIS. The executive summary is designed to sum-
marize information presented in the document. For detailed information on 
existing conditions, environmental impacts or cumulative impacts please refer 
to the Affected Environment, Environmental Consequences, Cumulative Im-
pacts sections of the EIS and its associated appendices.  
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13-6 
Comment noted. Use of chemicals is addressed in the Public Health and Safety 
and Wastes, Hazardous or Solid sections of the document. Fracing is not pro-
posed for either geothermal project.  

13-7 
See response to comment 13-6. 

13-8 
See response to comment 13-11. 

13-9 
The 2001 BLM Carson City Consolidated Resource Management Plan dis-
cusses and manages for renewable energy development in the planning area 
(including geothermal development). In addition, this plan was amended with 
the 2008 BLM Programmatic Geothermal EIS Record of Decision. Microbiotic 
crusts, vegetation and climate change are discussed in sections 3.3, 3.5, 3.9, 4.3, 
4.5, and 4.9  of this EIS. 
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13-10 
Comment noted. Section 2.4 has been revised to expand on all alternatives 
considered but eliminated from further analysis.  

13-11 
Applicants designed their proposed projects to utilize the geothermal resource 
while co-locating facilities where feasible and incorporating private land for 
project facilities including Ormat's geothermal power plant and substation. 
Alternatives considered in this EIS are based on issues identified by the BLM 
and cooperating agencies, as well as comments received during the public 
scoping process and throughout development of the EIS. Alternatives are in-
tended to reduce or minimize potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Actions, while still meeting the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. 
Text has been revised in Section 2.2 to address that directional drilling is not 
feasible for the proposed projects.  

13-12 
The Plan of Operations for both geothermal exploration projects were ac-
cepted and analyzed under the following previous Environmental Assessments:  
EA-NV-030-07-006 and DOI-BLM-NV-C010-2009-0006. At that time, the pro-
ject footprints for exploration were identified. Existing roads will be used as 
much as possible as part of the proposed geothermal development analyzed in 
this EIS.  

13-13 
Comment Noted.  

13-14 
Water requirements for the cooling systems and drilling under the Ormat and 
Vulcan proposed actions are outlined in Section 2.2. Potential impacts to water 
quality and quantity are addressed in Section 4.7. 

13-15 
The BLM only requires undergrounding of pipelines or electric lines when 
analysis indicates significant impacts. In this case, analysis does not indicate the 
need for undergrounding of such. Geothermal plants cannot be buried. 
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13-16 
Comment noted. 

13-17 
Comment noted. BMPs and mitigation have been identified in the EIS (Sections 
4.5, and 4.10 though 4.13 and Appendix E) to reduce impacts to vegetation, 
soils and wildlife habitat and to reduce the spread or introduction of weeds.  

13-18 
Comment noted. Habitat fragmentation is discussed on page 4-80.  
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13-19 
See response to comment 6-2. 

13-20 
Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wild-
life.  An APP is also being developed and will be approved by the USFWS. 

13-21 
For biological resources, surveys were conducted as described above. Direct 
and indirect impacts of the proposed Projects are analyzed qualitatively and 
quantitatively in Sections 4.9, 4.10, 4. 11, 4.12, and 4.13 using best available 
information. Impacts of other foreseeable projects are analyzed under Cumula-
tive Impacts in Sections 5.9, 5.10, 5.11, 5.12 , and 5.13. 

13-22 
Biological resource surveys were conducted as described above and collected 
data on species and habitats within the Projects Area. GIS analysis was con-
ducted to determine the extent of temporary and permanent habitat impacts, 
and other impacts are discussed qualitatively in the EIS at Sections 4.9 through 
4.13.  

13-23 
Comment noted. 

13-24 
Information in the EIS regarding the groundwater and surface water systems 
(existing conditions in Chapter 3, and potential impacts in Chapter 4) was 
based on all available information. Thresholds will be addressed in the monitor-
ing plan to be prepared and approved before project implementation.  See 
"Lease Stipulations and Conditions of Approval" in Appendix B of the EIS.  

13-25 
Comment Noted. 
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13-26 
Cumulative impacts on all resources are discussed in chapter 5. The current 
condition of the area is documented in Chapter 3 of the EIS. The VRM analysis 
is based on the VRM classes assigned to the area in the Resource Management 
Plan. Changing VRM classes would require a Resource Management Plan 
amendment and is outside the scope of this EIS. 

13-27 
The siting of project components was done in coordination with Cooperating 
Agencies and input from the public and took into account, among other things, 
visual resources. Impacts are discussed in Section 4.17 of the EIS. 

13-28 
The BLM only requires undergrounding of pipelines or electric lines when 
analysis indicates significant impacts. In this case, analysis does not indicate the 
need for undergrounding of such. Where the casual observer is likely to see 
new transmission lines, they do generally follow existing roads.  Ormat's 
power plant was sited on private land. The Vulcan power plants were sited on 
public land based on the location of the geothermal resource.  

13-29 
Comment noted. 

13-30 
As outlined in the project purpose and need in Chapter 1, the electricity will 
be used to meet Nevada's renewable energy portfolio standard and meet the 
goals of the 2005 EPAct. 

13-31 
Section 5, Cumulative Impacts, outlines and analyzes the reasonably foresee-
able geothermal developments in the regions of influence. In addition, Figures 5
-1 through 5-3 show the existing geothermal leases in the surrounding area. 
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13-33 
Cumulative Effects of geothermal facilities are identified in Chapter 5 of the 
EIS. 

13-32 
See Sections 3.8 and 3.9 for existing conditions of vegetation and riparian re-
sources within the project areas. See Section 3.18 for a detailed discussion of 
livestock grazing, including use levels, within the projects area. Text has been 
added to Section 3.18 to clarify that in 2007 the Salt Wells allotments went 
through the permit renewal process. Results from that evaluation and monitor-
ing since have been added to the text. See Section 4.18 for the analysis of the 
proposed actions and alternatives to grazing.  With coordination between the 
lessee’s and the proponents’ grazing and geothermal development activities 
would be compatible. Therefore, no livestock or grazing facilities would need 
to be removed. 

13-34 
The proposed geothermal power plant has been sited on private land that has 
been obtained by the proponent. While Grimes Point is a visually sensitive 
area, a change in VRM class can only be done during land use planning. Any 
change to VRM class would require a Resource Management Plan amendment 
and is outside the scope of this EIS. 

13-35 
Text regarding the expense and feasibility of undergrounding has been added 
to Section 2.2 of the EIS. An APP has been developed and will outline addi-
tional mitigation to minimize impacts to wildlife. 

13-36 
Biological resource surveys were conducted as described on pages 3-79, 3-80, 
3-91, 3-96, 3-105 of the EIS. In addition, an Avian Protection Plan (APP) is be-
ing developed through coordination with the US Fish and Wildlife Service to 
reduce the potential risks of avian mortality, including golden eagle, that may 
result from the interaction of birds with project facilities.  
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14-1 
The proponents will coordinate with Paiute Pipeline prior to construction of 
their projects. 

14-2 
The proponents will coordinate with Paiute Pipeline prior to construction of 
the 230 V transmission line near the Gabbs lateral. 
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14-3 
The proponents will coordinate with Paiute Pipeline prior to construction of 
the geothermal power plant and associated facilities. 

14-4 
The proponents will coordinate with Paiute Pipeline prior to construction of 
the geothermal power plant and associated facilities. 

14-5 
The proponents will coordinate with Paiute Pipeline prior to construction of 
the 230 V transmission line near the Gabbs lateral. 



Appendix K 

July 2011 Final Environmental Impact Statement K-91 
 Salt Wells Energy Projects 

Comments Responses 

15-1 
The portion of land that the proposed transmission line crosses adjacent to 
Corkill Ranch is either private or land administered by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion. BLM’s authority to grant a ROW is limited to that portion of the route 
that is on BLM managed land.  During the county permitting process, the 
county will take into account local land owner requests and coordinate with 
the proponent and local land owners to address any issues. Prior to granting a 
ROW on their land, Reclamation will also take into account local land owner 
requests and coordinate with the proponent and local land owners to address 
any issues. 
 

15-2 
 The portion of land that the proposed transmission line crosses adjacent to 
Corkill Ranch is either private or land administered by the Bureau of Reclama-
tion. BLM’s authority to grant a ROW is limited to that portion of the route 
that is on BLM managed land.  During the county permitting process, the 
county will take into account local land owner requests and coordinate with 
the proponent and local land owners to address any issues. Prior to granting a 
ROW on their land, Reclamation will also take into account local land owner 
requests and coordinate with the proponent and local land owners to address 
any issues. 
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16-1 
The BLM operates under a multiple use mandate (balancing resource uses with 
resource protection). As such, the BLM allows responsible use of the public 
lands for energy development, grazing, recreation and other uses. 
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17-1 
Emergency response plans are typically not developed until later in project 
design. Please refer to Table 2-7, which summarizes the plans that will be pre-
pared by each project proponent. 

17-2 
Mitigation measures is being developed to reduce potential impacts to wildlife 
and an avian protection plan is being developed to minimize impacts on birds.  
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18-1 
Comment noted. As indicated in the Chapter 4 analysis, BMPs and other con-
servation measures would be implemented to reduce impacts. 

18-2 
Comment Noted. 
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18-3 
Consultation is ongoing with the tribes and a programmatic agreement is in 
place for the Section 106 consultation with SHPO. 

18-4 
Comment noted. 
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19-1 
Text has been revised in Section 2.2 to expand on undergrounding.  
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19-2 
Text has been revised in Section 2.2 to expand on undergrounding.  
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19-3 
See response to comment 10-11. 
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19-4 
Under the Proposed Action, Vulcan would construct up to four geothermal 
plants, one of which may be a flash plant. The description of the Proposed Ac-
tion has been revised to clarify that only one, if any, flash plants would be con-
structed. A statement comparing the air quality effects of flash vs. binary plants 
has been added to the FEIS.  The Proposed Action includes scenarios for all 
binary, or a combination of binary and flash units, and each resource has been 
analyzed for these various combinations. 
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19-5 
Air quality modeling was not performed for this analysis given the lack of de-
velopment (lack of full-time sensitive receptors such as residences, schools, 
developed parks, or hospitals) around the proposed geothermal plants. 

19-6 
Additional information regarding H2S emissions from all project elements has 
been added to the FEIS. 
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19-7 
The DEIS included a discussion of odor impacts related to well drilling. Re-
quirements for H2S abatement at lower levels and an odors hotline have been 
included in the FEIS. 
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19-8 
The text has been revised to clarify the number of new and previously ap-
proved well pads throughout the document. The exact number of wells that 
will be drilled is unknown. 



Appendix K 

K-108 Final Environmental Impact Statement July 2011 
 Salt Wells Energy Projects  

Comments Responses 

19-9 
Additional information on potential geothermal resource constituents has been 
added to the FEIS. 

19-10 
Information has been added to the FEIS regarding silica. A statement that all 
open-pit disposal reservoirs would be closed to prevent windblown silica asso-
ciated with dried muds. 
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19-11 
Construction emissions have been calculated using a screening level emissions 
model. Rather than attempt to further refine temporary construction emis-
sions based on a number of assumptions, additional construction mitigation has 
been incorporated in the form of requirements for a construction equipment 
emission plan, which would include measures that must be undertaken by the 
project proponent and its contractors to minimize tailpipe emissions associ-
ated with construction. 
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19-12 
Well drilling emissions have been revisited and revised as necessary in the FEIS, 
including assumptions on types of drill rigs used. 
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19-13 
Given the air quality status of the project area and county air quality require-
ments for construction projects, the basis does not exist to require that all 
drilling and construction equipment meet newer Tier 4 standards. However, 
mitigation in the equipment emissions plan identified in the EIS includes a re-
quirement that equipment meeting Tier 4 standards be used where available. 

19-14 
Tables have been reviewed and revised as necessary. 
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19-15 
Construction emissions have been calculated using a screening level emissions 
model. Rather than attempt to further refine temporary construction emis-
sions based on a number of assumptions, additional construction mitigation has 
been incorporated in the form of requirements for a fugitive dust control plan, 
which would include measures that must be undertaken by the project propo-
nent and its contractors to minimize emissions associated with construction. 

 

19-16 
Construction emissions have been calculated using a screening level emissions 
model. Rather than attempt to further refine temporary construction emis-
sions based on a number of assumptions, additional construction mitigation has 
been incorporated in the form of requirements for a construction equipment 
emission plan, which would include measures that must be undertaken by the 
project proponent and its contractors to minimize tailpipe emissions associ-
ated with construction. 
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19-17 
DPM emissions have been added to the FEIS. 

19-18 
Information has been added to the FEIS regarding silica. A statement that all 
open-pit disposal reservoirs would be closed to prevent windblown silica asso-
ciated with dried muds. 
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19-19 
Requirement for a fugitive dust control plan has been added to the FEIS. 
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19-20 
Requirement for a fugitive dust control plan has been added to the FEIS. It 
should be noted that the measures quoted in the comment all occur within air 
quality basins of degraded air quality (i.e., nonattainment areas for state or fed-
eral standards), and that more intensive measures to control emissions are 
developed to improve air quality in nonattainment areas vs. maintaining attain-
ment status in areas such as Churchill County. 

Requirement for a fugitive dust control plan has been added to the FEIS. It 
should be noted that the measures quoted in the comment all occur within air 
quality basins of degraded air quality (i.e., nonattainment areas for state or fed-
eral standards), and that more intensive measures to control emissions are 
developed to improve air quality in nonattainment areas vs. maintaining attain-
ment status in areas such as Churchill County. 
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19-21 
The requirements for a fugitive dust plan and equipment emissions mitigation 
plan have been added to the FEIS per EPA's comment (see Table 2-7). Mitiga-
tion to require H2S testing and measures that must be implemented if testing 
reveals levels above decided thresholds were included in the EIS.  

Additional mitigation measures have been added based on revised analysis 
where appropriate. 
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19-22 
Additional discussion of windblown fugitive dust impacts has been added to the 
FEIS. 
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19-23 
Information on windblown dust has been added to the air quality section. 

19-24 
Chapter 2 describes proposed water supplies for the proposed projects. Wa-
ter demand for dust control and revegetation would be provided by the water 
supply sources described in Chapter 2. The "Water Quality and Quantity" sec-
tion of Chapter 4 in the EIS has been revised to indicate that lowering of the 
water table may occur from development and use of groundwater supply wells, 
in addition to production wells. 
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19-25 
A portion of cooling water is consumed in the system, with the remaining wa-
ter recirculated or mixed with geothermal discharge water to be reinjected. 
UIC permit requirements for NDEP Bureau of Water Pollution Control have 
been added to Chapter 4 in the FEIS.  
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19-26 
Potential impacts to wildlife in the vicinity of natural springs at the northwest 
end of Salt Wells Basin are described in the Wildlife section of Chapter 4 in 
the EIS.  
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19-27 
The Water Quality and Quantity subsection of Section 3.7 of the DEIS includes 
a description of existing water quality in the project area. Additional updated 
water quality data have been added to the FEIS; the same section in Chapter 4 
describes the use of cooling water and disposition of wastewater.  

19-28 
Text has been revised to expand upon ecological functions of wetlands/playas 
at Sections 3.8 and 3.9. Also see response to comments 1-2,  1-4 and 1-15. 
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19-29 
See response to comment 1-2. Also see response to EPA comments 1-4 and 1-
15. 
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19-30 
Text was revised in Section 3.8 to include additional language, including the 
suggested language, stating the importance of playa wetlands. Also see re-
sponse to comments 1-2,  1-4 and 1-15. 
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19-31 
Due to avoidance and minimization measures, effects on snowy plover habitat 
were determined to be less than significant and do not require additional miti-
gation. Pacific Coast population was not mentioned due to distance from pro-
ject site.  

Text was revised to include additional language, including the suggested lan-
guage, stating the importance of playa wetlands. Also see response to com-
ments 1-2,  1-4 and 1-15. 
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19-32 
Comment noted. 

Chapter 3 text has been revised to state that no potential habitat for either 
species was found in or around the projects area during biological surveys. 
There will be no discussion in Chapter 4 since there is no potential habitat.  
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19-33 
There is no potential pygmy rabbit habitat within the Projects Area; thus this 
species is unlikely to occur and impacts are unlikely.  
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19-34 
Text has been added to address noise impacts on recreational users near the 
project area. The data the commenter mentions about 110-120 dBA is not 
meaningful without stating at what distance from the source that level of noise 
is experienced. Most of the starting values in this analysis, used to generate 
Table 4-18, used reference values that started at 50 feet. Health and safety 
guidelines require that any workers or visitors to the project site during any 
phase wear noise-protective gear. 

19-35 
See response to comment 1-23. 
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19-36 
Geothermal developers in Nevada, as well as the Nevada Division of Wildlife, 
have observed that the high levels of clay that are naturally occurring in area 
soils will form a natural impermeable layer as suspended particles from the 
drilling muds settle out on the bottom of the unlined pits. This removes the 
need for an artificial liner. It has also been observed that mammalian wildlife, 
such as antelope, can trample into the pits, not only tearing the lining and de-
stroying its efficacy, but also ensnaring their hooves in the plastic and causing 
injury to the animal. For these reasons, unlined pits are favored in the area. 

19-37 
When the plan of utilization was filed with BLM on Vulcan's leases, the Vulcan 
name was on the application. The company has changed their title and this has 
been clarified in the FEIS, however, the Vulcan name will also remain in the 
FEIS because the original application can not be changed.  

19-38 
Comment noted. See response to comment 1-25. 
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19-39 
The discussion of evapotranspiration has been revised in Section 3.7of the FEIS 
(Water Quality and Quantity). Flow rates of springs are discussed in the 
"Surface Water Quantity" subsection of Section 3.7 (Water Quality and Quan-
tity). Additional updated water quality data have been included in Section 3.7 of 
the FEIS (Water Quality and Quantity).   
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Comment noted.  

19-39 cont’d 
Comment noted about groundwater flow directions; we agree that regional 
groundwater flow is the dominant system, with some local components of shal-
low groundwater flow (see Figure 10 in Maurer et al. 1996). Lateral flow, as 
used by Maurer et al. (1996) is interbasin flow for the Carson Desert.  

Information in the EIS regarding the groundwater system was based on avail-
able information, including the geothermal resource. The geothermal zone 
would not likely be used for any beneficial use except for geothermal heat.   
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19-39 cont’d 
Text has been revised in Chapter 4 of the FEIS to include variability of perme-
ability, and to mention anthropogenic alterations of hydrologic system.  

19-40 
If Ormat cannot obtain the necessary water needs from surface water, it 
would have to obtain water from another source to be permitted by the State 
Engineer. The "Water Quality and Quantity" section of Chapter 4 in the EIS 
has been revised to indicate that using irrigation water would remove some 
potential for recharge to the local groundwater system. 

19-41 
A new paragraph has been added to the Water Quality and Quantity section of 
Chapter 4 in the FEIS regarding interconnection between aquifer zones in the 
project area.   
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19-42 
Depletion of the geothermal zone is not known until additional drilling and 
testing of the resource is completed. The Water Quality and Quantity section 
of Chapter 4 in the EIS adequately describes ramifications of decreasing flow to 
the playas. Monitoring will be conducted in the project area to evaluate poten-
tial for declining water levels and decreased flow to the playas.  

19-43 
Ormat and Vulcan will both utilize the drilling muds from the drill hole area to 
line the pits. This has been clarified in the EIS text. In addition, water monitor-
ing plans are being developed and measures will be implemented to detect 
changes in groundwater quality.  
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20-1 
Alternatives considered in this EIS are based on issues identified by the BLM 
and cooperating agencies, as well as comments received during the public 
scoping process and throughout development of the EIS. Alternatives are in-
tended to reduce or minimize potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Actions, while still meeting the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. 
Additional alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis are de-
scribed in detail in section 2.4 of the EIS. 

20-2 
Text has been revised in Section 2.2 to include cost per mile of underground-
ing. 
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21-2 
Comment noted. 

21-1 
Please see response to comment 10-11. In addition, the text at Section 4.25 
has been revised to clarify that the poles will be located at 400 foot intervals, 
and the diameter of the pole footprint. The text has also been revised to fur-
ther address potential impacts to property values. 
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22-1 
Alternatives considered in this EIS are based on issues identified by the BLM 
and cooperating agencies, as well as comments received during the public 
scoping process and throughout development of the EIS. Alternatives are in-
tended to reduce or minimize potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Actions, while still meeting the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. 
Additional alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis are de-
scribed in detail in section 2.4 of the EIS. 
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23-1 
Discussion has been added regarding the human health effects of electric and 
magnetic fields. We are unsure what the commenter means by "power tow-
ers". Chapter 2 provides figures of the transmission line towers. The sugges-
tion to place power lines over non-irrigated fields as opposed to residential 
properties has been noted.  The power lines are not expected to be close 
enough to any structure to cause shading during the high-sun hours of the day. 
The suggestion to use the proposed action 230-kV line route marked in red in 
the Draft EIS has been noted. 
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24-1 
See response to comment 21-1 
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25-1 
This suggested route was considered by the BLM in Section 2.4 Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated From Further Analysis in the EIS. .  
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Appendix K 

K-162 Final Environmental Impact Statement July 2011 
 Salt Wells Energy Projects  

Comments Responses 

26-1 
This suggested route was considered by the BLM in Section 2.4 Alternatives 
Considered but Eliminated From Further Analysis in the EIS.  
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27-1 
Text was revised in Sections 3.12 and 3.13  to clarify the importance of CLP to 
migratory birds. Additional mitigation will be outlined as appropriate. Specific 
mitigation is included in the APP to be approved by USFWS and will be in-
cluded in the Records of Decision prepared by BLM and Reclamation. 

27-2 
Comment noted. The best available information was utilized to analyze poten-
tial impacts. 

27-3 
The project proponents will determine final water needs and sources for the 
project, with consumed water to be approved by the State Engineer via the 
water rights system.  Potential impacts to wetlands are described in the Water 
Quality and Quantity section of Chapter 4 in the EIS.    
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27-4 
A table outlining the plans that are required for the projects has been added to 
Chapter 2 including the oversight agencies and timeframes for approval. The 
analysis has been reassessed and revised to include general mitigation measures 
for resources as applicable.  

27-6 
Mitigation measures have been developed to reduce potential impacts to wild-
life. An APP is also being developed and will be approved by the USFWS. Spe-
cific mitigation measures will be outlined in this plan.  

27-5 
Comment noted. An Avian Protection Plan is being developed in coordination 
with the US Fish and Wildlife Service to reduce impacts on migratory birds.  

27-7 
Comment noted. 
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28-1 
Alternatives considered in this EIS are based on issues identified by the BLM 
and cooperating agencies, as well as comments received during the public 
scoping process and throughout development of the EIS. Alternatives are in-
tended to reduce or minimize potential impacts associated with the Proposed 
Actions, while still meeting the purpose of and need for the Proposed Action. 
Additional alternatives considered but eliminated from further analysis are de-
scribed in detail in section 2.4 of the EIS. Finally, Mitigation was applied 
(including any undergrounding mitigation) where deemed necessary to reduce 
impacts from significant to less than significant status on public lands.  
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29-1 
BLM’s authority to grant a ROW is limited to that portion of the route that is 
on public land. Because most of SPPC’s proposed ROW covers non-BLM land, 
the Proposed Actions would be subject to permit approvals from the affected 
local jurisdictions, including Churchill County. During the County permitting 
process, the county will take into account local land owner requests and coor-
dinate with the proponent and local land owners to address any issues. 
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30-1 
Impacts to birds will be minimized and specific mitigation will be outlined in the 
avian protection plan and the Records of Decision.  
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30-3 
Comment noted.  

30-2 
Comment noted. 
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