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Appendix A. Response to Comments on the Draft EIS

2.1 Introduction

This appendix provides the Bureau of Land Management's (BLM) response to comments received on the
draft environmental impact statement (EIS). This appendix contains two main sections in addition to this
introduction.

e Section G.2 provides a brief introduction and an overall summary of the process of soliciting,
receiving, and evaluating comments on the draft EIS.

e Section G.3 provides instructions for finding specific comment letters, facsimiles (faxes), emails
and testimony (henceforth, collectively referred to as comment letters), as well as agency
responses to those letters. Table A-1 contains respondent information for all comment letters
received on the draft EIS. Table A-2 contains a summary of substantive comments arranged by
category or resource discipline, and the agency response to each comment.

2.2 Public Comment Process

The National Environmental Policy Act of 1969 (as amended) (NEPA) requires that agencies "make
diligent efforts to involve the public in ... NEPA procedures™ (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] 8
1506.6(a)) and that the agency assess and consider comments both individually and collectively in
preparing its response (40 CFR 1503.4(a)). The following subsections summarize the effort undertaken to
solicit comment of the draft EIS from the public, and the methods used for processing, analyzing, and
responding to those comments.

Although this appendix deals primarily with the comments received on the draft EIS, the reader should
also be aware that public involvement preceded the release of the draft EIS, and included comments on
the scope of issues that should be addressed in this EIS (see Chapter 5 for more information about the
scoping process).

2.2.1 Public and Agency Meetings

Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ) regulations (40 CFR § 1503.1) require that federal agencies
invite the public to review and comment on the draft EIS. The BLM NEPA Handbook specifies a
comment period of at least 45 days. A notice of availability (NOA) was published by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) in the Federal Register (Vol. 75, No. 14) on April 9, 2010,
announcing the availability of the draft EIS for public review and comment. The comment period closed
May 24, 2010.

Following the release of the draft EIS, the BLM hosted three public meetings in Maricopa County,
Arizona, to provide the public an opportunity to comment on the information contained in the draft EIS.
The meetings were held on April 27, 2010, in Phoenix, Arizona; April 28, 2010, in Gila Bend, Arizona;
and April 29, 2010, in Buckeye, Arizona. Chapter 5 of this EIS contains more information about the
public meetings.

2.2.2 Comment Procedure
During the 45-day comment period, written comments were accepted through a variety of formats,

including submittal at public meetings. Chapter 5 of this EIS contains a list of all methods of comment.
Individuals that submitted oral comments at the public meeting were advised that in order for the



Sonoran Solar Energy Project Final EIS Appendix G. Response to Comments on the Draft EIS

comment to be considered and included in the document, it needed to be submitted in writing. Comment
forms were provided at the April 27, 28, and 29, 2010 public meetings.

2.2.3 Comment Processing

In all, 161 comment letters were received during the comment period for the draft EIS. Over 80 of these
responses were email form letters; that is, comment letters containing the exact same (or very similar)
verbiage, which respondents received from the Sierra Club, and had copied and pasted verbatim into an
email sent to the BLM. All form letters received were from individual respondents. All comment letters
received by the BLM were analyzed and included in a comment matrix.

All comment letters were numbered sequentially (beginning with 1) and labeled with a code indicating
the type of entity from which it was received (i.e., individual, government agency, tribe, business, or
nongovernmental organization). This combination of number and entity code resulted in a unique
alphanumeric identifier (letter ID) for each individual letter or form submitted, which was then cross-
referenced with the respondent contact information. Table A-1, located in Section A.3 below, contains the
letter ID and respondent name and entity name (if applicable) for all nonform letter comments received.

2.2.3.1 Comment Analysis and Summary

Each unique letter and one form letter “master” was reviewed for the specific comment(s) it contained.
Comments from each letter were identified and organized into resource or discipline categories. This form
of analysis allows for specific comments to be captured and grouped by general topic or resource issue.

Comments on the spreadsheet are identified by letter ID for cross-referencing with the contact
information table, which is included as Table A-1. Table A-2 consists of a comment matrix of all
comments extracted from letters and their associated responses, organized by topic.

The full text of each comment letter received from individuals or groups are in the BLM's Lower Sonoran
Field Office administrative record files, and may be viewed upon request.

2.2.3.2 Comment Response

Consistent with NEPA regulations (40 § CFR 1503.4(b)), this appendix focuses on substantive comments
on the draft EIS. Substantive comments include those that challenge the information in the draft EIS as
being accurate or inaccurate, or that offer specific information that may have a bearing on the decision. In
response to substantive comments, BLM could

e modify alternatives including the proposed action;

e develop and evaluate alternatives not previously given serious consideration by the agency;
e supplement, improve, or modify its analyses;

e make factual corrections; and

o explain why the comments do not warrant further agency response, citing appropriate sources or
authorities. (40 CFR § 1503.4(a).

Comments that merely express an opinion for or against the Proposed Action were not identified as
requiring a response. In cases where the comment was substantive but appeared to indicate that
information in the draft EIS was either misunderstood or unclear, a response was prepared to clarify the
information.

A-2
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2.3 Reader’s Guide
2.3.1 Instructions for Referencing Comments

Readers wishing to find specific comments and responses will need to refer to the following tables:

e Table A-1 Draft EIS Respondent List. This list assigns a letter ID to all letter respondents, which
are listed by first and last name, and/or entity name. Contact information is also provided for
agencies, businesses, tribes, and nongovernmental organizations; contact information for
individuals has been redacted.

e Table A-2, Draft EIS Comments and Responses. Each entry in this table is a distinct comment
extracted from a letter and contains the letter ID (column A); the comment number within the
letter (column (B); the resource discipline or category to which the comment was coded (column
C); the actual comment (column D); and its response (column E).

The reader may find all comments and responses associated with each respondent contained in Table A-2
by matching the letter ID number with the respondent name/entity listed within Table A-1. Responses
referring readers to information contained in another comment/response entry cite the referenced
comment’s letter ID (column A) and comment number (column B). For example, a response guiding the
reader to see the response to 030-G-3 is referring the reader to the third comment from respondent 30-G.
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Zip Resource Category ' Comments
ID (number of comments)
1-G Jerry Bradley Prescott National Forest 344 South Prescott AZ 86303 MS (1)
Cortez Street
2-G Scott Lowe Town of Buckeye 530 East Monroe  Buckeye AZ 85326 ALT (1); WAT (2)
Avenue
3-G Diane Arnst Arizona Dept of Environmental Quality 1110 West Phoenix AZ 85007 AQ (4)
Washington
Street
4-| James Orloff Personal contact information redacted AQ (1); MS (2); SOC (2); TRA (2);
WAT (3)
5-1 Thomas Doggett Personal contact information redacted WAT (3)
6-| Thomas Doggett Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
7-l Thomas Doggett Personal contact information redacted WAT (2)
8-l Thomas Doggett Personal contact information redacted HAZ (1); SOC (1); WAT (2)
9-G David Biddle Arizona Dept of Environmental Quality 1110 West Phoenix AZ 85007 AQ (1)
Washington
Street, 3rd Floor
10-G  David Biddle Arizona Dept of Environmental Quality 1110 West Phoenix AZ 85007 AQ (3)
Washington
Street, 3rd Floor
11-G  Joe Schmitz City of Goodyear 195 North 145" Goodyear AZ 85338 WAT (4)
Avenue, Building
12-T Leigh J. Hope Tribe P.O. Box 123 Kykosmovi AZ 88603 ALT (1); CUL (2); MS (2)
Kuwanwisiwma 9
13-1 Kris Gorsuch Personal contact information redacted NA
14-B Gretchen Honan CH2M -Hill, Water Business Group 2020 Southwest Portland OR 97201 MS (2)
4th Avenue 3rd
Floor
15-O0  Emily Boehm The Wildlife Society 5410 Grosvenor Bethesda MD 20814 MS (1)

Lane
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Zip Resource Category ' Comments
ID (number of comments)
16-G  Carol Sachs Environmental Protection Agency 75 Hawthorne San CA 94105 MS (1)
Street Francisco
17-O  Janine Blaeloch Western Lands Project P.O. Box 95545 Seattle WA 98145 MS (1)
18-B Turner PrescottShedandGarage.com No address MS (1)
given
19| Rita Smalling Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
20-B Mary Smith Tierra Right-of-Way Services 101 North 1st Phoenix AZ 85003 MS (1)
Avenue, Suite
2075
21-1 Jim and Elaine Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
Stack
22-B Nichole Hughes Element Power Americas 421 Southwest Portland OR 97204 MS (1)
Sixth Avenue,
Suite 1000
23-1 Nancy Santori Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
24 No database entry using this number NA
25-1 Scott Canada Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
26-1 Jean-Luc Michel Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
27-1 Heather Goebel Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
28-1 Alan Zonker Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
29-B none given Transparency Market No address MS (1)
given
30-1 Thomas Doggett Personal contact information redacted WAT (2)
311 Drena LaPointe- Personal contact information redacted NA
Meyer
32-1 Kris Steinke Personal contact information redacted NA
331 Linda Dills Personal contact information redacted NA
34-1 Bill Gardner Personal contact information redacted NA
35-1 Kurt Mattocks Personal contact information redacted NA
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Zip Resource Category ' Comments
ID (number of comments)

36-1 Ruth Bescript Personal contact information redacted NA

37-1 Elizabeth Cook Personal contact information redacted NA

381 Mike Llewellyn Personal contact information redacted MS (1); TAC (1)
39-1 Valerie Ryan Personal contact information redacted NA

40-I Patricia Morrison Personal contact information redacted NA

41-1 Patricia Orlinski Personal contact information redacted MS (2)

42-1 Chris Hall Personal contact information redacted NA

43- Robert MacNish Personal contact information redacted NA

44-| Caleb Laieski Personal contact information redacted NA

45-| Nancy Wall Personal contact information redacted NA

46-1 Judy Goosherst Personal contact information redacted NA

47-1 Annette Pedersen Personal contact information redacted NA

48-1 Lisa Pinczewski- Personal contact information redacted NA

Sweet

49-| Avi Henn Personal contact information redacted NA

50-I Carla Morin Personal contact information redacted NA

51l Mary Best Personal contact information redacted NA

52-1 Skip Radau Personal contact information redacted NA

53- Nancy Schuhrke Personal contact information redacted NA

54-| Howard Israel Personal contact information redacted NA

55-1 Jeanne Saint- Personal contact information redacted NA

Smour

56-1 Nancy Matthews Personal contact information redacted NA

57-1 Crispino Ramos Personal contact information redacted NA

58-1 KC Cooper Personal contact information redacted NA

59-1 Donald Yeager Personal contact information redacted NA
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Zip Resource Category ' Comments
ID (number of comments)

60-I Angela Froehlich Personal contact information redacted NA

61-1 Jerryl Gordon Personal contact information redacted MS (1)

62-1 Kathy / Michael Personal contact information redacted NA

Shores

63-I Roger Deming Personal contact information redacted MS (1)

64-1 Roger Deming Personal contact information redacted NA

65-I Roger Deming Personal contact information redacted MS (1)

66-| Donna Cassano Personal contact information redacted NA

67-l Rob Lowe Personal contact information redacted NA

68-1 Amy McMullen Personal contact information redacted NA

69-| Jack Tuber Personal contact information redacted NA

70-1 Wendy Schwartz Personal contact information redacted NA

71-1 Douglas Price Personal contact information redacted NA

72-| Carmen Nichols Personal contact information redacted NA

73-1 Sheila ( no last Personal contact information redacted NA

name given)

74-1 Melissa Donovan Personal contact information redacted ALT (2); SOC (1); WL (2)

75-1 Maryelizabeth Hart Personal contact information redacted NA

76-1 Teresa Altiery Personal contact information redacted NA

77- Eileen Kane Personal contact information redacted ALT (1); MS (1); SD (1); WAT (1); WL
@

78-1 Angela Fazzari Personal contact information redacted NA

79-1 Angela Fazzari Personal contact information redacted NA

80-1 John Mihalka Personal contact information redacted MS (2)

81-1 Cindy Wines Personal contact information redacted VEG (1); WL (1)

82-1 Brian Nordstrom Personal contact information redacted NA

83-1 Heather Kutch Personal contact information redacted NA
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Resource Category ' Comments
ID (number of comments)
84-1 Derek Knowlton Personal contact information redacted WAT (2)
85-| Bob Segal Personal contact information redacted NA

86-I Barbara Martin Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
87-1 Roger Williams Personal contact information redacted NA

88-1 Kathryn Buttles Personal contact information redacted NA

89-1 Elizabeth Enright Personal contact information redacted NA

90-1 Taylor Markey Personal contact information redacted NA

91-I Annie McMahon Personal contact information redacted NA

92-1 Bruce Hermes Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
93-I Leon DeKing Personal contact information redacted NA

94-| Leon DeKing Personal contact information redacted NA

95-I Elizabeth Ridgely Personal contact information redacted NA

96-1 Carolyn Moore Personal contact information redacted NA

97-1 Tazeem Starbrant Personal contact information redacted NA

98- Selina Starbrant Personal contact information redacted NA

99-| Kenneth Personal contact information redacted NA

Molinkiewicz

100-1  Linda Bescript Personal contact information redacted NA
101-1  Paul Frizane Personal contact information redacted NA
102-1  Kathleen Medina Personal contact information redacted NA
103-I Frank Wyse Personal contact information redacted NA
104-1  Linda Boothe Personal contact information redacted NA
105-1  Bickel Bettina Personal contact information redacted NA
106-I Bassett Anne Personal contact information redacted SOC (1)
107-1  William Thornton Personal contact information redacted NA
108-I Sidney Hirsh Personal contact information redacted NA
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Resource Category * Comments

ID (number of comments)

109-1  Jennifer Valdez Personal contact information redacted NA

110-I Ray Villanueva Personal contact information redacted NA

111-B  Mark Peters O.R. Colan Associates 15333 North Scottsdale AZ MS (1)
Pima Road,
Suite 215

112-1  Caleb Laieski Personal contact information redacted NA

113-1  Frank Graffagnino Personal contact information redacted NA

114-1  Lynne Edwards Personal contact information redacted NA

115-1 Ray Riley Personal contact information redacted NA

116-1  Tom Timmer Personal contact information redacted MS (1)

117-1  Philip Church Personal contact information redacted NA

118-1  Rox Fowlie Personal contact information redacted NA

119-1  Kathleen Personal contact information redacted NA

Templeton
120-G  Tom Kelly U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Region IX, 75 Hawthorne San CA VEG (1)
Environmental Review Office (CED-2) Street Francisco
121-1  Tina Pursell Personal contact information redacted NA
122-1  William and Sue Personal contact information redacted MS (1); SD (1)
Luse
123-1  Karen Christian Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
124-] Thomas Doggett Personal contact information redacted HAZ (1); NOI (1); TRA (2); VIS (2);
WAT (1)

125-1  Mark W. Turley Personal contact information redacted SOC (1)

126-1  no name given Personal contact information redacted WAT (1)

127-1 Sarah Doggett Personal contact information redacted SOC (1); TRA (1); WAT (1)

128-1 no name given Personal contact information redacted ALT (1); VIS (2)

129-G  John Fischbach City of Goodyear 190 North Goodyear AZ ALT (1); MS (2); NOI (1); TAC (1); TRA
Litchfield Rd (2); WAT (6)
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Zip Resource Category ' Comments
ID (number of comments)
130-1  Chris Askew Personal contact information redacted MS (1); SOC (1)
131-G  Scott Lowe Town of Buckeye 530 East Monroe  Buckeye AZ 85326 MS (1)
Avenue
132-| Benjamin Munoz Personal contact information redacted MS (1); WAT (2)
133-1 F. Musa Personal contact information redacted VIS (4)
134-1  Thomas Doggett Personal contact information redacted HAZ (1); MS (2); REC (1); SOC (2);
TRA (1); WAT (3)
135-G  Dana Warnecke Arizona Game and Fish Department 7200 East Mesa AZ 85207 CUM (1); MIT (1); RLM (1); WL (2)
University
Avenue
136-G  John Kyl US Senate Washington DC 20510 MS (1); WAT (5)
137-T  Peter L. Steere Tohono O'odham Nation P.O. Box 837 Sells AZ 85634 ALT (1); CUL (2); MS (1); SD (1); VEG
(1); WAT (5)
138-G  Tom Kelly EPA 75 Hawthorne San CA 94105 PRO (1)
Street Francisco
139-G  Stephen S. Town of Buckeye 530 East Monroe  Buckeye AZ 85326 ALT (2); AQ (3); HAZ (2); RLM (1);
Cleveland Avenue SOC (1); TRA (3); WAT (3)
140-G  Pamela A. Mathis BLM Phoenix District 21605 North 7th Phoenix AZ 85027 ALT (2); MS (1); VIS (10)
Avenue
141-G  Laura Grignano / Arizona Department of Water Resources 3550 North Phoenix AZ 85012 PRO (2)
Sandra Fabritz- Central
Whitney Avenue,.2nd
Floor
142-| Stephen Saway Personal contact information redacted LU (2); MS (1); VIS (2)
143-B  Sunandra Behara Next Era 700 Universe Juno Beach  FL 33408 ALT (2); AQ (36); CC (2); GEO (2);

Boulevard

HAZ (1); LSG (11); LU (43); MIT (3);
MS (8); NOI (50); PAL (2); REC (38);
SD (36); SOC (8); TRA (2); VEG (7);
VIS (15); WAT (19); WL (27)
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity Street Address City State Zip Resource Category ' Comments
ID (number of comments)
144-G  Tim Strow Maricopa Association of Governments 302 North 1st Phoenix AZ 85003 CUM (1); MS (1); PRO (1); TRA (1)
Avenue, Suite
300
145-G  Stephanie Huang Arizona Department of Transportation 1611 West Phoenix AZ 85007 ALT (1); HHS (1); MS (3); SOC (2);
Jackson TRA (16); VIS (1)
146-1  no name given Personal contact information redacted WAT (1)
147-1  Virginia Stordock Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
148-G  Kathleen M. U.S. EPA, Region IX 75 Hawthorne San CA 94105 ALT (8); MS (6); PRO (2); SOC (1);
Goforth and Tom Street Francisco WAT (19); WL (2)
Kelly
149-G  Linda C. Tuantand  Arizona Dept of Environmental Quality PRO (4)
David Lelsz
150-O  Alex Daue Wilderness Society, Sierra Club-Grand Canyon 1660 Wynkoop Denver CO 80202 ALT (22); CC (5); CUL (2); LU (6); MIT
Chapter, Friends of the Sonoran Desert Museum, Street, Suite 850 (28); MS (6); NOI (3); PN (2); PRO (7);
Sonoran Institute, Tonopah Area Coalition, and RLM (1); SD (1); SOI (1); TAC (2);
Defenders of Wildlife VEG (1); VIS (2); WAT (6); WL (9)
151-1  Roxie Schliesman Personal contact information redacted NA
152-1  Mary Weeks Personal contact information redacted NA
153-1  Jeff Hopkins Personal contact information redacted NA
154-1  Susan Flynn Personal contact information redacted NA
155-1 Gergory Nerode Personal contact information redacted NA
156-1  Dustin Fuller Personal contact information redacted NA
157-1  Brenden Hughes Personal contact information redacted MS (3)
158-1 Margaret Davies Personal contact information redacted NA
159-1  Janette Weaver Personal contact information redacted NA
160-1  Thomas Wagner Personal contact information redacted MS (1)
161-G  RJ Cardin Maricopa County Parks & Recreation Dept. 234 North Phoenix AZ 85004 ALT (5); CC (1); CUM (2); MS (1); NOI
Central Avenue, (1); PRO (2); REC (5); VEG (1); VIS
Suite 6400 (1); WAT (2)
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Table A.1 Draft EIS Respondent List

Letter Name Entity
ID

Street Address

State Zip Resource Category ' Comments
(number of comments)

162-| Jon Schumacher

Personal contact information redacted

ALT (10); CUL (2); HAZ (1); PRO (3);
SD (12); SOI (2); VIS (2); WL (2)

'RESOURCE CODE ABBREVIATIONS
ALT=Alternatives

AQ= Air Quality

CC= Climate Change

CUL= Cultural Resources

CUM = Cumulative Impacts
GEO=Geology

HAZ= Hazardous Materials
HHS=Health and Human Safety
LU= Land Use

LSG=Livestock Grazing

Miscellaneous

MIT= Mitigation

NOI= Noise

PAL= Paleontology
PN= Purpose and Need
PRO= Process

REC= Recreation
RLM= Reclamation

SD =Special Designations
SOC= Socioeconomics
SOI=Soils

MS= VEG=Vegetation

TAC =Terms and Conditions
TRA= Transportation
VIS=Visual Resources
WAT= Water Resources
WL=Wildlife Resources

NA= Not applicable (no substantive comment)
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Table A.2 Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Appendix A. Response to Comments on the Draft EIS

Comment Letter No. |Resource |Resource Subcode Text Response

No. Code

18 145-G ALT-3 Consider Other Technology |How about investigating the potential for methane (natural gas) re-use? Thank you for your comment. Methane (natural gas) re-use as a method for generating electricity was not

considered in the EIS because it is out of the scope of the BLM’s decision concerning approval of a right-of-way
for a solar-generating facility.

1 128-1 ALT-1 Consider Alternative Needs more of a setback on east side of project (adjacent to landowners) because of visual impacts. Thank you for your comment. Please note that Alternative B: Reduced Footprint was developed to respond to

Locations issues, including visual impacts to residential developments, as descr bed in Section 2.7.1 _of the draft EIS.
Visual impacts to residential developments to the east of the Project Area were addressed in Sections 4.17.3.2,
4.17.4, and 4.17.5 of the draft EIS.
32 148-G ALT-1 Consider Alternative EPA is pleased that the DEIS provided discussion of other locations on BLM land that were eliminated from Groundwater availability was one of several criteria used to determine the relative suitability of each potential
Locations further discussion; however, we gquestion whether the discussion of the availability of groundwater at those location. Because the Proposed Action and the range of alternatives considered include water supply
locations is appropriate, given the reduced water needs from dry cooling. requirements of up to approximately 3,000 acre-feet per year, an assessment of groundwater supply was a
useful screening criterion to ensure alternative feasibility. The rationale for eliminating alternative locations on BLM
and private lands has been expanded in the final EIS in Section 2.11.6.
32 148-G ALT-1 Consider Alternative The criteria for evaluating private sites also raise many concerns. Once a screening criterion, such as 15 miles |The explanation of how and why each screening criterion was used by Boulevard has been expanded in the final EIS in
Locations to the Jojoba Switchyard, is set, which locations on BLM land such as Aguila do not meet, the private options  |Section 2.11.6. In Section 2.9.6 of the draft EIS the BLM provided rationale for eliminating alternative locations on BLM
become qU|Ck|y limited. We recommend that BLM reconsider the SCreening criteria to determine their and private lands. This explanation has been expanded in the final EIS in Section 2.11.6.
appropriateness. Recommendation: The basis for each screening criterion should be explained in the FEIS.
85 150-0 ALT-1 Consider Alternative From Attachment A, scoping letter: Consideration of alternative sites and configurations is critical to ensuring Additional project locations and configurations were considered in the development of alternatives to the
Locations the Sonoran Solar Energy project site chosen is the best possible location for the project. This consideration Proposed Action. The consideration of alternative sites is described in the draft EIS in Section 2.9.6 Alternate
should be based on solar resource, proximity to existing transmission and infrastructure, and conflicts with other |Locations. Additionally, the SSEP EIS is a site-specific assessment, not a landscape-level assessment. A
resources and values on the project site....The BLM must thoroughly consider and present the public with a true [programmatic EIS, led by the BLM and the Department of Energy, is being developed to address the broader
range of alternative sites in the DEIS.... Without thorough consideration of multiple alternative sites and landscape-level planning for solar development in the desert.
configurations, BLM will have reduced the EIS to a "foreordained formality" and improperly limited the
alternatives under consideration.... We strongly encourage the BLM to engage in a broader landscape level
assessment of solar development in the desert.

3 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other Location The project proponent and BLM appear to have arbitrarily eliminated analyzing other locations for this project  |Boulevard used several criteria to eliminate areas from further consideration for their purposes in pursuing ROWs for
because of the proposed project area’s proximity to a specific electrical substation and its associated solar development. Among these criteria were proximity to existing infrastructure such as a transmission line a
transmission IineS, access to a natural gas Iine, and the perceived access to subsidized land and water from the substation, a natural gas pipeline, an adequate water supply, and highways and access roads. The explanation of how and
Federal government, which are solely economic criteria. why each screening criterion was used by Boulevard has been expanded in the final EIS in Section 2.11.6. While these are

economic criteria in the sense that proximity to existing infrastructure would reduce fixed costs they are also
environmental criteria since shorter transmission lines and pipelines result in fewer acres of disturbance. Also by locating
near existing infrastructure development is concentrated in areas with pre-existing disturbance. In Section 2.9.6 of the
draft EIS the BLM provided rationale for eliminating alternative locations on BLM and private lands. This explanation has
been expanded in the final EIS in Section 2.11.6.

5 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location While the DEIS claims the project proponent used a screening criteria of "Wilderness, wilderness study areas, |The explanation of how and why each screening criterion was used by Boulevard has been expanded in the final EIS in
areas of critical environmental concern, parks, and military installations," it is unclear why the extremely close  [Section 2.11.6. The BLM does not consider the proximity of the SSEP Project Area to wilderness, wilderness study areas,
proximity of SDNM and the North Maricopa Mountains Wilderness area and another wilderness study area ACECs parks or military installations to be reason by itself to not further consider the area for solar development
within SDNM were not used to exclude the current proposed project site and compel the examination of other  |pecause the BLM does not generally apply “no development” buffers to these areas.
alternative, less environmentally sensitive locations.

6 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location The current DEIS is basically a document that says build it here at this single location, or build it slightly smaller |Section 2.2 of the draft EIS descr bes the method by which alternatives were initially identified to meet the
here at this single location, or don’t build it at all. This is not how the NEPA process is supposed to work, and purpose and need. To ensure a wide consideration of the poss ble range of alternatives, six primary categories
this is not a reasonable panel of feas ble alternatives. of alternatives were identified for further consideration.

8 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location Again, in this case, the range of alternatives was arbitrarily narrowed, apparently to benefit the project The explanation of how and why each screening criterion was used by Boulevard has been expanded in the final EIS in
proponent financially, much to the detriment of SDNM. It is inconceivable that the only place this industrial Section 2.11.6. Section 2.11.6.2 of the final EIS has been updated to include additional BLM rationale for eliminating
facility could be built in the entire state of Arizona is next to a National Monument, a Wilderness Area, and alternative private land locations from detailed analysis in the EIS analysis.
another area proposed for wilderness. The criteria and explanations the proponent use for eliminating building
on private lands are vague, nebulous, and it appears as though they didn’t try very hard to make it work at any
other site.
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Table A.2 Draft EIS Comments and Responses

Appendix A. Response to Comments on the Draft EIS

Comment Letter No. |Resource |Resource Subcode Text Response

No. Code

9 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location The alternative of examining other possible locations for this facility is both reasonable and feas ble as The explanation for why other locations on BLM and private lands were eliminated from detailed analysis has been
witnessed by the plethora of proposed projects across the Southwestern United States, including Arizona. For |expanded in the final EIS in Section 2.11.6.
example, just a few miles south of the current project area, another solar project is planned for already-
disturbed farmland in an area which would not impact any National Monuments directly or indirectly.

11 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location Unlike other energy sources, solar generation is not tied to a specific location, unlike say oil or gas. It is not like |Thank you for your comment.

a mine, which is tied to the specific location of a particular mineral occurrence. Instead, the sun is available
across the planet (Germany of all places is reportedly a world leader in solar production and is a country not
particularly known for a hot, sunny climate).

12 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location While the American Southwest is a particularly sunny spot, there is nothing that says this specific proposed Thank you for your comment.
project area, next to a National Monument of importance to all Americans, has any monopoly on access to
sunlight any more than an alternative location say fifty miles away. Industrial facilities like this solar project can
basically be built anywhere, and there are many out there already.

30 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location In summary, the current DEIS is inadequate. The BLM must fulfill its responsibility to protect and buffer SDNM | The explanation for why other locations on BLM and private lands were eliminated from detailed analysis has been
from incompa_tible uses near its_boundary (s_uch as this project) and _Iook at all reasonable alternatives to this expanded in the final EIS in Section 2.11.6. Further, the BLM does not consider the proximity of the SSEP Project Area to
proposed project location, not simply a location preferred by the project proponent. wilderness, wilderness study areas, ACECs, parks, or military installations to be reason, by itself, to not further consider

the area for solar development because the BLM does not generally apply “no development” buffers to these areas.

34 162-1 ALT-1 Consider Other location If the project proponent insists on the current proposed location then BLM has only one alternative, which is to | Thank you for your comment.
deny issuance of the requested ROW permit/grant to the project proponent.

11 129-G ALT-10 Relocate Power blocks To insure noise impacts are minimized, the proponent should consider locating the power blocks as far from Alternative B: Reduced Footprint was designed to address potential impacts to residences, and locates the
residential land as reasonably possible. Shifting the 125MW power block ~ mile to the west should be power blocks as far from residential land as possible while still meeting project needs.
considered to ensure that noise is mitigated by distance as much as reasonably possible.

4 140-G ALT-10 Relocate Power blocks For visual reasons, it is proposed that the power blocks, especially, are situated more north than the plan This suggested mitigation is not feas ble because the power blocks need to be centrally located within the fields
drawings indicate. Instead of situating the power generation in the middle of each field, push both blocks back, |to gain thermal efficiency and minimize pumping energy losses.
extending as far away from the Monument/Wilderness as possible, which decreases the visual impact and
places the structure more in line or even with the background vegetation and mountain range [viewed as critical
visual mitigation factor].

3 140-G ALT-11 Limit structure heights Limit the height of structures so that the power blocks, cooling systems, storage tanks, and towers are NOT To be economically viable, the SSEP is designed to use primarily standard power block equipment commonly
higher than the background vegetation [viewed as critical visual mitigation factor.] available from a variety of vendors. Therefore, the suggested mitigation could not be feasibly implemented

given the standard sizes of some equipment in excess of the height of Project Area vegetation. The visual
simulations of these impacts from key observation points have been included in the final EIS in Appendix H.
1 139-G ALT-12 Consider changing The Town of Buckeye is concerned about the high water demands of the wet-cooled technology. The water Thank you for your comment.
Alternatives to Proposed demands of Alternative A, a dry-cooled technology, are only about 5% of the water demands of a dry-cooled
Action technology. For this reason the Town of Buckeye requests implementation of Alternative A, a dry-cooled
technology.
5 139-G ALT-12 Consider changing Therefore, if the SSEP withdraws large volumes of groundwater, it will be using low-cost groundwater that Thank you for your comment.
Alternatives to Proposed Goodyear, Buckeye, or other Arizona water users may need in the future. This may force the SSEP's neighbors
Action to purchase future water supplies at a much higher cost. For this reason, the Town of Buckeye recommends
that Alternative A, a dry-cooled technology, be implemented.
38 150-0 ALT-12 Consider changing If dry cooling or hybrid cooling is determined to be technically and economically feas ble, BLM should select the |Thank you for your comment.
Alternatives to Proposed least water-intensive cooling method as the agency’s Preferred Alternative.
Action
39 150-0 ALT-12 Consider changing If BLM chooses wet cooling as the Preferred Alternative, the agency should strongly consider use of the brine | Thank you for your comment.
Alternatives to Proposed concentrator to limit some of the water demands of SSEP.
Action

2 2-G ALT-3 Consider Other Technology |In my comments on the draft | offered what an adjacent solar utility project is proposing. | believe that the EIS | The article provided references to the manufacture of solar engine components rather than a utility-scale project
should address what the plans are for the City of Phoenix utility grade solar power plant. This latest article in the |of similar size to the SSEP. As explained in the draft EIS in Section 2.9.5 Alternative Solar Technologies, the
Phoenix Business Journal, technologies to be manufactured in the plant cited in the article are not sufficiently commercially proven at the
http://phoenix.bizjournals.com/phoenix/stories/2010/04/12/daily64.html#ixzzO0lY Y Urbjk, makes the dismissive utility scale to be considered a feas ble alternative for this project. This is not a statement on the feasibility of
statement in the draft EIS about CPV engine systems seem as if the technology is not suited for this area. these technologies for use in other projects.
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31 148-G ALT-3 Consider Other Technology |L ke photovoltaic technology, there are few, if any, parabolic trough solar thermal facilities operating in the U.S. |In the draft EIS several alternative solar technologies were considered but not carried forward for detailed
at the scale proposed by the SSEP. The FEIS should consider alternative solar energy generating technologies |analysis due to their generally unproven nature at a commercial utility scale (see Section 2.9.5). In the final EIS
that may reduce the resource impacts of the project. photovoltaic technology is considered in detail as a sub-alternative to the reduced water use alternative_(see

Section 2.7).

33 150-0 ALT-3 Consider Other Technology |Similarly, the DEIS appears to dismiss hybrid cooling out of hand by assuming that a hybrid cooling system A more detailed explanation of the reasons that a hybrid cooling system would involve essentially a full-sized
would involve essentially a full-sized dry system and a full-size wet system (p. 2-46). This result seems counter- |dry system and a full-sized wet system has been incorporated into Section 2.11.2 of the final EIS.
intuitive, and deserves more explanation.

34 150-0 ALT-3 Consider Other Technology |Also in need of further explanation is the statement later on that page that "A hybrid-cooled plant designed in an |In Section 2.11.2 the final EIS has been revised to clarify why hybrid-cooled plants begin to mimic dry-cooled
optimal fashion begins to mimic the costs of a dry-cooled plant." There are a number of hybrid and dry cooled |plants. Please note that a fully dry-cooled alternative (Alternative A: Reduced Water Use) was retained for
power plants in operation today that illustrate the technical and economic feasibility of low water use cooling in |detailed analysis in the draft EIS.
some situations. A study by the California Energy Commission’s Public Interest Energy Research (CA PIER)
program detailed years of data from five dry or hybrid cooled power plants (four combined cycle natural gas
plants and one wood waste fired plant) and found limited difficulties with operations and maintenance of the dry
and hybrid cooled systems.

25 143-B ALT-4 Proposed Action Operational |pg 2-16 Section 2.5.2.2.5 Table 2.2: The "Capacity" column entries for MMBtu input capacity must be clarified |This section has been clarified in the final EIS as suggested.

Details/Questions either in the column title or in a footnote to indicate that this represents the burner equipment specification, not
the actual thermal input or fuel design capacity for gas-co-fired operation. The fuel input level is limited to a rate
less than the burner specification due to other process factors (Refer to Table 4.2, for example).
41 150-0 ALT-4 Proposed Action Operational {Though the DEIS states that "The ultimate construction and use of thermal energy storage (TES) would depend |Thank you for your comment.
Details/Questions on the direct preference of customers (i.e., those entities purchasing the power from the SSEP), which could
change over the life of the SSEP" (p. 2-5), BLM can and should recommend to the customers that TES be
implemented.
42 150-0 ALT-4 Proposed Action Operational |BLM should maintain flexibility for the construction of TES in the FEIS, and the agency should recommend to  |Thank you for your comment.
Details/Questions the customers of SSEP that it be implemented.
45 150-0 ALT-4 Proposed Action Operational |[Though the use of Heat Transfer Fluid (HTF) is discussed at length in the DEIS, the actual contents and Additional information on the contents and composition of the HTF has been added to Section 2.5.2.2.2 of the
Details/Questions composition of the HTF does not appear to be detailed anywhere. BLM should provide this information to the final EIS.
public in the FEIS.
27 143-B ALT-5 General Clarification between|pg 2-63 Table 2.14 Table 2.14 in the draft EIS presents a comparison of the impacts that would result from implementation of each
Alternative Operations . ) - alternative. A summary of key parameters is provided in the draft EIS in Table 2.13 Comparison of Alternatives.
Table is more or less a summary of results and a comparison of results rather than a summary of specific In the draft EIS potential mitigation measures were addressed at the end of each resource section in Chapter 4
impacts. The public needs to know the impact of the results. It is unclear how this information is useful other in the sections, Additional Mitigation Measures. The residual impacts after application of these potential
than a summary of key parameters for each alternative. It might also be helpful if the mitigation and residual mitigation measures are disclosed in the Residual Impacts section that follows the Additional Mitigation
impacts were added so the public could see the impacts after mitigation is applied. Measures section. The residual impacts analysis assumes the application of all proposed mitigation which is not
part of the Proposed Action and Alternatives. For clarity, "Additional Mitigation Measures" has been changed to
"Potential Mitigation Measures" in the final EIS.
25 148-G ALT-5 General Clarification between|The FEIS should discuss the benefits of the Brine Concentrator, including the reduced size of evaporation The impacts resulting from the application of a brine concentrator are discussed where applicable for each
Alternative Operations ponds and the reduced impact to birds and bats. resource in Chapter 4 _of the draft EIS. In addition, the reduced size of evaporative ponds is mentioned in the
draft EIS in Section 2.8 Reduced Water Use Option: Brine Concentrator, and in the draft EIS in Table 2.13
Comparison Of Alternatives. In working with AZGFD (a cooperating agency), it was determined that there was
no evidence that a reduction in the size of evaporative ponds would result in a reduction in the potential for
impacts to birds and bats. BLM has deferred to AZGFD’s expertise in regard to this analysis.

6 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|Analysis of hybrid and dry cooling in the DEIS is inadequate, and BLM should provide further analysis of the As described in Section 2.9.2 of the draft EIS, Hybrid cooling would not provide environmental benefits relative

Alternative Operations impacts of these cooling options to the levelized cost of electricity, the annualized electrical production, and the |to a dry-cooled system (considered in detail under Alternative A) and has not been carried forward for detailed
capital cost of SSEP. analysis. Dry cooling was retained for detailed analysis in the draft EIS. Additional information related to the
cost of hybrid cooling has been added to Section 2.11.2.3 of the final EIS.

9 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|Given the many resources that would be impacted by SSEP [reference to list of impacts discussed on pages 4- |Thank you for your comment.

Alternative Operations 174-184 of the DEIS], BLM should select an alternative that minimizes those impacts as well as requires robust
mitigation measures and defines how the efficacy of those mitigation measures will be evaluated.
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32 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|Though the DEIS does nominally analyze both wet and dry cooling, as well as a brine concentrator option, the |Further discussion of how Alternative A was optimized has been incorporated into Section 2.6 of the final EIS.
Alternative Operations analysis does not appear to be very deep. In particular, there does not appear to have been any optimization of |Further optimization may take place, subject to the terms and conditions of any BLM approval, should that
the size of the solar field relative to the size of the power block for a dry-cooling option, something that could alternative be selected in the record of decision_(ROD).
potentially limit the increase in the LCE associated with dry cooling.
35 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|Overall, additional analysis of the potential impacts of dry and hybrid cooling to the capital costs, annual output, |As described in Section 2.9.2 of the draft EIS, hybrid cooling would not provide environmental benefits relative
Alternative Operations and LCE from SSEP will be necessary to determine which option makes the most sense from environmental, to a dry-cooled system (considered in detail under Alternative A) and has not been carried forward for detailed
economic and technical perspectives. analysis. Dry cooling was retained for detailed analysis in the draft EIS. Additional information related to the
cost of hybrid cooling has been added to Section 2.11.2.3 of the final EIS.
36 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|Furthermore, BLM should consider how the use of wet cooling in an arid region could impact public support for |Thank you for your comment.
Alternative Operations this project and future projects.
37 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|BLM should provide further analysis of the potential impacts of dry and hybrid cooling to the LCE, the As described in Section 2.9.2 of the draft EIS, hybrid cooling would not provide environmental benefits relative
Alternative Operations annualized electrical production, and the capital cost of from SSEP. to a dry-cooled system (considered in detail under Alternative A) and has not been carried forward for detailed
analysis. Dry cooling was retained for detailed analysis in the draft EIS. Additional information related to the
cost of hybrid cooling has been added to Section 2.11.2.3 of the final EIS.
40 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|Furthermore, the BLM should consider the negative impact that wet cooling could have on public support for Thank you for your comment.
Alternative Operations this project, as well as potential negative impacts to future projects due to public concern about water use for
cooling.
67 150-0 ALT-5 General Clarification between|From Attachment A, scoping letter: More broadly, however, our concerns lead us to ask that a less water- A dry-cooled alternative was fully analyzed in the draft EIS (Alternative A: Reduced Water Use). A hybrid
Alternative Operations intensive system that does not add significantly to the cost of generating electricity is considered and analyzed |cooling system was considered but dropped from detailed analysis in the draft EIS (please see Section 2.9.2 of
in the DEIS. The BLM should analyze alternatives in the Draft EIS that use hybrid or dry cooled systems to the draft EIS). In the final EIS photovoltaic technology is considered in detail as a sub-alternative to the reduced
determine whether these options may be technically and economically viable and could minimize potential water use alternative.
impacts to water resources and other related environmental impacts.
19 161-G ALT-5 General Clarification between|2.5.2.11.2 Lighting System: Lights that don’t attract nocturnal insects should be used to prevent a "sink" effect |As discussed in Section 4.17.3.4 of the draft EIS, lighting for the SSEP under the Proposed Action would be
Alternative Operations that would result in the unnecessary death of native creatures that are near the bottom of the food chain for designed to provide the minimum illumination needed to achieve safety and security objectives.
local wildlife or that pollinate native plants.
21 161-G ALT-5 General Clarification between|4.3.4.1 Emissions from Construction, Vegetation Loss, and SSEP Operations mentions the following: "Once the |The draft EIS used a conservative approach to estimate total metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalents that
Alternative Operations Project Area vegetation has been cleared, it would be sent to area landfills where its decay would result in would be generated as a result of project activities, including site grading. Section 4.3.10 of the final EIS has
methane GHG emissions that would not otherwise occur." We question why such a huge volume of natural been updated to include a mitigation measure to reduce landfilling of site vegetation.
material should be sent to a landfill, shortening its lifespan and hastening the need for a new landfill site. We
also suggest that the vegetation be sent to a composting facility so it can eventually be reused.
2 FORM ALT-6 Combine Alt A and Alt B | encourage you to look at an alternative that both reduces the footprint of the project and utilizes dry cooling, so|The draft EIS analyzed in detail a range of action alternatives consisting of the Proposed Action, a full footprint
LETTER that the water use for the project is minimal. In our arid state, it is essential that we seek to conserve our alternative utilizing dry-cooling, and a reduced footprint alternative utilizing wet-cooling. A water use reducing
precious groundwater. technology (brine concentrator) was also analyzed in detail as an option applicable to the Proposed Action and
the reduced footprint alternatives. A reduced footprint and dry-cooled alternative is therefore within the range of
alternatives analyzed in detail in the draft EIS. Based on the analysis it is within the BLM’s decision space to
combine both a reduced footprint and dry-cooling in the ROD, and a separate reduced footprint dry-cooled
alternative need not be analyzed as a standalone alternative. Further, in the final EIS photovoltaic technology is
considered in detail as a sub-alternative to the reduced water use alternative. This alternative involves a
reduced footprint as well as reduced water use. (Please see Section 2.7 of the final EIS for a detailed
explanation of the photovoltaic alternative).
3 12-T ALT-6 Combine Alt A and Alt B We recommend combining the advantages of each [Alternative A, dry cooling and Alternative B, reduced Same response for Comment #2, directly above (FORM LETTER-2).
footprint] if poss ble.
26 148-G ALT-6 Combine Alt A and Alt B The FEIS should descr be any potential benefits from using the Brine Concentrator as an option combined with |The draft EIS analyzed in detail a range of action alternatives consisting of the Proposed Action, a full footprint
Alternative A. alternative utilizing dry-cooling, and a reduced footprint alternative utilizing wet-cooling. A water use reducing
technology (brine concentrator) was also analyzed in detail as an option applicable to the Proposed Action and
the reduced footprint alternatives. A reduced footprint and dry-cooled alternative is therefore within the range of
alternatives analyzed in detail in the draft EIS. Based on the analysis it is within the BLM’s decision space to
combine both a reduced footprint and dry-cooling in the ROD, and a separate reduced footprint dry-cooled
alternative need not be analyzed as a standalone alternative. Further, in the final EIS photovoltaic technology is
considered in detail as a sub-alternative to the reduced water use alternative. This alternative involves a
reduced footprint as well as reduced water use. (Please see Section 2.7 of the final EIS for a detailed
explanation of the photovoltaic alternative).
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4 FORM ALT-7 Limit Natural Gas Usage Finally, this project should be a truly renewable project and not be using natural gas up to 25 percent of the It would not be feas ble to eliminate natural gas usage under the Proposed Action or other action alternatives

LETTER time. If it was on private land, then that would be a choice the applicant could make, but considering it is on considered in detail in the draft EIS. Natural gas co-firing is necessary to prevent the heat transfer fluid from
public lands and utilizing public resources, | encourage you to seek to ensure that the public benefits are freezing. Also, although eliminating the use of natural gas would reduce greenhouse gas emissions as a result
maximized, including the greenhouse gas benefits. | ask that you evaluate utilizing additional storage for the of this project, this would also limit the power purchaser’s flex bility in meeting electrical demands in the service
facility and limiting the use of natural gas further. area. A more detailed explanation of considerations with respect to natural gas usage has been added to

Section 2.5.2.2.5 of the final EIS. Finally, an alternative that uses photovoltaic technology (descr bed in Section
2.7 of the final EIS) has been analyzed in detail as Sub-alternative Al. This alternative does not use or require
natural gas.

3 74-1 ALT-7 Limit Natural Gas Usage I hope that this plant quickly becomes solar-powered itself and requires no dirty fuels to operate it. Thank you for your comment.

4 77-1 ALT-7 Limit Natural Gas Usage | am concerned that... use of natural gas be eliminated from the project. Thank you for your comment.

79 150-0 ALT-7 Limit Natural Gas Usage From Attachment A, scoping letter: expanded to replace the thermal input provided by gas. Moreover, the Both thermal energy storage (TES) and gas backup have been included as potential means of providing
levelized cost of providing storage rather than natural gas support may not be significant. (We also understand |dispatchable power under the action alternatives. As described in Section 2.5.1 of the draft EIS, the purpose of
that gas provides a level of certainty that may allow NextEra to ask for a higher price for its power.) However, |the TES would be to increase daily hours of operation, shift energy production into peak periods, and make up
the Sonoran Solar Energy Project’s proposed configuration raises the larger question of why a renewable production during periods of extended cloud cover. The ultimate construction and use of TES would depend on
energy project would limit its usefulness in generating carbon-free electricity by generating any significant the direct preference of customers (i.e., those entities purchasing the power from the SSEP), which could
greenhouse gas emissions. The BLM and NextEra should consider storage as an alternative means of meeting |change over the life of the SSEP.
peak-related energy demands. It is clearly economically feasible as this is the configuration being developed for
the proposed Solana facility in Gila Bend as well as for Starwood | in the Harquahala Valley.

82 150-0 ALT-7 Limit natural Gas Usage from Attach A, scoping letter: NextEra must provide the energy profile (capacity factor and time of energy Given that natural gas co-firing for energy production is at the offtakers option to meet peak load demand it is
output) that is desired from the plant so the public will have a better understanding of the project’s proposed use [not possible to pinpoint the degree of natural gas co-firing that would occur following project implementation.
of gas. The BLM and NextEra should consider storage as an alternative means of meeting peak-related energy |However, 25% of energy production is the maximum energy output any offtaker would be able to produce using
demands. natural gas co-firing. More discussion concerning the range of possible natural gas co-firing up to 25% has

been added to Section 2.5.2.2.5 of the final EIS.

Further, Section 4.3 of the draft EIS includes a comprehensive summary of GHG emissions associated with the
project. This includes carbon dioxide emissions associated with the natural gas component. In the final EIS
Section 4.3 has been updated to show the range of CO, emissions possible for the project. Plant start-up and
freeze protection uses dictate the minimum amount of natural gas required to operate the SSEP.

3 FORM ALT-8 Reduce footprint and/or Considering the proximity of the project to the Sonoran Desert National Monument, | also would | ke to see the |A reduced footprint alternative was analyzed in the draft EIS as Alternative B, Reduced Footprint. This

LETTER proximity to footprint reduced and to the greatest degree possible kept closer to the disturbed areas nearby and away from |alternative was developed in part to address potential impacts to the Sonoran Desert National Monument.

SDNM/wilderness the monument and wilderness. Given the constraints of existing land uses surrounding the Project Area, as well as other resource concerns, it
was not possible to locate the Project Area under Alternative B further from the Sonoran Desert National
Monument.
A consideration of photovoltaic technology has been added as a sub-alternative in the final EIS. This sub-
alternative also has a reduced footprint as compared to the Proposed Action, but given the constraints of
existing land uses surrounding the Project Area, as well as other resource concerns, it was not possible to
locate the Project Area under Sub-alternative Al further from the Sonoran Desert National Monument.
Additional explanation concerning the rationale for eliminating alternative configurations from detailed analysis
has been added to the final EIS in Section 2.11.9.

4 137-T ALT-8 Reduce footprint and/or It is inappropriate to site this 3,700 acre facility next to two wilderness areas and a National Monument. It should | Thank you for your comment.

proximity to be relocated.

SDNM/wilderness

5 FORM ALT-9 Locate on previously | also encourage the BLM to continue to seek to site these renewable energy projects on disturbed lands to the |Thank you for your comment.

LETTER disturbed land greatest degree possible.

2 74-1 ALT-9 Locate on previously ... sincerely hope this is land that has been previously degraded from some other purpose like agriculture and it | Thank you for your comment.

disturbed land is not an untouched area of land.
8 150-0 ALT-9 Locate on previously While we of course prefer that whenever poss ble projects are sited on disturbed areas such as some Thank you for your comment.
disturbed land agricultural or mined lands, this site does not have significant conflicts... NextEra should generally be
commended for their efforts to identify a good site.
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49 150-0 ALT-9 Locate on previously From Attachment A, scoping letter: Renewable resource development is not appropriate everywhere on the The consideration of other locations, including private and disturbed "brownfields" locations, is described in

disturbed land public lands, however, and development that does occur on the public lands must take place in a responsible  |Section 2.9.6 of the draft EIS. The draft EIS also includes consideration of Alternative A: Reduced Water Use.
manner. We think it is most appropriate to seek disturbed sites or sites where the facility will not result in a net |The final EIS has been revised to consider photovoltaic technology as a sub-alternative to the reduced water
increase in water use. use alternative.

97 150-0 ALT-9 Locate on previously From Attachment A, scoping letter, Attachment A—Criteria for use in identifying appropriate areas for The consideration of other locations, including private and disturbed "brownfields" locations, is described in the

disturbed land development: draft EIS in Section 2.9.6.
In general, we support siting of generation facilities on private and state trust lands over public lands. Private
lands are preferable in that they include disturbed lands, are typically located near transmission facilities and
other infrastructure, and may retain existing water rights. These may include retired agricultural lands, entitled
lands, and mining lands.
With respect to public lands, U.S. Bureau of Land Management lands in particular, it is most appropriate to
consider areas that have been previously disturbed, leaving untrammeled desert areas in their natural state to
the greatest extent poss ble.
3 161-G ALT-9 Locate on previously We fully support such project being built on private land, especially degraded agricultural land, as well as old The rationale for eliminating alternative locations on BLM and private lands has been expanded in the final EIS in Section
disturbed land mine sites on public land, landfills and other such areas with little ecological or scenic values. 2.11.6.
11 161-G ALT-9 Locate on previously This project would take away a huge area of such space. We are all for solutions to global warming and US The rationale for eliminating alternative locations on BLM and private lands has been expanded in the final EIS in Section
disturbed land energy independence, but we believe such land-intensive facilities should be located on underused or unused [2.11.6. Per BLM IM 2011-059 "The BLM will not typically analyze a nonfederal land alternative for a right-of-way
private farmland, of W_hich there is plenty in Arizor_1a.'According to 2.9.6.2 Alternative Private Land Locations, application on public lands because such an alternative does not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need to
only three areas of private land were explored. It is likely there are many feas ble areas that can be assembled |consider an application for the authorized use of public lands for renewable energy development.”
for future projects without the pressure of a deadline. Building the plant on old, unused, level farm fields would
likely require less grading for construction as well as for reclamation afterwards, resulting in greater net energy
production.
18 161-G ALT-9 Locate on previously While this may be beyond the scope of the EIS, and while we prefer to see such projects take place on Thank you for your comment.
disturbed land previously disturbed land, we believe that if undisturbed land is used, an equal amount of similar or better
habitat on an area at least equal to the disturbed area should be acquired from the State or private owners and
permanently protected from development.
33 162-1 ALT-9 Locate on previously Other locations that are on previously disturbed and/or damaged landscapes (such as retired farmlands) and The rationale for eliminating alternative locations on BLM and private lands has been expanded in the final EIS in Section
disturbed land preferably on private land would be acceptable for the current project as long as any alternative project location |2.11.6. Per BLM IM 2011-059 "The BLM will not typically analyze a nonfederal land alternative for a right-of-way
is at a reasonable distance from sensitive areas such as National Monuments. application on public lands because such an alternative does not respond to the BLM’s purpose and need to consider an
application for the authorized use of public lands for renewable energy development.”

1 3-G AQ-1 General Comment The project area is not located in a nonattainment area for 10-micron pollutants (PM;o) and ozone. The project |Thank you for your comment.
is likely to have a less than de minimus impact on air pollution; nevertheless, considering prevailing winds near
the metropolitan Phx Serious PM;o Nonattainment Area, the side of the project, and to comply with other
applicable air pollution control requirements and minimize adverse impacts on public health and welfare, the
following information [and mitigation measures] are provided

3 4-1 AQ-1 General Comment The project states that currently air quality has .08 particulates and construction will increase the particulates to |Thank you for your comment.

4.3 which are equal to the City of Phoenix.

1 9-G AQ-1 General Comment Confirming our telecon today, referencing our letter dated April 23, 2010, and our File Number 236070 on the  [Thank you for the correction to your comment letter.
Sonoran Energy Project. We were in error. The project area described is in a nonattainment area for 10-micron
pollutants (PMjo) and ozone. We apologize for any inconvenience. The documents sent and comments made
would apply since it is a PM;o nonattainment area.

1 10-G AQ-1 General Comment The proposed project area is located in a nonattainment area for 10-micron pollutants (PMio) and ozone. The  |Thank you for your comment and recommendations. At the time of publication of the draft EIS the question of
project is likely to have a less than de minimus impact on air pollution, but our recommendation remains the whether the SSEP represented a major source or a minor source was not definitive. Since publication of the
same. draft EIS the proponent has committed to limiting emissions during construction and operations to less than the

major source threshold for PM,,. This commitment has been added to the list of applicant-committed
environmental protection measures in Table 2.2 As a result, Section 4.2.1 the referenced paragraph has been
re-written in the final EIS to clearly state that the SSEP would be a minor source

28 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 3-3 Section 3.2.2 Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS Section 3.2.2 the sentence has been reworded to read:

) ) . ) "Elevations in the area range from just over 1,000 feet above mean sea level (amsl) along the valley floor to a
The last sentence makes it sound as if Woolsey Peak has two elevations. Suggest rewording such as 2,460 ft peak elevation of 3,170 feet at Woolsey Peak approximately 18 miles west of the Project Area.”
at (some reference point) to 3,170 ft at Woolsey Peak. —
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29 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 3-4 Section 3.2.2 Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS the paragraph in Section 3.2.2 has been updated to remove

) N - . . . reference to frequent dust storms. In addition, temperature inversions are identified as an additional contributing
F(_)urth paragraph of section: the characterization "The hot and dry conditions in the region contribute to factor to PMs, exceedances. More detail on factors affecting PM;, has been added to Section 3.2.4.1.1 based
windblown dust and frequent dust storms.” It would be more accurate to state instead that although pronounced |5 information obtained from the PM-10 Source Attribution and Deposition Study released by the Maricopa
dust storms can occur, they are localized, of short (very few hours) duration, and limited to approximately a2  |association of Governments [MAG] in 2008

month period, per year.

30 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 3-11 Section 3.2.4.1.1 Thank you for your comment. The averaging time of the wind speed data presented in Table 3.6 of the draft EIS
is hourly. The final EIS has been updated to clarify the averaging period.

Table 3.5: Specify the time scale, or the averaging time of the "Maximum Wind Speed" Sky Harbor and
Goodyear wind speed data. For any meaningful analysis, it makes a difference if these winds are
instantaneous, 5-minute, 1-hour, or longer period averages.

31 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 3-11 Section 3.2.4.1.1 The referenced analysis relating specific exceedance events to high wind conditions has been maodified to
compare hourly maximum wind concentrations to thresholds identified as triggers in windblown dust in MAG
2008 (6 mph and 14 mph) at select monitoring points in the nonattainment area (MAG 2008). Additional
discussion on other causative factors, such as inversions, has also been expanded.

Table 3.5 and discussion in the last paragraph of the section: It is numerically true that "most" of the days
tabulated in Table 3.5 with PM;o concentration higher than the NAAQS occurred when undefined "wind events"
greater than 20 mph occurred; 18 instances of concentrations above the NAAQS correspond to "events" above
20 mph, compared to 11 instances with "events" below 20 mph. This simple "majority rules" argument is not
convincing from any statistical viewpoint. More importantly, there is no apparent scientific or statistical rationale
provided here that supports a correlation between wind speed data (the basis for which is not clearly defined in
Table 3.5) and local PM;, 24-hour concentrations. First, simply plotting the data in Table 3.5 yields no
correlation between the wind speeds and coincident PM;, concentrations — the result is a random scatter.
Second, for this data to support the asserted conclusion, it must be considered in context of the many other
days with "wind events" above 20 mph during which no NAAQS exeedances occurred. If the causative factors
were so simple, then MAG and MCAQD would have an easier time making progress toward NAAQS
attainment. This line of reasoning intentionally misleads the public regarding the cause and effect relationship of
Maricopa County PMy, pollution issues. It may have the unintended effect of trivializing these agency’s efforts,
and make them seem somehow "misguided." This entire analysis is oversimplified, misuses data in an attempt
to support an erroneous and pre-determined “cause and effect" conclusion, and is scientifically unfounded.
Table 3.5 and any related analysis comparing wind speeds to local PM;, concentrations should be completely
stricken from the EIS.

32 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 3-11 Section 3.2.4.1.1 July 4" is a significant national holiday in the United States on which the use of fireworks is widespread. For this
reason it is reasonable to conclude that 24-hour PMio NAAQS exceedances on this day are at least partly

L_ast sentence of section: Strike this entire sentence. There is no rational_or_scientific basis (at least, qor}le is associated with emissions from fireworks. However. the statement has been qualified with the phrase ‘likely to
given) to assert that an exceedance of the 24-hour PMy, NAAQS that coincidentally occurs on July 4 is "partly | in the final EIS.

associated with emissions from fireworks."

33 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 3-15 Section 3.3.4 Thank you for your comment. The material in the referenced section and the referenced table has been
removed from Section 3.3.4. Table 3.9 has been added to Section 3.2.2 of the final EIS and is referred to as
Table 3.2. The language in Section 3.3.4 was already included in Section 3.2 in the draft EIS.

Section 3.3.4 as written and Table 3.9 are misplaced in the Climate Change section. These materials should be
relocated to Existing Conditions for Air Quality elsewhere in Chapter 3, without climate change association. This
presentation may mislead the public to believe the "third tier" of analysis for Climate Change mentioned in
section 3.3.1 could be attempted starting from the data in this section and Table 3.9. GHG emissions from a
given source or locale cannot be related to climate effects within the same region with current tools or climate
understanding.

87 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-15 Section 4.2.2.1.1 Thank you for your comment. The analysis and discussion in Section 4.2.2.1.1 of the final EIS has been

. ) . N updated to reflect the final proposed construction schedule.
First paragraph. The number of months and other construction schedule information in this paragraph, and P prop

elsewhere, may by updated by SSEP prior to issuance of the Final EIS.

88 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-16 Section 4.2.2.1.1 Thank you for your comment. Section 4.2.2.1.1 of the final EIS has been revised to include all stabilization

) ) . . options available under MCAQD Rule 310.01.
End of fifth paragraph of section. The characterization supposedly from Maricopa Co. Rule 310.01 that “all

open-area disturbed surfaces be restored within 60 days such that the soil characteristics are similar
to....undisturbed native conditions and that stabilization would be achieved within 8 months" improperly
paraphrases the rule, and leaves out the intent that surface restoration is but one stabilization option in cases
where such restoration is feas ble. This gives the misleading impression there is a mandatory requirement in
county rules to achieve a post-construction soil condition that is not feas ble or economically reasonable.
Reword the sentence indicating that restoration to native conditions is only one of several options allowed under
MCAQD Rule 310.01.
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91

143-B

AQ-1

General Comment

pg 4-21 Section 4.2.2.3

Fourth paragraph of section: The sentence beginning "The extremely stable atmosphere and low wind
conditions typical of cooler months may also cause . . ." must be omitted. The topic of visible steam plumes is
NOT addressed by VISCREEN, so it is not appropriate to have this brief and unsupported statement here. The
topic of visible steam plumes is addressed elsewhere, in Section 4.2.4.3.

Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS the sentence has been removed from Sections 4.2.2.3 and
4.2.4.3.

92

AQ-1

General Comment

pg 4-24 Section 4.2.4.1.2

Third paragraph: The sentence beginning "Operating limits on fuel input proposed by the facility would result in
emission levels below the 100 tpy major source thresholds . . ." must be revised to have a separate clause for
PMo, because the major source threshold for PMy, is 70 tpy for Maricopa County as a non-attainment area, not
100 tpy.

Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS Section 4.2.4.1.2 has been rewritten to accurately reflect all major
source thresholds.

93

143-B

AQ-1

General Comment

pg 4-24 Section 4.2.4.2

First paragraph, last sentence: Change the word "concentration” to "overall county emission rates" since the
referenced data in Table 4.6 is for emissions, not local concentrations, and the two cannot be directly related
absent a modeling exercise.

Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS the sentence has been reworded to reference Table 4.6 and
emissions rather than local concentrations.

94

AQ-1

General Comment

pg 4-24 Section 4.2.4.2

Second paragraph: The sentence beginning "Similarly, the SSEP would contribute at most an additional 0.562
pg/m?® of PMy during a 24-hour period and therefore would contribute to the existing exceedances" must be
reworded. Identical instances of this text appear in parallel in the sections on the Proposed Action, Alt A and Alt
B. The text first presents the maximum emission scenario predicted operational phase off-site concentrations of
PMyo and PM_s in pg/m? from the Technical Report but then goes on to compare these values to the >150
pg/m® magnitude values occasionally observed at Buckeye and subjectively concludes that the potential
maximum contribution of 0.3% to 150 pg/m° represented by the SSEP must be additive to the Buckeye
concentrations and therefore; "would also increase the frequency of these exceedances." There is no technical
basis for this gross oversimplification, especially absent a modeling exercise. It would be more appropriate and
objective to state; "Since the maximum concentration from Project sources is only 0.3 percent of the 24-hour
PM; standard, and because this level is predicted to occur close to the Project site boundary, the SSEP would
not have a significant impact on NAAQS exceedances measured in developed areas of the county.” The
existing DEIS characterization will mislead the public, and will erroneously lead to the inference that any new,
even minor-source emissions anywhere within the geographic limits of a non-attainment area automatically
cause or contributes to distant NAAQS exceedances. This conclusion is not appropriate, scientifically plausible,
or defens ble on regulatory grounds.

Thank you for your comment. The suggested text changes have been incorporated into the final EIS with some
modifications. The text now reads "SSEP sources constitute a maximum of 0.37% of the 24-hour PM,, standard
(see Table 4.6) and are predicted to occur close to the Project Area boundary."

96

143-B

AQ-1

General Comment

pg 4-26 Section 4.2.4.3

First paragraph, first sentence. Replace the text "single hour when the unfavorable meteorological" with
"worstcase hour for which it was assumed the most unfavorable meteorological”. This more-accurately
characterizes the VISCREEN method for the screening approach.

Thank you for your comment. The referenced text has been revised in Section 4.2.4.3 of the final EIS to read
"The VISCREEN model was used to evaluate the maximum potential impact over a single hour. The analysis
conservativelyassumed the most unfavorable meteorological conditions and that a low sun angle occurred
simultaneously for each observer location."

97

AQ-1

General Comment

pg 4-26 Section 4.2.4.3

Second paragraph, sentence beginning: "Under the most adverse dispersion conditions, plumes would be
perceptible at . . ." To convey the correct basis for this portion of the VISCREEN analysis, this sentence should
be reworded: "Under the most adverse meteorological conditions, including night time hours, the model
predicted that a plume could be visible at . . ." Also, add at the end of this paragraph: "To better evaluate the
likelihood of significant plume visibility during daylight conditions, the VISCREEN model was operated with a
data filter to predict the number of daylight hours per year, on average, when observers might see visible
plumes.

Thank you for your comment. The final EIS has been updated to reflect the suggested changes.
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98 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-30 Section 4.2.5.2 Thank you for your comment. The text has been modified to reflect that the project is unl kely to contr bute to

. R ) . " NAAQS exceedances. The text now reads "SSEP sources would constitute a maximum of 0.2% of the 24-hour
First para%raph: The sentence beglnnlng Under Alternative A, the_SSEP would contribute at most an additional PMyo standard (Table 4.10). and wouldoccur close to the SSEP site boundary.”
0.28 pg/m* of PM;o during a 24-hour period" must be reworded. This is the same comment expressed for
Section 4.2.4.2, above. The text compares the project impacts to the >150 ug/m® magnitude values occasionally
observed at Buckeye, and subjectively concludes that the potential maximum contribution of 0.19% to 150
pg/m? represented by the SSEP must be additive to the Buckeye concentrations and therefore; "would also
increase the frequency of these exceedances." There is no technical basis for this gross oversimplification
absent a modeling exercise. See prior comment for rewording recommendation. The existing characterization
will mislead the public, and will erroneously lead to the inference that any new, even minor source emissions
anywhere within the geographic limits of a non-attainment area automatically causes or contributes to distant
NAAQS exceedances. This conclusion is not appropriate, scientifically plausible, or defensible.
105 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-36 Section 4.2.8 Section 4.2.10 has been revised to incorporate the option for mitigation during all NAAQS exceedances, not just
. . . . L those triggered by high winds. As such, the first mitigation option has been revised to read "Cease construction
Second paragraph: This entire paragraph is based on the premise that because the Project is in the PMso non- | 5ctivities during periods of NAAQS exceedances, which could include high wind events and inversions.” In
attainment area, and NAAQS exceedances may occur during some high wind events, then "mitigation of all addition, because the emissions inventory indicates that the project emissions would be considered de
PMjo and PM. s is required during high wind events.” (emphasis added). This sounds like an attempt to impose minimus, the off-site mitigation option for the operational phase has been removed from the final EIS.
an ad hoc policy rather than connect feasible mitigation options to the demonstrated | kelihood for significant
impacts. Refer to the comment for Section 3.2.4.1.1 regarding the fallacy of relating non-attainment
concentration measurements to short-term wind conditions. As discussed in that comment, the reliance on a
correlation between "wind events" and NAAQS exceedences is not supportable on any scientific grounds.
There are many more days with similar elevated winds when a PM; exceedance does not occur. Another point:
it is not justified to include PM, s when the issue at hand is potential windblown PM;, mitigation. It is recognized
that the source of PM, s is almost entirely fuel combustion sources, not windblown geologic dust. Reference to
PM_ 5 should be removed from any discussion of mitigation for fugitive dust from geologic sources.

108 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-36 4 Section 4.2.8 Second paragraph, third bullet. The statement "Treating all disturbed areas on the This portion of Section 4.2.10 of the final EIS has been revised. The statement in question now reads: "Treat all
Project Area immediately, as discrete phases of construction on each area are completed" (emphasis added) is |disturbed areas on the Project Area as soon as practicable_(as discrete phases of construction on each area
too stringent and vague. This language appears to be pandering to a perceived need to impose severe are completed), with a dust palliative to reduce windblown dust emissions."
measures. It would be more realistic to mirror language from agency regulations in this vein, using a
terminology such as "as soon as practicable”, rather than "immediately."

110 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-36 Section 4.2.8 Thank you for your comment and recommendations. At the time of publication of the draft EIS the question of

. L . . . |whether the SSEP represented a major source or a minor source was not definitive. Since publication of the

Second paragraph, fifth bullet. Later in this bullet text it is properly stated that the maximum annual construction | g4t E|S the proponent has committed to limiting emissions during construction and operations to less than the
emissions could not be estimated with current information. However, in the next sentence these annual _|maijor source threshold for PMy,, In the final EIS this commitment has been added to the list of applicant-
emissions are erroneously estimated as 12 times the peak month emissions, or 12 x 8.8 tons/month. Presenting| .o mmitted environmental protection measures in Table 2.2 and the statement in the referenced bullet has been
this calculation as a reasonable estimate is misleading to the public and ignores the proper representation of deleted.
widely varying distribution of construction activities from month to month. In an approximate sense, construction |~
activity and emission rates may be represented by a "bell curve" over the time of the construction period. The
area under such a curve (which here would reflect cumulative emissions) is about half the area of a rectangle
drawn to enclose the entire curve at the peak month. So it is not unrealistic to propose that the DEIS
representation over-estimates cumulative construction emissions by a factor of two, and must be omitted.

112 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-36 Section 4.2.8 Section 4.2.10 has been revised to incorporate the option for mitigation during all NAAQS exceedances, not just

) . o . . those triggered by high winds. As such, the first mitigation option has been revised to read "Cease construction

Third paragraph and bullet. Even if the lack of justification is put aside, the timeframe and amount of any activities during periods of NAAQS exceedances, which could include high wind events and inversions.” In
potential "offsets during wind events" cannot be specified. The timeframe for a high wind event in the Salt River addition, because the emissions inventory indicates that the project emissions would be considered de
Valley airshed is not "all day", so the timing of offsets is indeterminate. The discussion fails to address how this minimus, the off-site mitigation option for the operational phase has been removed from the final EIS.
idea could even be implemented. There is no certain method to quantify the emissions reduction achieved from .
a given offset. Across what timeframe are the offsets credited? Before, during or after the unpredictable "wind
event"? These considerations expose the off-site mitigation option as ill-conceived and not reasonable, and it
should be omitted from the DEIS.
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114 143-B AQ-1 General Comment pg 4-37 Section 4.2.10 Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS the referenced statements in Section 4.2.12 have been revised to

. . o o provide more context to the impacts discussed.
Second paragraph. Each of the assertions of impacts in this paragraph does not indicate whether those
potential impacts rise to the level of significance. This is a key objective of a NEPA-driven impacts analysis. It is
first noted that "Operation of the SSEP would result in long-term emissions of criteria pollutants and an
associated increase in concentration of these pollutants surrounding the Project Area for the 30-year lifespan of
the Project . . ." It should also be stated that these increases are predicted to be a fraction of a percent of the
NAAQS, which is the applicable significance criteria. L kewise, this paragraph states "Operation would also lead
to visible plumes from (should read "which may be seen from") several recreational and wilderness areas within
50 km. . ." Factually correct, but this omits the critical mention that even worst case meteorological assumptions
cause such plumes to be vis ble less than 1% of daylight hours, and only at the three closest observer locations.
To meet the intent of a NEPA analysis, each of these statements must be put into proper context with respect to
the Significance (or lack thereof) of each potential impact, as shown in Table 4.8.

6 143-B AQ-2 Facility emissions Another concern with the air quality assessment is the attempt to apply major source regulatory criteria to the  |Under the National Environmental Policy Act the BLM may consider all feasible mitigation to reduce or eliminate
Project emissions which are at minor source levels. The prime example is the recommendation that emission  [environmental impacts. However, because the emissions inventory indicates that the operational phase project
offsets be required for some or all Project emissions. This type of requirement is normally applicable to major  [emissions would be considered de minimus, the off-site mitigation option for the operational phase has been
sources being constructed in non-attainment areas. This is not the case for the Sonoran Solar Energy Project. |removed from the final EIS.

Further, Section 4.2.10 of the final EIS has been revised to incorporate the option for mitigation during all
NAAQS exceedances, not just those triggered by high winds. As such, in the final EIS the first mitigation option
has been revised to read "Cease construction activities during periods of NAAQS exceedances, which could
include high wind events and inversions."

89 143-B AQ-2 Facility Emissions pg 4-20 Section 4.2.2.2 Thank you for your comment. Section 4.2.2.2 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect the suggested
Second paragraph of section. The wording of the sentence beginning "The cooling towers were not included in changes.
the screening model because they are not considered point sources . . ." must be revised to reflect the entire
rationale: "The cooling towers were not included in the screening model because they do not have point source
characteristics compatible with the large, hot exhaust, stack sources, and thus cannot be treated in the same
SCREEN3 model. For this reason, the towers were addressed quantitatively in the plume visibility analysis."

20 143-B AQ-2 Facility Emissions pg 4-21 Section 4.2.2.3 Thank you for your comment. Section 4.2.2.3 of the final EIS has been updated to reflect the suggested
Second paragraph of section: The sentence beginning "These factors are wind directions from the source(s) to changes.
the applicable observation point, frequency of strong winds capable of conveying the source plume . . ." must
be restored to more closely reflect the language in the Technical Report to convey the concept correctly."These
factors allow the model to account for occurrences when the wind is blowing in the necessary direction to
convey the source plume(s) to a viewer in a given sensitive area, and to consider intervening topographic
features." The "frequency of strong winds" is not a factor, and in fact, strong winds tend to disperse a plume so
that it is not conveyed to a viewer.

100 143-B AQ-2 Facility Emissions pg 4-32 Section 4.2.6.1.1 Thank you for your comment. Construction-related emissions described in Section 4.2.6.1.1 and Table 4.11 of

. ) . ) the draft EIS were not scaled in the analysis. Rather, the emissions were taken directly from Appendix A of the
Second paragrgph. The scaling of construction-related emissions for the sma}ller footprmt_ of two 125 MW plants | zj; Quality Technical Report. The particulate matter emissions in the Proposed Action are based on the
(Alternative B) is reasonable here for the gaseous pollutants, but not the particulate species (PMio and PMzs). | maximum construction emissions reported for the 250-MW block, whereas the emissions for Alternative B are
The construction phase disturbance area is the factor that most determines the construction particulate _ |the maximum estimated construction emissions for the 125-MW block. The differences between these two do
emission rate over the maximum m_onth (or any month during construction). This area vyould b_e much smaller if | represent scaling but rather differences in projected construction activity.
the 250 MW plant were replaced with a 125 MW plant solar trough area. The reduction in particulate would be
comparable in scale to the construction phase gaseous pollutant reductions estimated in this paragraph.
Instead, the analysis presents the same percentage reductions realized when the cooling towers were removed
from the project (Alternative A), of only 3% and 9% for PM;, and PM, s, respectively. But it is clear the two
particulate emission reductions from these two project alternations are not related at all. The estimated
reduction in particulate species emissions should be revised in the DEIS.

34 148-G AQ-2 Facility emissions The FEIS should discuss additional or alternative equipment capable of increasing the facility's efficiency or As explained in Section 4.2.1 Regulatory Requirements, Mitigation and Monitoring Measures (and Table 1.5) of

reducing emissions of NOx and PMyq. the draft EIS, the SSEP facility would be required to obtain a Title V Air Quality Operating Permit from the
MCAQD. As explained in the section, the SSEP would be required to apply suitable Best Available Control
Technologies (BACT) as part of this permitting process. These would include BACT measures for NOx and
PMjo. The BACT measures identified in the permitting analysis are applied to the emissions inventory in the
draft EIS and final EIS.
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36

148-G

AQ-2

Facility Emissions

The project sponsor should consider joining EPA's SF6 Emission Reduction Partnership for Electric Power
Systems (http://www.epa.gov/highgwp/electricpower-sfélbasic.html), and, at a minimum, consider:

e Annual inspection and estimation ofSF6 emissions using an emissions inventory protocol;

e For equipment that will contain SF6, purchase only new equipment that meets International Council on
Large Electric Systems (CIGRE) standards for leakrates;

e Implement SF6 recovery and recycling; and

e Ensure that only knowledgeable personnel handle SF6.

Thank you for your comment. If SF6 is used, the Project would follow industry standards and protocols to
minimize and avoid SF6 leaks and releases by using leak detection, monitoring, and repair. Boulevard and its
parent companies also recycle SF6 and train their High Voltage Technicians regarding all policies for managing
SF6 gas. During breaker maintenance periods, SF6 gas would be evacuated from breakers to avoid any
release into the atmosphere. Boulevard may investigate the possibility of participating in this partnership in the
event that SF6 is used and this has been added to Section 4.3.10 of the final EIS.

83

AQ-2

Facility Emissions

From Attachment A, scoping letter: The DEIS should also include an analysis of the cumulative effect of a
natural gas plant’s operation to Region One’s hour and eight hour non-attainment zone for Ozone and the non-
attainment zone for Carbon Monoxide.

Thank you for your comment. Table 4.10 of the draft EIS includes an analysis of the contribution of the natural
gas plant's operation to the 8-hour carbon monoxide standard. Dispersion modeling would be required to
evaluate contributions to exceedances of the ozone NAAQS, however the emissions analysis of ozone
precursors NOx and VOCs in Table 4.9 of the draft EIS serve as a suitable surrogate for ozone.

139-G

AQ-3

Vehicle Emissions

Therefore, a requirement to create and utilize a vanpool system for employees should be mandatory. Other
large power generators in the area employ a vanpool transportation system to mitigate air emissions.

Thank you for your comment. The creation of a vanpool system for employees has been added to Section
4.2.10 of the final EIS as potential mitigation for air quality.

143-B

AQ-4

Modeling

Boulevard has several concerns regarding the interpretation and presentation of information regarding air
quality and emissions during both construction and operational phases of the Project, particularly concerning
the discussion of National Ambient Air Quality Standard (NMQS) exceedances. Review of the Air Quality
resource section in Chapter 4 has revealed a number of significant concerns with the analysis. One is the
attempt to link monitored local wind data with occurrences of measured inhalable particulate (PMo)
concentrations that are above NAAQS. There is no scientific or statistical rationale that supports a correlation
between wind speed data (the basis for which is not clearly defined in the DEIS) and local PM;q 24-hour
concentrations. This type of analysis is misleading, and it is an erroneous cause and effect relationship. From
the qualitative observation that elevated PM 10 concentrations have occurred on a few days with higher winds,
the DEIS concludes that wind speed is a predictor of NMQS exceedances, however, there is no statistical
support for such a conclusion, as many higher wind days occur with no such exceedances.

The referenced analysis relating specific exceedance events to high wind conditions has been modified to
compare hourly maximum wind concentrations to thresholds identified as triggers in windblown dust in MAG
2008 (6 mph and 14 mph) at select monitoring points in the nonattainment area (MAG 2008). Additional
discussion on other causative factors, such as inversions, has also been expanded.

102

143-B

AQ-4

Modeling

pg 4-33 Section 4.2.6.2

First parag;aph: The sentence beginning "Under Alternative B, the SSEP would contribute at most an additional
0.38 pg/m* of PMyo during a 24-hour period" must be reworded. This is the same comment expressed for
Section 4.2.4.2, above. The text compares the project impacts to the >150 pg/m® magnitude values occasionally
observed at Buckeye, and subjectively concludes that the potential maximum contribution of 0.25% to 150
pg/m? represented by the SSEP must be additive to the Buckeye concentrations and therefore; "would also
increase the frequency of these exceedances." There is no technical basis for this gross oversimplification
absent a modeling exercise. See prior comment for rewording recommendation. The existing characterization
will mislead the public, and will erroneously lead to the inference that any new, even minor source emissions
anywhere within the geographic limits of a non-attainment area automatically causes or contributes to distant
NAAQS exceedances. This conclusion is not appropriate, scientifically plausible, or defensible.

Thank you for your comment. The text has been modified to reflect that the project is unl kely to contr bute to
NAAQS exceedances.

AQ-5

Mitigation

The following measures are recommended to reduce disturbance of particulate matter including emissions
caused by strong winds as well as machinery and trucks tracking soil off the construction site:

Site Preparation and Construction:

a. minimize land disturbance;

b. suppress dust on travelled paths which are not paved through wetting, use of watering trucks, chemical dust
suppressants, or other reasonable precautions to prevent dust from entering ambient air;

c. cover trucks when hauling soil;

d. minimize soil track-out by washing or cleaning trucks wheels before leaving construction site;

e. stabilize the surface of soil piles;

f. create windbreaks.

Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS these mitigation measures have been added to Section 4.2.10.

AQ-5

Mitigation

The following measures are recommended to reduce disturbance of particulate matter including emissions
caused by strong winds as well as machinery and trucks tracking soil off the construction site:

Site Restoration:

a. revegetate any disturbed land not used,;

b. remove unused material;

c. remove soil piles via covered trucks.

Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS these mitigation measures have been added to Section 4.2.10.
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4 3-G AQ-5 Mitigation Refer to the attached for rules applicable to reducing dust during construction, demolition and earth moving Thank you for your comment. Maricopa County Code Rules 310 and 310.01 are incorporated into Table 4.1 in

activities. the draft EIS. The Arizona Administrative Codes have been added to the final EIS in Table 4.1.

Arizona Administrative Code-18-2-604 through 607

Arizona Administrative Code R18-2-804

Maricopa County Code Rules 310 and 310.01

2 10-G AQ-5 Mitigation The following measures are recommended to reduce disturbance of particulate matter including emissions Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS these mitigation measures have been added to section 4.2.10.
caused by strong winds as well as machinery and trucks tracking soil off the construction site

Site Preparation and Construction:

a. minimize land disturbance;

b. suppress dust on travelled paths which are not paved through wetting, use of watering trucks, chemical dust

suppressants, or other reasonable precautions to prevent dust from entering ambient air;

c. cover trucks when hauling soil;

d. minimize soil track-out by washing or cleaning trucks wheels before leaving construction site;

e. stabilize the surface of soil piles;

f. create windbreaks.

3 10-G AQ-5 Mitigation The following measures are recommended to reduce disturbance of articulate matter including emissions Thank you for your comment. In the final EIS these mitigation measures have been added to Section 4.2.10.
caused by strong winds as well as machinery and trucks tracking soil off the construction site:

Site Restoration:

a. revegetate any disturbed land not used;

b. remove unused material;

c. remove soil piles via covered trucks.

106 143-B AQ-5 Mitigation pg 4-36 Section 4.2.8 Under the National Environmental Policy Act the BLM may consider all feasible mitigation to reduce or eliminate
) . e . . ) environmental impacts. However, because the emissions inventory indicates that the operational phase project

Second paragraph. Later in the paragraph, it is stated that "mitigation during high wind events would need to | gmissions would be considered de minimus, the off-site mitigation option for the operational phase has been

offset all of the emissions during high wind events" (emphasis added). Again, this is not phrased as though removed from the final EIS.

offsets are an option for mitigation that might or might not be appropriate, necessary or feasible. As in the prior -

comment on this paragraph, reliance on a correlation between "windy events" and NAAQS exceedance to Further, Section 4.2.10 has been revised to incorporate the option for mitigation during all NAAQS

justify a mitigation measure is not supportable on any scientific grounds. exceedances, not just those triggered by high winds. As such, the first mitigation option has been revised to
read "Cease construction activities during periods of NAAQS exceedances, which could include high wind
events and inversions."

107 143-B AQ-5 Mitigation pg 4-36 4 Section 4.2.8 The referenced analysis relating specific exceedance events to high wind conditions has been modified to
) . ) compare hourly maximum wind concentrations to thresholds identified as triggers in windblown dust in MAG

Second paragraph. Later in the paragraph appears the statement: "Historically, wind over 20 mph occur 0.8% of|5q0g (6 mph and 14 mph) at select monitoring points in the nonattainment area (MAG 2008). Additional

the time (3 days per year).” This is a misleading use of a simplified statistic. The highest winds occur for a small | Giscussion on other causative factors, such as inversions, has also been expanded. However, because the

percentage of the time, in large part, because they predominantly accompany brief "monsoon” season emissions inventory indicates that the operational phase project emissions would be considered de minimus,

windstorms in July-September. High winds of <1 hour sustained or in <1 minute gusts are scattered the off-site mitigation option for the operational phase has been removed from the final EIS.

unpredictably over several months during the year in different locations within the Salt River Valley airshed. In

stark contrast, this existing DEIS statement will give the public the erroneous impression that off-site "mitigation" |Further, Section 4.2.10 has been revised to incorporate the option for mitigation during all NAAQS

during just 3 days/year of windstorms is all that is necessary. Rather, enhanced mitigation triggered by the exceedances, not just those triggered by high winds. As such, the first mitigation option has been revised to

onset of brief wind events that are distr buted widely and unpredictably is arguably not feas ble at all, and at read "Cease construction activities during periods of NAAQS exceedances, which could include high wind

best would not be as effective as this discussion would imply. These considerations expose the off-site events and inversions."

mitigation option as not rational, and it should be omitted from the DEIS.

109 143-B AQ-5 Mitigation pg 4-36 Section 4.2.8 The bullet and section referenced by the commenter relate to operational phase emissions rather than
) . . . . o . construction phase emissions (the wording in the comment).

Second paragraph, fifth bullet. In this instance the mention of enhanced off-site mitigation of dust emissions is

at least prefaced as possible options that "could be implemented." But the text of this bullet poses Under the National Environmental Policy Act the BLM may consider all feasible mitigation to reduce or eliminate

"Implementation of off-site mitigation to offset all remaining construction emissions." This measure in practice  |environmental impacts. However, because the emissions inventory indicates that the operational phase project

could not be implemented; as it is vague and unquantifiable. See other comments on this Section. These emissions would be considered de minimus, the off-site mitigation option for the operational phase has been

considerations expose the off-site mitigation option as ill not rational [sic], and it should be omitted from the removed from the final EIS.

DEIS. Further, Section 4.2.10 has been revised to incorporate the option for mitigation during all NAAQS
exceedances, not just those triggered by high winds. As such, the first mitigation option has been revised to
read "Cease construction activities during periods of NAAQS exceedances, which could include high wind
events and inversions."
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Comment Letter No. |Resource |Resource Subcode Text Response
No. Code
111 143-B AQ-5 Mitigation pg 4-36 Section 4.2.8 Under the National Environmental Policy Act the BLM may consider all feasible mitigation to reduce or eliminate
. . e~ . . . environmental impacts. However, because the emissions inventory indicates that the operational phase project
Third paragraph and bullet. This paragraph states "During the operational phase of the project, off-site emissions would be considered de minimus, the off-site mitigation option for the operational phase has been
mitigation is the only feasible mitigation option to eliminate the entire contr bution of the SSEP during a 24-hour | emoved from the final EIS.
period...in order to avoid contributing to a NAQQS exceedance" (emphasis added). Several issues must be -
cited, any one of which support removal of this entire vein of discussion from the EIS. First and foremost, there |Further, Section 4.2.10 has been revised to incorporate the option for mitigation during all NAAQS
is no justification whatsoever for stipulating that mitigation must even approach eliminating or offsetting the exceedances, not just those triggered by high winds. As such, the first mitigation option has been revised to
entire operational phase contribution of the SSEP to local emissions. The facility is clearly shown to be a Minor |read "Cease construction activities during periods of NAAQS exceedances, which could include high wind
Source of emissions, in particular PM;o emissions, during operations. The requirement to somehow offset Minor |events and inversions."
Source emissions is not imposed by rule even in a Serious non-attainment area. Second, if this DEIS were to
set such a precedent, it is probable that any and all federal projects with minor source level particulate
emissions could not practically comply. For example federal projects such as operation of a short section of new
dirt road in an urban monument, or addition of a small emergency generator on a suburban military base, would
have to demonstrate "off-site” emissions offsets. Third, the implementation of off-site mitigation is presumed to
be necessary to avoid contributing to non-attainment concentrations caused by high wind events. Other
comments presented here discuss the fallacy of connecting non-attainment particulate concentrations to wind
conditions (refer to Section 3.2.4.1.1). To propose that this same argument now supports an impractical off-site
mitigation requirement is to rely on a house of cards to impose a substantive and unwarranted financial burden
on the Project. Lastly, even if off-site mitigation could be reasonably implemented it would not effectively
address the perceived significant impact criteria. It cannot be shown that future non-attainment concentrations
at distant monitors will be reduced by this mitigation option for the minor source operational phase emissions of
the SSEP. Based on this reasoning, the proposal to require off-site mitigation for operational phase emissions
should be omitted from the DEIS.
33 148-G AQ-6 Permitting The FEIS should briefly discuss emission controls contained in the air permit application. As explained in Section 4.2.1 Regulatory Requirements, Mitigation and Monitoring Measures (and Table 1.5) of
the draft EIS, the SSEP facility would be required to obtain a Title V Air Quality Operating Permit from the
MCAQD. As explained in the section, the SSEP would be required to apply suitable Best Available Control
Technologies (BACT) as part of this permitting process. The BACT measures identified in the permitting
analysis are applied to the emissions inventory in the draft EIS and final EIS.
95 143-B AQ-7 Construction emissions pg 4-24 Section 4.2.4.2 Thank you for your comment. The referenced statement has been revised to read: "However, these emissions
. N . . o . would not exceed the major source threshold (see Table 2.2) and therefore are unlikely to contribute to the
End of third paragraph. Similar linkage here as in the prior paragraph between SSEP emissions and distant, existing exceedances of NAAOS."
monitored NAAQS exceedances, but for the construction phase. In the case of construction emissions there is
no model-predicted off-site concentration information. However, the text still draws the unsupported conclusion
that "construction emissions would | kely contr bute as much or more to the existing exceedances of NAAQS as
would operational emissions." It cannot be directly concluded that construction emissions will contribute to
monitored exceedances any more than is the case for operational phase emissions. The existing
characterization will mislead the public, and will erroneously lead to the inference that short-term construction
emissions anywhere within the geographic limits of a non-attainment area automatically cause or contribute to
distant NAAQS exceedances. This conclusion is not appropriate, scientifically plausible, or defens ble. It would
be more accurate and consistent with precedent analyses of construction activities in other EIS documents to
state that; "Construction emissions could result in transient concentrations of particulate or other pollutants that
would be higher than the NAAQS, which may constitute significant impacts. But these exceedances would be of
short duration (less than 24 hours) and confined to the near vicinity of the project area boundary."
99 143-B AQ-7 Construction emissions pg 4-30 Section 4.2.5.2 Thank you for your comment. The referenced statement has been revised to read: "However, these emissions
N . . o . would not exceed the major source threshold (see Table 2.2) and therefore are unlikely to contribute to the
End of second paragraph. Similar linkage here as in the prior paragraph between SSEP emissions and distant, existing exceedances of NAAOS."
monitored NAAQS exceedances, but for the construction phase. This is the same comment expressed for
Section 4.2.4.2, above. It cannot be directly concluded that construction emissions will contribute to monitored |The analysis in the draft EIS assumed that an increase in emissions of PM;, would be proportional to an
exceedances any more than is the case for operational phase emissions. The existing characterization will increase in concentrations of PMy,. The BLM 